CHAPTER 2

Comments and Responses
2.1 Introduction
This section contains the comment letters received on the Draft EIR. Following each comment
letter is a response by the County intended to supplement, clarify, or amend information provided
in the Draft EIR or refer the reader to the appropriate place in the document where the requested
information can be found. Comments not directly related to environmental issues may be
discussed or noted for the record. Where text changes in the Draft EIR are warranted based upon
the comments, those changes are discussed in the response to comments and also included in
Chapter 3, Text Changes to the Draft EIR.

2.2 Master Responses
This section presents responses to environmental issues raised in multiple comments. Rather than
responding individually, master responses have been developed to address such comments
comprehensively. The Master Response number is then identified in the individual response to
comment so reviewers can readily locate all relevant information pertaining to the following
issues of concern.

Master Response 1: Wildfire
Comments were received concerning the wildfire risks associated with the Project. The comments
included concerns related to risks from the Project in igniting a wildfire and the potential impacts
of the Project on emergency evacuations, cumulative impacts from alteration of the natural fire
regime in this area, availability of sufficient water supplies for combating fire, and maintaining
emergency access roads.

Hazardous Fuel Treatments
All fuel reduction work and Project design criteria would meet or exceed the requirements of
Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Division 1.5, which establishes regulations
for CAL FIRE in State Responsibility Areas (SRAs) where CAL FIRE is responsible for wildfire
protection. These regulations are the wildland fire protection standards of the California Board of
Forestry and Fire Protection. They have been prepared and adopted for the purpose of
establishing wildfire protection standards in conjunction with building, construction, and
development in SRAs. Additionally, Title 14, Division 1.5, Chapter 7, Subchapter 2 sets forth the
standards for emergency access and egress (Article 2), signage (Article 3), water supply (Article
4), and fuel modification standards (Article 5) for lands within SRAs.
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Section 2.4.7 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 2-14, provided detailed information concerning
the Project’s fuel reduction measures. These measures would include fuel reduction meeting the
requirements of CAL FIRE and the Tuolumne County Fire Department (TCFD). Implementation
of the fuel reduction would be covered as part of the Project’s Timber Harvest Plan (THP), as
regulated and overseen by CAL FIRE. Fuel reduction would include removal of dead, down,
dying, diseased, and hazardous trees, removal of ladder fuels and ground litter, provision of
defensible space around all areas of proposed development and along Project roadways, and
establishment of defensible space within the site perimeter to a distance of 100 to 200 feet,
depending on the slope. These treatments would decrease potential impacts associated with
advancing wildfires from offsite, and would also decrease effects from wildfires that could
emanate from the Project site and spread into offsite areas. As previously determined in the Draft
EIR, implementation of these treatments would represent an improved condition over what is
present currently on the Project site.

Preventing Wildfire Ignitions During Construction and Operation
During construction and operation of the Project, and as provided on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR
and expanded upon below, the Project would implement a number of design elements and
activities that would reduce impacts associated with accidental ignitions on the Project site.
Construction Phase Measures

Prior to initiation of construction, the Project would be required to prepare and submit a
Construction Fire Prevention Plan (CFPP) for review by relevant service providers such as The
Tuolumne County Fire Department, Groveland Community Services District, and CAL FIRE.
The plan would include, but would not be limited to, the following:
•

Identification of a Site Safety Officer;

•

Fire safety training for personnel;

•

Emergency notification procedures;

•

Restrictions on use of chainsaws, chippers, vegetation masticators, grinders, drill rigs,
tractors, and torches to periods with higher humidity (15 percent or higher) and low winds
(less than 10 mph);

•

Red Flag Warning protocols (suspend construction activities during warning periods)

•

Safe storage of combustible or flammable materials in enclosed storage areas, away from
combustible material;

•

Mitigation to prevent arcing and sparking, and vegetation clearance where such activities
could take place;

•

Provision of onsite water truck, equipped with fast response hose and fog nozzles;

•

Provision of fire tools and equipment (fire extinguishers, fire tools, backpack pump fire
extinguishers, etc.);

•

Emergency response and evacuation procedures; and

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-2

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

2. Comments and Responses

•

Other measures as recommended by the fire safety consultant and/or the relevant firefighting
service providers.

Operational Phase Measures

Prior to the commencement of operations, the Project would be required to prepare and submit an
Operational Fire Protection Plan (OFPP) for review by relevant service providers such as the
Tuolumne County Fire Department, Groveland Community Services District, and CAL FIRE.
The plan would include, but would not be limited to, the following:
•

Implementation of procedures for minimizing potential ignition during operations;

•

Modifications to operations during Red Flag Warnings and High to Extreme Fire Danger days;

•

Compliance with defensible space/vegetation management area maintenance requirements;

•

Use of fire suppression water/equipment inventory (fire extinguishers, fire tools, backpack
pump fire extinguishers, etc.);

•

Permanent provision of an onsite fire-fighting water truck, equipped with fast response hoses
and fog nozzles;

•

Implementation of communication and reporting procedures with CAL FIRE, Tuolumne
County Fire Department, and Groveland Community Services District;

•

Use of an annual risk assessment with CAL FIRE, Tuolumne County Fire Department, and
Groveland Community Services District;

•

Provision of an onsite fire safety coordinator;

•

Provision of staff education and training for fire prevention, basic initial attack firefighting,
and fire reporting, with ALL employees provided with basic first aid training, and a
requirement that at least one employee be onsite at any given time with advanced first aid
training (EMT or equivalent);

•

Use of orientation briefings for all guests concerning potential hazards and what to do in the
event of an emergency incident;

•

Provision of an onsite fire and emergency alert system to notify site occupants in the event of
an emergency;

•

Use of tent materials with required fire resistance, provision of spark arrestors for
woodstoves, treatment of firewood and stove ashes, implementation of smoking restrictions,
use of safety measures for group fire ring operations, and use of design and safety criteria for
the onsite kitchen (provision of chemical hood, fire extinguishers, etc.);

•

Implementation of routine and emergency communications procedures;

•

Relocation and evacuation procedures, to include staging areas, accountability, routes of
ingress/egress, etc.;

•

Demonstrated compliance with applicable sections of the California Fire Code and California
Building Code, National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standards, and other local
requirements.
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The Project would not contain traditional structures such as buildings with framed construction or
shingled roofs. As such, requirements related to the provision of fire sprinklers and a dedicated
standby water supply do not apply to the Project. As noted above, however, and exceeding
County requirements, the Applicant has elected to provide a standby fire-fighting water truck
with appropriate hoses and nozzles that could be deployed to provide an initial response in the
event of a fire ignition.
Implementation of these design elements and the requirements within each plan would meet or
exceed applicable regulations as established by CAL FIRE and other relevant agencies and
organizations to reduce the risk of accidental ignitions during Project construction and operation
activities, and to provide for an effective emergency response if a fire were to ignite either on or
off the Project site. The Project would meet these requirements, and in many cases would exceed
them. As such, and as previously determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would not exacerbate
wildfire risks or expose Project occupants to the uncontrolled spread of wildfire.

Guest Tent Flammability and Woodstoves
Several comments speculated on the flammability of the guest tents as well as ignition risks
associated with the proposed woodstoves inside the guest tents. With respect to flammability, all
tents would be California State Fire Marshall-approved for flammability rating and resistance to
ignition, in conformance with standardized industry criteria. CPAI-84 (1995) (Canvas Products
Association International, now known as the International Fabrics Association International) is a
standardized testing method used specifically for confirming the flame resistance of fabric used in
manufacturing camping tents. The CPAI-84 test confirms fire resistance after the material is
exposed to a flame. Suppliers must submit the various tent materials (ceiling, walls, and floor) to
a third-party organization licensed to perform the required CPAI-84 flame retardancy testing.
Suppliers of the tent materials that meet these standards are then awarded an official laboratoryapproved certificate that can be shared with their customers. The state of California requires
CPAI-84 certification for tent materials.
Schott Textiles, the proposed manufacturer of the tent textile materials, submitted the materials to
MF&H, a third-party textile tester (MF&H 2020). MF&H tested the tent materials and certified
that the tent materials meet the CPAI 84 standards. The flammability and fire resistance test results
of the proposed tent material are attached to this Final EIR as Appendix A1. Per the testing
protocol, the flammability tests were performed on tent material in the following three conditions:
•

In its original state (new);

•

Weathered; and

•

After leaching.

During the tests, the specimens had a flame applied to the bottom edge for four seconds. The
damage length from the flame was then measured. To pass the test, the damaged length of the
material cannot exceed 255 mm or 10 inches. The results were as follows:
•

Material warp (lengthwise) = 2.30 inches damaged materials maximum

•

Material weft (width) = 2.67 inches damaged materials maximum
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As shown above, the recorded flame damage lengths were well within the requirements needed to
pass the test. The materials were also tested to determine if they would continue burning after a
flame source had been removed. The test results indicated the material burned for zero seconds
after flame removal, indicating the tent materials would not burn unless there is a continuous
flame source, the tent materials would not carry fire away from the flame source, and therefore
the tent materials would not present a risk of open flames emanating from the tents themselves
and creating a wildfire.
The woodstoves in each tent would be placed on an oversized 22-guage steel ember protection
mat, and the stove vent would pass through the tent wall or roof via a high heat silicone-coated
stove jack. Design specifications for the placement of the stoves within the tents are attached to
this Final EIR as Appendix A2. While the Project’s tent decks would remain in place during the
off-season, the decks themselves would not be any more subject to ignition than existing forest
materials, and would not present any additional fire risk than that present under existing
conditions without the Project.
In summary, and as conveyed in the Draft EIR, the Project’s guest tents would not introduce a
new ignition hazard that could start a wildfire. Based on their design and materials, the tents
would not present a significant wildfire risk, either through normal operation or mishap.
Therefore, the guest tents would not create a new or unique risk with respect to wildfire, and
impacts would be less than significant.

Group Campfire Rings
Several commenters were concerned with the Project’s three community fire rings. Several
referred to “campfires” that would be scattered across the site that would be used by
inexperienced guests. This is not an accurate description. As stated on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR,
a number of design features would be incorporated into these campfire rings to protect guests and
to prevent accidental ignitions. As stated in the Draft EIR:
Community campfire rings would be enclosed within a large metal ring to contain
burning material, and would be installed 12 inches into the ground, with a minimum of
12 inches extending above the ground. A mesh screen would be installed to encompass
and cover the fire as a spark arrestor. Branches and other vegetation above each fire area
would be removed, and a cone of clearance to the sky would be established. A large
metal cover would be provided to cover the fire ring when not in use and nightly after the
fire is extinguished by camp staff. A hose bib would be provided in proximity to each fire
ring to extinguish fires prior to covering. Closed-circuit cameras would be installed to
monitor each fire pit, and would be monitored from the campground office and mobile
devices. Fires would not be allowed whenever the U.S. Forest Service imposes
restrictions on campfires due to the proximity of the Forest boundary.
The design features stated above demonstrate that the three community fire rings would be
constructed and managed with a substantially higher level of care than a typical campfire. Based
on these features, the community fire rings would not create a unique risk with respect to wildfire,
and impacts would be less than significant.
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Emergency Evacuation and Management
A number of commenters questioned the Project’s impacts with respect to evacuation in the event
of an emergency. The Operational Fire Protection Plan mentioned previously, which would be
reviewed by relevant fire protection service providers prior to the commencement of operation,
would document the procedures to be implemented. At a minimum, the plan would define routes
of ingress and egress, rally points, and protocols for disabled guests and/or guests without their
own transport. In addition, as specified in the Operational Fire Protection Plan, a training program
would be implemented annually with all employees covering issues such as response to fire, fire
extinguisher and firehose use, and first aid and emergency medical response.
As described on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR, response during an emergency would be facilitated
by a number of design features that would meet or exceed County requirements. For instance,
onsite roadways would incorporate 20-foot widths and 13.5-foot vertical clearances. The bridge
over the ephemeral drainage would be designed and maintained to support the imposed loads of
heavy fire apparatus, up to a 4,000-gallon water tender, a semi transport with dozer, or a large
semi with 48-foot trailer. Radii for approach and departure would support these large vehicles.
The two-lane bridge width would be 24 feet wide and designed for HS-20 loading.
A secondary emergency access route, constructed to County standards, would be provided at the
Project site’s northwest corner to provide a secondary means of ingress and egress during an
emergency. Therefore, in the event of an evacuation, two routes of ingress and egress would be
available (Hardin Flat Road and the secondary access road), which would avoid the prospect of
concentrating vehicles at one access point. An emergency helicopter landing site would be
provided, as would temporary refuge areas if evacuation were not possible. In exceedance of
County requirements, the Applicant would provide a standby fire-fighting water truck with
appropriate hoses and nozzles that could be deployed to provide initial response in the event of a
fire ignition on the site.
Each of these design and operational features would facilitate implementation of applicable
emergency response and evacuation plans, and would also ease the burdens on emergency
response personnel as they respond to other areas that may be in more danger or not be as well
prepared. Based on the above, the Project would not impair an adopted emergency response or
evacuation plan, and any impact would be less than significant.

Summary
In summary, comments concerning the Project’s wildfire risk are not supported. As concluded in
the Draft EIR, implementation of Project design and operational elements, in compliance with
applicable regulations which are designed to reduce risk to acceptable levels, would decrease the
Project’s risks in this regard to less-than-significant levels, and the Project would not present a
unique risk related to wildfires. The comments do not present any additional information on
environmental issues that were not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
There is a relationship between Wildfire and the provision of public services. Therefore, readers
are also referred to Master Response 4: Public Services in this Final EIR for treatment of that
issue. That response provides additional detail concerning emergency response.
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Master Response 2: Water Supply
A number of comments were received concerning the Project’s impacts to groundwater supplies
from pumping by the Project’s groundwater wells. Commenters raised questions about the
Project’s assumed water demands, the hydrogeological information contained in the Draft EIR,
and also speculated that the Project would have an adverse impact on adjacent groundwater wells
in the area, particularly when combined with groundwater pumping at the adjacent proposed
Terra Vi project.
These and other issues related to this topic were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, and
were supported by factual evidence presented in the Project’s hydrogeological study, which was
included in Appendix G of the Draft EIR. The analysis in the Draft EIR determined that the
Project’s impact to groundwater would be less than significant. This finding is based on a number
of considerations, as presented in the Draft EIR and as summarized and expanded upon below.

Project Water Demand
Several commenters speculated that the water demand for the Project as presented in the Draft
EIR was too low, and that the Draft EIR had therefore underestimated the Project’s effects to
groundwater from the Project’s on-site wells. However, as noted in the Draft EIR (Table 2-1 on
page 2-12), the Project’s projected daily water use of 7,755 gallons per day was based on
recorded observations at other facilities operated by the Project Applicant. Those facilities are
similar in size to the Project, and operate in an identical manner. As a Condition of Approval, the
Project would utilize the same water efficiency features that have been implemented at the
Applicant’s other operational facilities, including the use of water fixtures that use minimal water,
shower facilities with shower heads and faucets that turn on by pulling a handle or pushing a
knob and turn off as soon as the handle or knob is released, and toilets that would use 0.8 to 1.2
gallons of water per flush. The Project would not utilize irrigated landscaping or contain a
swimming pool, spa, or other water features. In short, the Project would operate in a substantially
different manner than a traditional hotel (a use to which many commenters often compared the
Project), and the anticipated water demands of the Project reflect that difference.

Accuracy of the Hydrogeological Study and Aquifer Pumping Tests
Several comments were received concerning the aquifer pumping tests conducted on the Project
site, as well as the interpretation of the results. Commenters speculated that the results were
invalid because the tests were taken following a wetter-than-average winter, or that the tests were
not conducted for a long enough period.
Wetter than Average Water Year

The aquifer pumping tests were conducted to State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
criteria, which take into account such variables as below-average or above-average water years to
determine results. 1 While it is true that 2019 had higher precipitation than average over the
preceding nine years, the five months leading into the start-up of the pumping tests were either as
1

The standards for aquifer pump tests and other criteria can be found in the New and Existing Source Capacity
Standards regulations, at 22 CCR § 64554.
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dry, or drier than, those same nine preceding years. 2 This would suggest that the water levels
encountered during the aquifer pumping tests may have actually been lower than they otherwise
would have under “average” conditions.
Further, and in accordance with standard professional practice, other criteria were used to
establish the assumptions of the tests. Evapotranspiration in the vicinity of the Project is
estimated to be about 18 inches per year. 3 As discussed in the hydrogeological report, “the
average annual precipitation at the Project site is estimated to range between 35 to 40 inches”,
however the watershed has extensive areas above snowline, meaning that rainfall is not the only
source of runoff from the watershed. The Project’s hydrogeologists adopted a very conservative
approach to describing the water balance for the facility, based on the following assumptions and
conditions, as outlined in their report:
•

Assumed “only” about twelve inches of precipitation of rainfall per year.

•

Assumed only 10 percent recharge to the Project site area.

•

Ignored snowfall as a source of recharge, vis-à-vis snowmelt.

•

The average daily demand increased conservatively upwards by about 21 percent.

Subtracting the estimated 18 inches of evapotranspiration from the range of annual rainfall still
leaves more precipitation than the 12 inches used in the report’s assumptions. Furthermore, the
12 inches of precipitation assumed also accounts for drier year conditions as well. Based upon
each of these considerations, the evaluation assumed even drier conditions than average, and thus
adopted a very conservative approach to the analysis and the interpretation of the test’s results.
Aquifer Pump Testing Methodology and Results

The aquifer pumping tests conservatively estimated a daily water demand of 10,000 gallons per
day (note that the Project’s estimated demand is only 78 percent of that amount), and subjected
the test wells to double that amount of pumping (20,000 gallons per day) and then measured
recovery. The demand placed on the fractured bedrock aquifer during the tests extracted about
32 percent of the Project’s annual demand in only ten days. Despite that, recovery was relatively
quick, and was well within SWRCB criteria. The recovery rates for Wells 1 and 2 were
suggestive of the fracture system’s storage, and the fracture system’s likely recovery from
recharge. Well 2 recovered from ten continuous days of pumping at more than twice the
anticipated operational demand to within 95 percent of the original static water level in about two
days, which exceeds current SWRCB criteria. Well 1 took longer to recover to that level but was
still able to do so in about five to six days. Even this slower rate of recovery meets SWRCB
criteria. Regardless, the production anticipated from Well 2 will be sufficient to meet the needs of
the Project, with Well 1 serving as a back-up to Well 2 in the unlikely event it is needed.

2
3

A description of the area’s “normal year” and “drought year” precipitation data was presented in pages 41 through
44 of the project’s hydrogeological report, which was included in Appendix G of the Draft EIR.
Goulden, Anderson, Bales, Kelly, Meadows, Winston, 2012, “Evapotranspiration along an elevation gradient in
California’s Sierra Nevada, Journal of Geophysical Research, v. 117, pg. 1-13. Available:
https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1029/2012JG002027. Accessed September 25, 2020.
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Drilling operations revealed indications of aquifer pressurization, evidence of potentially higher
than anticipated volumes of water during drilling, and during airlift pumping after drilling. These
initial conditions influenced the decision to possibly conduct a constant discharge pumping test,
rather than the more frequently used constant drawdown test. As indicated in the Project’s
hydrogeological study, the water levels in the wells behave as if the fracture system in which they
are housed is under pressure or confined. The hydrogeologists conducting the test initially
intended to conduct a constant drawdown test. However, using an initial starting discharge rate of
40 gallons per minute, it quickly became apparent that the pumping water level had stabilized, as
had the discharge rate. The discharge rate remained roughly stable at 40 gallons per minute for
the entire duration of the ten-day pumping test. The pumping water level also remained relatively
stable for the same duration of time. It can therefore be stated that the test also served as a
constant drawdown test, with a constant discharge of 40 gallons per minute.
Several commenters suggested that additional testing, presumably conducted over a period of
years, should be conducted to confirm an adequate supply of groundwater. However, the tests that
were conducted were undertaken in accordance with accepted industry practices and with the
standard of care required of registered professional hydrogeologists. The assumptions used during
the tests, and the interpretation of the results of the tests, were very conservative in that they
assumed a much higher level of water demand than will actually be required for the Project and a
lower level of recharge than is likely to occur. Even under this “worst-case” scenario, the test
results were well within applicable SWRCB standards, and found that the onsite water supply is
more than adequate to meet the demands of the Project. No additional analysis is warranted.

Cumulative Impacts to Groundwater
Several commenters expressed concern that groundwater pumping by both the Project and the
proposed Terra Vi project could result in impacts to neighboring private property wells. The Draft
EIR evaluated the cumulative-level impacts of groundwater pumping under Impact 3.5-12,
beginning on page 3.5-26.
As discussed in the Draft EIR and the Project’s hydrogeological report (included in Appendix G
of the Draft EIR), the aquifer pumping tests for onsite Well 2 and the two Terra Vi site wells
(TV-1 and TV-2) were conducted at the same time, with the Terra Vi aquifer pumping tests
starting one day prior to the Well 2 aquifer pumping test (see Figure 14 in WRA 2020 in
Appendix G of the Draft EIR). Pumping at both sites was conducted at a substantially greater rate
of withdrawal than would be expected under each project’s actual operating conditions. In the
case of the Project, test pumping was conducted at more than twice the rate that will be required
during the Project’s operation. Thus, the aquifer pumping tests were conducted in such a manner
to quantify the cumulative impact of both sites pumping at exaggerated rates at the same time.
Prior to beginning the Well 2 aquifer pumping test, Well 1, the well closest to the Terra Vi site,
experienced a water level drawdown of about a one foot due to the Terra Vi pumping test; no
drawdown was observed in Wells 2 and 3 (see Figure 15 in WRA 2020 in Appendix G). This
indicates that the pumping of the Terra Vi wells would have a negligible effect on the wells on
the Project site. A drawdown on one foot or less is negligible, especially when considered against
the fact that the pumps in the Project’s wells were set at about 600 feet, leaving nearly 500 feet of
water above the pumps when not pumping. Further, the commencement of the aquifer pumping
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test on Well 2 and the later pumping test on Well 1 did not produce observable drawdowns in the
two Terra Vi wells. Therefore, the aquifer pumping test results indicate that the Project and the
proposed Terra Vi project would be able to operate simultaneously without adversely affecting
each other’s operations. Further, because the Project would operate at 20 gallons per minute
rather than the 40 gallons per minute used for the aquifer pumping tests, and would also not
operate in the winter, the cumulative impact would be even smaller. Finally, owing to the
minimal amount of impervious surfaces that would be present on the Project site, a greater level
of recharge can be expected, thus reducing potential impacts. Ultimately, the low levels of
pumping during the Project’s operating season, the lack of pumping during the winter months,
and the lack of impervious surfaces on the site would increase the potential for groundwater
recharge on the Project site and in the estimated groundwater recharge zone.
Further, and as presented on page 3.5-18 of the Draft EIR and as verified by aquifer pumping
tests conducted to SWRCB standards, the tests indicated that the areal extent of the Project’s
pumping impact would be largely contained within the Project site, even when using a sustained
pumping rate of more than twice that needed to support the Project. The nearest other existing
water supply wells are assumed to be at nearby rural residences. The closest residences are at
30350 Sawmill Mountain Road located about 1,800 feet northwest of Well 1, and two residences
on Hardin Flat Road located about 2,000 feet to the southeast. Both residences are farther than the
observed effect from the 40 gpm aquifer pumping tests and the extent of offsite pumping effects
would be even less under actual operational pumping conditions, which are not expected to
exceed 20 gpm during peak use periods, and would be zero gallons per minute during the offseason winter months. Therefore, the areal extent where groundwater levels would decrease
would be even smaller under actual operating conditions. Based on each of these considerations,
there would be no adverse cumulative effects to groundwater supplies in the area.

Summary
The Project’s aquifer pumping tests were undertaken in accordance with the standard of care
required of a registered professional hydrogeologist, and the testing program was based on
SWRCB criteria. Further, the assumptions used during the tests that formed the basis for the
reported findings were very conservative, and assumed groundwater production during a drier
than normal year and at a rate more than twice that required to meet the operational needs of the
Project. The test results were well within applicable SWRCB standards, and show that an onsite
water supply that is more than adequate to meet the demands of the Project. The test results also
indicate that there would be no adverse effects to nearby water wells. Contrary speculation by
commenters is therefore not supported, and no additional analysis beyond that presented here and
in the Draft EIR is required.

Master Response 3: Water Quality
A number of comments expressed concern regarding the potential for water quality impacts
associated with the Project’s septic system and leach field. The wastewater treatment plans for the
Project were described in Section 2.4.4 of the Draft EIR, and the Project’s impacts were assessed
in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, specifically under Impact 3.5-5, commencing on page 3.5-20. The
analysis in the Draft EIR determined that the Project’s impact on wastewater issues would be less
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than significant. This finding is based on a number of considerations, as presented in the Draft
EIR and as summarized and expanded upon below.

Wastewater System Design
The type of onsite wastewater treatment and disposal system proposed for the Project is regulated
at the local, state, and federal levels. As described in Section 3.5.3 of the Draft EIR, applicable
regulatory requirements include Tuolumne County Ordinance Code 13.08, which regulates all
private and commercial wastewater systems in the County. At the state level, the 2019 California
Plumbing Code from the California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 5 (specifically Appendix
H, Private Sewage Disposal Systems), sets mandatory standards for wastewater systems. At the
federal level, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems
Manual provides additional guidance and standards. 4 Each of these codes and regulations are
based on over 100 years of modern convention and best practices in wastewater treatment and
dispersal. The purpose of these regulations is to protect “public health, welfare, and safety in the
design, construction, maintenance, and use of sewage disposal systems and to protect surface and
ground water from contamination” (Tuolumne County Code §13.08.010) and to help ensure that
onsite wastewater treatment systems do not present “an unacceptable risk to public health or
water resources” (EPA Manual, p. xiii). These types of systems are used throughout California
and other parts of the country where connection to an established sanitary sewer system is not
practicable. Per County and State requirements, the Project’s wastewater system has been
designed by a Registered Environmental Health Specialist (REHS), which is a professional
certification extended to individuals who have met prescribed education, training, and experience
requirements and have passed a comprehensive examination reflective of the demands
encountered within the environmental health profession. 5 Adherence to the regulations and
standards in the Codes and Manuals through the design, installation and operation of the Project’s
wastewater treatment system will protect public health and water resources.

Horizontal Migration of Effluent
As with any such system, the prevailing site geology and soil morphology dictates the suitable
wastewater system for a given site. As such, soil and percolation tests were conducted on the site
to inform the system’s design. Based on the system’s design and the soils that are present on the
site, horizontal effluent is unlikely to migrate more than five feet from the sidewall of the leach
line. 6 Accordingly, migration to offsite wells, the nearest of which would be more than 1,000 feet
from the leach field, would be virtually impossible.
Applicable regulations require a 100-foot sanitary setback from domestic water wells, and an
even more restrictive 150-foot sanitary setback to a public water well, as would be applicable to
the water wells for the Project. Through decades of experience, this regulatory requirement has
4

5

6

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2002. Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems Manual. Available:
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-06/documents/2004_07_07_septics_septic_2002_osdm_all.pdf.
Accessed August 11, 2020.
The REHS program is administered by the Environmental Management Branch of the California Department of
Public Health. Information on the program can be found at
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DRSEM/Pages/EMB/REHS/REHS.aspx. Accessed August 11, 2020.
Don Myers, REHS. Personal communication. September 10, 2020.
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been determined to be adequate to prevent wastewater from traveling horizontally and
contaminating nearby water wells. Again, the nearest offsite well would be more than 1,000 feet
from the proposed leach field, therefore resulting in a setback distance of more than six times that
required by the regulations. As such, no contamination of offsite private wells will occur from the
Project’s leach field.
Private water wells have no requirement for periodic water testing. The proposed potable water
wells for the Project, on the other hand, would be developed as a Public Water System (see
Section 2.4.3 of the Draft EIR) and would therefore be subject to compulsory water testing and
reporting. Since the Project’s own water wells would be closer to the proposed leach field than
any offsite private water wells, the onsite wells developed for the Project would serve as de facto
monitoring wells, and any potential wastewater contamination from the Project’s leach field
would be more likely to contaminate the Project’s own water wells than any offsite wells. This
scenario, however, is extremely unlikely given the septic system’s design in accordance with
applicable standards and the required setbacks of the system from onsite wells. Placement of
actual monitoring or “sentinel” wells is therefore not necessary.
Based on each of these considerations, there would be no impact to offsite water wells from
horizontal migration of effluent.

Vertical Migration of Effluent
The current Tuolumne County standard for leach field design prescribes that at least 5 feet (with
+/- 6 inches of discretion) of soil be below the bottom of any leach trench that does not include
pre-treatment (some surrounding counties only require 3 inches of soil). In that 5 feet of vertical
movement of effluent through the soil, mechanical and biochemical treatment would occur. The
principal of the 5-foot requirement is that the effluent will receive sufficient treatment through the
5-foot soil column that there would not be contamination of any groundwater encountered below
5 feet. The Project site exhibited deep soils in every location where soil morphology test pits were
excavated, and the leach system was designed around the site’s particular soil morphology.
The difference between “water table” hydrogeology and “hard rock” hydrogeology conditions
often leads to confusion. The available groundwater in most of the County is considered “hard
rock” sourced, where a water well bore intersects fractures in the hard rock that conveys the
groundwater. Such is the case with the Project and other wells in the surrounding area. These
useable water conveying fractures are at considerable depths (greater than 100 feet for the three
water wells on the Project site 7). Commercial/public water well standards require that water
conveying shallow depth fractures, which are not present with the Project site’s wells or other
wells in the local vicinity, be sealed off so as to not be included as part of the useable composite
water source. All of these requirements together prevent groundwater contamination from all
grade-level or comparatively shallow contamination sources. With respect to the Project, the
depth of the soil available on the site is more than sufficient to effectively treat the effluent well
before the effluent would reach groundwater.
7

See Table 3.5-1 on page 3.5-1 of the Draft EIR for the depth to fractured bedrock intervals that produce
groundwater for each of the site’s wells.
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The movement of sewage through soil is a major factor in leach system sizing and design
considerations. The soil morphology testing referred to above was performed to determine the
site-specific application rate for soil absorption. Soil absorption is expressed in gallons per day
per square foot of soil absorption surface (GPD/ft2). The maximum daily sewage volume
generated determines the square footage of soil absorption surface needed at the required
application rate (GPD/ft2), which is also known as the leach system size criteria. The Project’s
wastewater system was designed in accordance with the Project’s expected peak wastewater
generation, in conjunction with the capacity of the site’s soils to absorb the generated effluent.
The peak wastewater generation for the Project was presented in Table 2-2 of the Draft EIR. The
total value (10,841 gallons per day) was derived from generation factors provided in the
California Plumbing Code, and represents a worst-case scenario of the maximum volume of
sewage that could be generated per day at full capacity, with all tents at maximum occupancy and
all guests and employees eating all their meals at the site. 8 Of note, the modeled peak wastewater
generation for the Project is nearly 30 percent greater than the expected maximum daily potable
water usage for the Project (7,755 gallons per day). 9 The Project’s wastewater system and leach
field was designed to accommodate the higher number (10,841 gallons per day), which means
that the system is oversized by a factor of at least 30 percent for the amount of effluent that is
likely to be generated.

Maintenance
Tuolumne County Code Section 13.08 requires that all commercial wastewater systems have a
perpetual contract with a qualified service provider for the maintenance, monitoring, and
operation of their wastewater systems. Having a qualified third party service provider prevents
septic system failures that could result in surface water or groundwater contamination. In
contrast, non-engineered residential wastewater systems do not have a service provider
requirement, and rely solely on the property owner to provide adequate maintenance, monitoring,
and proper operation.

Summary
Based on the above considerations, and as presented in the Draft EIR, the Project would not
create a significant impact with respect to wastewater management, and would not result in onsite
or offsite well contamination. Compliance with applicable regulatory standards for the design,
construction, and maintenance of the Project’s wastewater infrastructure would eliminate any
potentially significant effects. The various comments submitted on this issue do not present any
additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the
Draft EIR.

8

9

See Table 2-2 on page 2-13 of the Draft EIR. All wastewater flow rate calculations and tank sizing specifications
were derived from Appendix H of the 2016 California Plumbing Code. Specifically, 2016 California Plumbing
Code, Estimated Waste/Sewage Flow Rates, Table H 201.1 (2), 9. Hotels (No kitchen); 30 gpd/person. Also Chart
H 901.7 Design Criteria for commercial kitchen/food preparation wastewater treatment and dispersal using
disposable utensils. Per Tuolumne County Environmental Health policy, the maximum daily volumes used for
wastewater system design must represent maximum daily volumes at maximum occupancy.
See Table 2-1 on page 2-12 of the Draft EIR. The expected water use values for the project are based on recorded
observations at other Under Canvas facilities.
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Master Response 4: Public Services
CEQA’s treatment of Public Services impacts is narrowly defined to include only those impacts that
would arise from the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects. The precise significance criteria used in
Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, and also in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (XV)(a) states:
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new
or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services: 1) Fire protection; 2) Police protection; 3) Schools; 4) Parks; and 5)
Other public facilities?
CEQA regulations and applicable case law on this issue demonstrate the threshold concerns only
the environmental effects associated with the provision of new or altered physical public service
facilities. 10 Response times, service ratios, and other performance objectives are relevant to the
analysis only within the context of whether or not new or expanded facilities would be required to
meet defined criteria related to those service objectives, and what the environmental effects
would be of providing those facilities.
Regarding emergency response times, service ratios, and other performance criteria, the rural
nature of the County creates difficulties in defining what is acceptable and what is not. For
instance, according to the Tuolumne County General Plan EIR, and as stated on page 3.7-2 of the
Draft EIR, the Tuolumne County Fire Department (TCFD) does not use the National Fire
Protection Association standard for fire protection services that requires 1-2 firefighters per 1,000
residents because this standard does not work with TCFD’s personnel resources and service
population. TCFD’s acceptable response time for urban areas is nine minutes, for suburban areas
is 10 minutes, for rural areas is 14 minutes, and for remote areas the acceptable response time
depends directly on travel distance. 11
The last category of “remote” would apply to the Project site. As many commenters have stated,
and as presented on pages 3.7-1 and 3.7-2 of the Draft EIR, the nearest all-hazard emergency
services resources (structural and wildland firefighters and paramedics) are located in Groveland,
approximately 17 road miles west of the Project site. Seasonally, wildland-only firefighting
resources are nearer, about nine miles to the west at the U.S. Forest Service’s (USFS) Groveland
10 CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 restricts the effects that CEQA mitigation addresses to those “significant effects

on the environment” which are defined to include “adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area
affected by the project” “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment.” 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15382. This concept was upheld in direct relation to response times for fire and
emergency services in City of Hayward v. Trustees of California State University (2015) 242 Cal. App. 4th 833,
842–47 where the court found that the protection of public safety is the first responsibility of local government, the
“need for additional fire protection services is not an environmental impact that CEQA requires a project proponent
to mitigate,” and that as it relates to response times for fire and emergency services that there is “no authority…that
CEQA shifts financial responsibility for the provision of adequate fire and emergency response services to the
project sponsor.”
11 County of Tuolumne. 2018. Draft EIR for the Tuolumne County General Plan Update. Page 3.14-2. Available at
https://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/11305/Section-311-to-314. Accessed October 2, 2020.
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ranger station, and eight miles to the east at Hodgdon Meadow on Yosemite National Park, where
a cooperative USFS/National Park Service (NPS) facility is located. The amount of time required
for any of these resources to arrive at the Project site would be dependent upon travel time and
availability of the resource. These same constraints also apply to law enforcement and ambulance
service in this area of the County.
Based upon the realities imposed by distance and availability of resources, the County has
therefore not adopted a specific emergency response time standard for the remote areas of the
County. This reality is articulated in both the General Plan and in the operational plans of the
relevant service providers. Accordingly, there is no impact to a specified response time or staffing
ratio requirement that would be triggered by the Project, and the Project would not trigger a
requirement for the construction of new or expanded public services facilities that could cause a
significant environmental effect. Based on the established significance criteria in CEQA, the
Project’s impacts related to public services would be less than significant.
All-hazard emergency response service to the Project site and the surrounding area is currently
provided by the Groveland Community Services District (GCSD), though resources from other
providers (CALFIRE, USFS, NPS) also could be dispatched to the site depending on the type of
incident and resource availability. 12 GCSD responds to emergencies within its district, and also to
out-of-district areas like the Project site and the surrounding area through its mutual aid
agreement with the County. GCSD would therefore have primary responsibility for the provision
of all-hazard emergency response services.
The extent to which response times to the area are deficient is an existing condition. If the Project
is approved and becomes operational, this existing condition would not have been caused by the
Project.
As discussed in Section 3.9.2 of the Draft EIR, there is a CAL FIRE Amador station at 11700
Merrill Road. An Amador station is a CAL FIRE station, with CAL FIRE staff and equipment.
The cost of running the station is borne by the state during fire season. During the winter months,
GCSD is charged for providing the service. This contract is currently being considered for a
three-year term, for $263,466 a year.
In 2019, the Board of Supervisors was informed by GCSD of the challenges involved with
affording the cost of providing fire services. Recently, the GCSD General Manager has stated that
within three years GCSD will find themselves in a difficult place to afford to fund the CAL FIRE
contract for fire services that are provided at the CAL FIRE station in Groveland. Due to the
current evaluation of several projects that could utilize GCSD resources, including the Project,
12 As is the case with all private land parcels in the vicinity, including the adjacent Terra Vi site, the Under Canvas

site is located within a State Responsibility Area (SRA) for wildfire protection responsibility. The surrounding
federal lands of the Stanislaus National Forest are designated as a Federal Responsibility Area (FRA). Through an
agreement with the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), wildfire protection on SRA lands in the area is provided by the
USFS. Such arrangements are common in areas where relatively small and scattered private inholdings are present
within much larger areas of undeveloped federal land. These agreements are subject to review and are occasionally
revised as conditions change. The role of the USFS is restricted to wildland firefighting only; the USFS does not
fight structural fires or provide paramedic service. Those services would fall to another provider such as CALFIRE
or GCSD.
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the GCSD Board directed their General Manager to work with the County towards future fire
revenues and/or services.
After listening to the issues GCSD is facing and comments that the County does not provide any
fire services along the Groveland SR-120 corridor, on September 22, 2020, the County approved
an allocation of $263,466 for the Groveland Amador station to fund the GCSD portion of the
CAL FIRE contract. This action taken by the Board will allow the County to move towards their
goal of providing additional first responder services along the SR-120 corridor as well as
providing financial relief to GCSD. As a result of the County taking over the three-year contract,
GCSD will have immediate relief of this financial obligation and can direct over $790,000 to
other needs within the district, including additional staffing or equipment.
However, to assist with the provision of emergency response services to the Project site, the
Project Applicant has volunteered to financially support emergency response efforts on the
SR-120 corridor. Because the funding of emergency response is outside the scope of CEQA, this
issue will be addressed further in the staff report and as a Condition of Approval for the Project.
Proceeds from the fee will be utilized to offset the cost of providing emergency service to the
Project, and to assist GCSD with equipment and staffing needs. The proposed Condition of
Approval represents the Project’s fair-share contribution with respect to providing emergency
response service to the Project site.
There is a relationship between Public Services and the provision of emergency response to
wildfire. Therefore, readers are also referred to Master Response 1: Wildfire in this Final EIR for
treatment of that issue. That response provides additional detail as to the Project’s design features
and the Applicant’s commitments related to wildfire prevention and emergency response.

Master Response 5: Aesthetics
Several commenters expressed concern about the Project’s visual effects, particularly as viewed
from State Route 120 (SR-120) and Hardin Flat Road. An important consideration that must be
taken into account when determining a project’s aesthetic impacts is that CEQA is primarily
concerned with a project’s visual impacts when viewed from publically accessible vantage
points, and not views from non-public or private areas. The specific significance criteria applied
in the Draft EIR and the CEQA Guidelines is as follows:
In non-urbanized areas, [would the project] substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings?
(Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage
point). [CEQA Guidelines Appendix G(I)(c)].
Using these criteria, the Project’s impacts were evaluated under Impact 3.3-1 of the Draft EIR,
beginning on page 3.1-10, which found the Project would not substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site, and that the Project’s impacts would
therefore be less than significant. This finding was based on a number of considerations, as
presented in the Draft EIR and as summarized below.
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Project Setbacks
Commenters on this topic are referred to Figure 2-3 of the Draft EIR, illustrating the Project’s
layout, which shows the locations of the Project’s facilities and guest tents. As can be seen in the
figure, and as stated on page 3.1-10 of the Draft EIR, the closest campground tents to SR-120 and
Hardin Flat Road would be more than 500 feet from the public rights-of-way for each roadway.
Some level of vegetative fuel treatments would occur in areas along the site’s perimeter, to
include vegetation removal, thinning and eliminating ladder fuels to establish defensible space,
but these treatments would be confined to the first 100 to 200 feet of the site’s perimeter,
depending on slope. Accordingly, even after vegetative fuel treatments, substantial quantities of
intervening live trees and topography would lie between the roadways and the tent sites. Based on
distance and intervening vegetation, it is unlikely that the Project’s guest tents would be viewable
from either roadway, and views of any facilities that could potentially be seen would be fleeting
and unremarkable. The guest tents themselves would be neutral in color and would largely blend
into the landscape when viewed from the public viewpoints along SR-120 and Hardin Flat Road.
As stated in Section 2.4.1 of the Draft EIR, on page 2-6, the guest tents would be removed from
their platforms and placed inside a shipping container for winter storage. These shipping
containers would be painted a neutral color and would also be located in areas that are setback
from SR-120 and Hardin Flat Road, where they would be shielded from view in the same manner
as the guest tents themselves. The wooden tent platforms would remain in place during the offseason, but these structures would be located more than 500 feet from public rights-of-way, and
would be even less visible than the tents themselves, owing to their low profile against the ground
and their neutral color, which would blend in with the surrounding forest.
While the Project could potentially result in a slight change to the visual character of the Project
site when viewed from area roadways, the introduction of tented camp sites and associated lowprofile supporting facilities that would be largely obscured from public view would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings. Even with all of the Project’s components combined together (fuel treatments, site
development, and Project facilities), the overall rural character of the site would remain largely
unchanged when viewed from public vantage points. The comments do not present any additional
information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.

Lighting and Glare
The specific significance criteria applied in CEQA and in the Draft EIR concerning lighting and
glare are as follows:
[Would the project] create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day and nighttime views in the area? [CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G(I)(d)].
The Draft EIR evaluated the Project’s impacts against these criteria under Impact 3.1-2 of the
Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.1-11. That analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less
than significant. This finding was based on a number of considerations, as presented in the Draft
EIR and as summarized below.
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Section 2.4.5 of the Draft EIR describes the lighting for the Project, which would be designed and
operated to minimize glare, light trespass, sky glow, and over-lighting. Lighting for the lobby
tent, common areas, and guest tents would be low-voltage solar lighting. As a condition of
approval, all light fixtures and the use thereof would be International Dark Sky Association (IDA)
compliant, while still providing safety and guidance for guests. Incorporated lighting standards
would specify that lights would only be on when needed and would only light those areas that
require it; lighting would be no brighter than necessary; light-emitting diode (LED) fixtures
would utilize color temperatures no greater than 3000 Kelvins to minimize the production of blue
light, and all light fixtures would be shielded and pointed downwards. Based on these design
features and the limited use of lighting on the site, lighting outputs associated with the Project
would be minimal.
Developed areas of the site where guest tents and other facilities would be located would be at least
500 feet from public viewpoints along SR-120 and Hardin Flat Road. Further, the nearest offsite
receptors to potential Project light sources on the site are residences located 1,300 to 1,400 feet to
the southeast and 1,400 feet to the north. There is substantial vegetation and topographic variance
lying between the potential light sources and these sensitive receptors. Lighted Project facilities
would also be located a significant distance from public roadways (more than 500 feet), and would
also be screened by intervening vegetation and topography. Views of the Project facilities and of
any light emanating from the Project would be blocked by these existing natural features.
In addition, the Project would not include building materials such as reflective glass or polished
surfaces that could create a sources of glare.
Consequently, implementation of the Project would not create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area, and this impact would
be less than significant. The comments do not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.

Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic
A number of comments expressed concern regarding Project-generated traffic. Traffic safety was
also a concern among some commenters. Each of these issues was analyzed in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR.

Circulation Impacts
As stated is Section 3.8.4 of the Draft EIR on page 3.8-6, a traffic study was not prepared for the
Project since the Project’s projected traffic generation fell well below County and Caltrans
thresholds requiring such a study. Trip generation rates for the Project were determined based on
traffic counts taken at an existing Under Canvas facility with on-site features and operations that
are consistent with those of the Project. The results of the analysis indicated that each occupied
tent would generate 2.6 daily one-way (in or out of the site) vehicle trips, and less than one trip
per hour during the weekday AM and PM peak hours. This trip generation factor included all
trips in and out of the site, whether made by guests, employees, delivery vehicles, or other users
at the site. Based on this information, the Project would generate approximately 260 trips per day
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at full occupancy (2.6 trips per tent x 99 tents = 257.4 average daily trips). Tuolumne County
requires that a traffic study be prepared only if a Project is projected to generate more than 500 trips
per day, and since the Project would only generate about half that amount even at full occupancy,
a traffic study was not prepared. 13 Caltrans requirements for the preparation of a traffic study for
projects that could affect their facilities (in this case, SR-120) were also not triggered. 14
The CEQA Guidelines were recently updated to specifically exclude level of service (LOS) as the
primary metric for evaluating transportation impacts. An evaluation of LOS was presented in the
Draft EIR to determine if the Project would conflict with applicable policies in the County’s
General Plan, specifically those related to LOS for SR-120 and other area roadways (Policies
4.A.1 and 4.A.6). 15 The specific significance criteria applied in the analysis was as follows:
[Would the project] conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities? [CEQA Guidelines Appendix G(XVII(a)].
The Draft EIR evaluated the Project’s impacts against these criteria under Impact 3.8-1 of the
Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.8-7. That analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less
than significant. This finding was based on a number of considerations, as presented in the Draft
EIR and as summarized below.
In its operational phase, the Project would not result in significant impacts to LOS along SR-120
or Hardin Flat Road. SR-120 in the vicinity of the Project currently operates at LOS C. 16 As
noted previously, the Project trips would generate a total of approximately 260 vehicle trips per
day. These Project-generated vehicle trips would represent about 6.7 percent of average daily
traffic volumes on SR-120 in the area of the Project site, which is within the range of typical daily
variation in traffic levels that might be expected on these facilities. Even during peak hours, the
Project’s contribution to overall traffic volumes on SR-120 would be negligible. These
considerations indicate that roadway operating conditions would remain substantially similar to
current conditions and the LOS would not deteriorate. As such, improvements to SR-120, such as
widening or provision of turn lanes, would not be necessary. While special events could
occasionally be held at the Project site, operations at the site during these events would not vary
substantially from regular day-to-day operations, in that participants would likely travel to and
stay at the site in much the same manner as any other guest. Therefore, there would not be a
substantial increase in the number of trips to and from the Project during these events.
Regardless, the Project’s “normal” trip generation would be so far below triggering thresholds
that any incidental additional trips associated with these events would not surpass any thresholds.
13 Tuolumne County. 2013. Tuolumne County General Plan and Regional Transportation Plan Evaluation and

Analysis. Prepared for County of Tuolumne. Submitted by Rincon Consultants, Inc. July, 2013.

14 As stated in the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002), the Caltrans

threshold for a facility operating at level of service (LOS) C or D, such as SR-120, is 50-100 peak hour trips. The
proposed project would generate well under that amount.
15 LOS is a qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions. LOS A through F are assigned to an intersection or
roadway segment, with LOS A indicating very good operations with little congestion and LOS F indicating poor
operations with heavy congestion.
16 Caltrans. 2011. Transportation Concept Route State Route 120. California Department of Transportation, District
10 Office of System Planning and Goods Movement. January, 2011.
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As further stated under Impact 3.8-1, on page 3.8-8, the Project would conform to all applicable
policies in the County’s General Plan. The Project would not result in a worsening of LOS
performance criteria for SR-120 and other area roadways (Policies 4.A.1 and 4.A.6), as stated
previously; the Project would pay fees to offset its impacts to the area’s transportation system
(Policy 4.A.5); the Project’s internal roadways and intersections with public roadways would be
designed in accordance with applicable standards to provide safe and efficient access to, through,
and from the site (see Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIR, Access and Internal Circulation) (Policy
4.A.2); the Project would integrate YARTS transit into its design by providing turnout facilities
and a bus stop at the Project frontage along Hardin Flat Road (again, see Section 2.4.2 of the
Draft EIR, Access and Internal Circulation ) (Policies 4.B.1 and 4.C.6); and provision of transit
access to and from the site would enable such use in an emergency evacuation (Policy 4.C.7).
Based upon the considerations outlined above, the Project would not result in a significant impact
to area circulation. The comments submitted on these topics do not present any additional
information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.

Transit Impacts
Several commenters raised concerns about existing capacity on YARTS transit service, and the
effect that the Project could have on those services. As stated under Impact 3.8-1 of the Draft
EIR, on page 3.8-8, YARTS planning documents indicated that in July, 2017, the busiest month of
service, the overall load factor on the Route 120 line was 56 percent on weekdays and 47 percent on
weekends. 17 The busiest weekday runs were the eastbound run departing Sonora at 6:40 AM (75
percent load factor), while the busiest westbound run was the 4:00 departure from Yosemite
Valley (61 percent load factor). Only one run had reservations reaching the maximum allowed
reservation (Run 1 on Labor Day). The Plan concluded that existing ridership figures did not
indicate a strong need for additional capacity. Nevertheless, the Draft EIR determined that the
Project’s contribution to YARTS ridership, together with other proposed Projects along the SR120 corridor, could occasionally result in an increase in ridership demand that could exceed
seating capacity on several runs per season. Based upon this consideration, mitigation was
prescribed that would direct Project staff to coordinate with YARTS to identify transit runs where
transit demand may exceed capacity. On those occurrences, which in 2017 was shown to occur on
only one run that year, and for those runs where such an exceedance is expected, the mitigation
directed Project staff to recommend alternative departure times for guests to help avoid
overcrowding during the identified runs. This mitigation is sufficient, especially since YARTS’ is
not currently at or near capacity, and also since YARTS has indicated that “there is no strong
need for additional capacity.” 18
Based upon these considerations, the Draft EIR determined that the Project would not result in a
significant impact to area transit services. The comments submitted on this topic do not present
any additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in
the Draft EIR.
17 YARTS. 2018. Short Range Transit Plan. Prepared by LCS Transportation Consultants. December 3, 2018.

Available: http://yarts.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/YARTS-Short-Range-Transit-Plan-2019.pdf. Accessed
May 27, 2020.
18 YARTS. 2018. Short Range Transit Plan. Page 138.
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Safety
Several commenters indicated that the Project could create a traffic safety hazard at the
intersection of SR-120 and Hardin Flat Road. This topic was evaluated in Impact 3.8-3 of the
Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.8-10. As stated there, the Project would not involve redesign or
reconfiguration of existing roadways. Primary access to the site would be taken from Hardin Flat
Road, at a point approximately 800 feet south of Hardin Flat Road’s intersection with SR-120.
The distance between the Project entrance and SR-120, together with the low traffic volumes
generated by the Project, would ensure that no backups onto SR-120 would occur. The Project
would not introduce any new types of vehicles, turning movements, or other features that would
differ substantially from that which is already occurring.
Since the Draft EIR’s circulation, and at the request of Caltrans, a sight distance analysis has been
prepared for the Hardin Flat Road/SR-120 intersection, using methodologies outlined in the
Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) 7th Edition. The analysis is attached to this Final EIR
as Appendix C1. The analysis found that corner sight distance (CSD) at the intersection is greater
than the minimum CSD required when looking to the west of the intersection (i.e. viewing
eastbound approaching traffic), but is less than minimum CSD when looking to the east of the
intersection (i.e. viewing westbound approaching traffic). The required stopping sight distance
(SSD) meets minimum requirements for all operations analyzed.
Minimum CSD east of the Hardin Flat Road/SR 120 intersection is not met under existing
conditions. However, actual SSD on westbound SR-120 for vehicles approaching the Hardin Flat
Road/SR-120 intersection exceeds minimum SSD. Therefore, a vehicle traveling on westbound
SR-120 approaching the Hardin Flat Road/SR 120 intersection would have more than the
required time to come to a stop if an object (for example another vehicle completing a turn) were
blocking the intersection.
Clearing the CSD line of sight to the east of the Hardin Flat Road/SR-120 intersection is not
feasible due to the existing raised embankment on the south side of the highway. However, as
noted above, westbound vehicles on SR-120 would have more than the required sight distance to
stop for an object at the Hardin Flat Road/SR-120 intersection, if necessary. Therefore, the
analysis recommended that California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA
MUTCD) Curve (W1-2) and Side Road (W2-2L) warning signs be installed along westbound SR120 east of the Hardin Flat Road/SR-120 intersection. Since the current deficiency is an existing
condition, the Project would not create a new significant impact with respect to sight distance.
However, in the interest of safety, both the Project Applicant and the County are willing to
coordinate with Caltrans to cover the costs of installing the signs. Regardless, the Project would
not create a new significant impact with respect to sight distance safety.

Vehicle Miles Traveled
A number of comments that were received on the Draft EIR concerned the Draft EIR’s vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) analysis. Use of VMT to determine a Project’s impact on transportation is a
relatively new requirement under CEQA that differs from the traditional level of service (LOS)
analysis that many members of the public are accustomed to seeing in EIRs. The comments that
were received generally concerned two broad issues related to VMT: 1) the increase in
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Countywide VMT brought about by new visitors to the area that would be facilitated by
implementation of the Project; 2) the methodology of the VMT analysis, particularly the number
of trips assigned to the Project.
Increases to Area VMT from the Project

The vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis performed for the Draft EIR was a conservative
analysis that accounted for all trip types and trip lengths to/from the Project site. As stated on
page 3 of the Yosemite Under Canvas VMT Analysis Memorandum (Wood Rodgers, April 15,
2020; attached to the Draft EIR in Appendix I, with a finalized version attached to this Final EIR
as Appendix C2). The Project was modeled in the latest available version of the Tuolumne
County Regional Travel Demand Model (RTDM), which was recently updated and validated for
the Tuolumne County SB 743 VMT Study. The RTDM outputs were also post-processed to
account for out-of-county travel.
Several commenters stated that the VMT analysis in the Draft EIR was flawed because it
assumed that the Project would only serve tourists who are already in the vicinity and would not
attract new visitors from outside the area. The analysis did not make that assumption. As stated
on page 3 of the Yosemite Under Canvas VMT Analysis Memorandum, the RTDM analysis
generally assumed that some of the Project trips would not be new to the County, and instead
would be rerouted from other similar land uses. The Draft EIR’s VMT analysis assumed that the
Project would generate a mix of rerouted existing trips and new trips to the area based on the
RTDM analysis. This is demonstrated by the net increase in Countywide VMT under the “With
Project” conditions shown in Table 3 of the memorandum. The net increase in Countywide VMT
is primarily due to a portion of the Project-generated trips that consist of new trips, which include
new trips from outside the County. Therefore, the Draft EIR VMT analysis does assume that the
Project would attract visitors from outside the area and potentially increase the total number of
visitors to Tuolumne County.
Similarly, several commenters stated that the Draft EIR suggests that other tourist
accommodations in the area will be left vacant as a result of Project implementation. As stated
above, the Draft EIR assumed that the Project would generate a mix of rerouted existing trips and
new trips to the area. Therefore, some existing similar campground or hotel facilities in Tuolumne
County may experience a reduction in demand initially after the Project opens, since somevisitors
may choose to utilize the Project’s facilities rather than other existing lodging facilities.However,
demand at existing similar accommodations is anticipated to increase again after ashort period due
to the general increase in Tuolumne County tourism that occurs over timeregardless of changes in
supply of campsites, hotel rooms, and cabins in the County. TheYosemite Under Canvas VMT
Analysis Memorandum (Wood Rodgers, November 4, 2020;attached to this Final EIR as
Appendix C2) provides additional discussion and data on growth intourism in Tuolumne County.
Table 6 of that memo shows that transient occupancy tax (TOT; i.e., taxes paid on temporary
lodging) collected in Tuolumne County increased by approximately10 percent per year over the
last decade after adjusting for inflation. Therefore, it can be inferredthat total visitor
accommodations purchased during that same time period increased by a similaramount. Based on
the total dollar amounts of TOT collected each year, and an average increase ofcollected TOT
revenues of 10 percent over the last decade, it can be inferred that demand for accommodations
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in Tuolumne County increased by thousands of transactions per year. Since the Project would
consist of only 99 seasonal campsites, which would represent an increase in accommodations of
approximately three percent when compared to the 3,000+ existing campsites and hotel rooms in
the County, the typical annual growth in demand for accommodations in Tuolumne County is
anticipated to outpace the increase in accommodation supply due to the Project in a relatively
short period of time. Given this condition, any lessening of demand at existing lodging facilities
would be very short-lived as the continuing increase in overall demand would backfill those
facilities quite quickly.
Project Trip Generation and VMT

Several commenters suggested that the Draft EIR’s VMT analysis calculated Project VMTthrough
comparison with existing campsites, rather than comparing the Project to luxury lodgingsavailable
at similar price points, thus inaccurately reporting the Project’s VMT. In fact, the VMTanalysis
utilized a custom trip generation that was based on trip counts collected at existing UnderCanvas
facilities. 19 The analysis showed that the Project’s trip generation would be generallycomparable
with the RTDM’s trip generation rates for campgrounds and cabins, but would not beconsistent
with trip generation rates for more traditional lodgings at similar price points such ashotels/lodges.
The custom trip generation rate developed for the Project was based on data froman existing and
comparable Under Canvas facility, and therefore represents a reasonable estimateof Project
trip-generation characteristics. Generally, existing hotels/lodges in Tuolumne Countygenerate
significantly more trips per unit than the Project would, based on trip generation rates inthe
RTDM, and therefore would generate significantly more VMT as well. Campgroundsgenerally
generate less trips, and therefore less VMT, than hotels/lodges because visitors are more likely to
stay on-site once they arrive and participate in on-site outdoor activities. Table 3 of the Tuolumne
County SB 743 VMT Thresholds Memorandum (Wood Rodgers, May 27, 2020;attached to this
Final EIR within Appendix C3, as part of the July 28, 2020 staff report and other materials
concerning the County’s adoption of VMT thresholds), developed as part of the Tuolumne County
SB 743 VMT Study, shows that the average existing hotel/lodge VMT per room in theEast
County Subarea is 129.1, which is substantially higher than the Project VMT per campsite of 39.8
and the average East County Subarea existing campground VMT per campsite of 48.4 from the
Yosemite Under Canvas VMT Analysis Memorandum (Wood Rodgers, November 4, 2020;
attached to this Final EIR as Appendix C2). Comparing the Project VMT per campsite against
average VMT of other existing lodgings at similar price points such as hotels/lodges would be
neither meaningful nor accurate, and if executed in that manner would unfairly benefit the Project
because its VMT would be so much less than those uses.
Several commenters also speculated that the Draft EIR’s VMT analysis did not consider visitor
travel between home and the Project site, and only analyzes in-County travel. In actuality, the
RTDM model utilized for the analysis accounts for Home-Based Work, Home-Based Other, and
Non-Home-Based trip types made by users of the Project, which essentially represent employee
trips, interregional visitor trips to/from the Project, and regional recreational trips by visitors once
at the Project. As stated on page 3 of the Yosemite Under Canvas VMT Analysis Memorandum
19 See Appendix I of the Draft EIR, specifically the memorandum titled Trip Generation for Yosemite Under Canvas

EIR, prepared by ESA, October 4, 2019. The memorandum provides a detailed explanation of the site-specific trip
generation rates utilized for the project’s transportation and VMT analysis.
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(Wood Rodgers, April 15, 2020; attached to the Draft EIR in Appendix I, with a Final version
attached to this Final EIR as Appendix C2), out-of-County travel and trip lengths by Project
visitors were accounted for using post-processing procedures based on year 2018 AirSage trip
data obtained as part of the Tuolumne County SB 743 VMT Study, and California Statewide
Travel Demand Model data. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s VMT analysis fully accounted for visitor
travel between home and the Project site, and fully accounted for out-of-County Project travel.
Several commenters stated that the Draft EIR estimated that tourists staying at the Project will
drive fewer VMT to reach recreational opportunities than tourists that stay at other
campgrounds/cabins in the vicinity. Project VMT per campsite is lower than the existing average
VMT per site in the East County Subarea, as outlined under the analysis for Impact 3.8-2 of the
Draft EIR, because tourists/employees of the Project would, on average, travel less miles than
tourists/employees of other existing campgrounds in the area. The lower travel associated with
the Project is due to a number of Project characteristics, including location of the Project, Projectprovided amenities, and an on-site YARTS bus stop. The Project’s proximity to Yosemite
National Park will reduce the VMT of tourists staying at the Project going to and from the park
compared to the VMT of tourists staying at existing accommodations in locations further away.
The Project’s YARTS shuttle stop would help reduce tourism VMT to/from major tourist
destinations even further by allowing some tourists to avoid driving their own vehicle for trips
between the Project and tourist destinations. The Project’s proximity to communities such as
Groveland and the option for employees to be housed in local rental units provided by Under
Canvas would reduce employee VMT to/from the site. The Project’s commercial kitchen,
bathrooms, and support facilities would provide visitors essential services on-site, reducing the
need for travel and further reducing VMT.
As stated on page 3.8-7 of the Draft EIR, the VMT significance threshold that was used in the
analysis conformed with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR) Technical
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, and conservatively adopted OPR’s
threshold for residential, office, and retail uses, which provides that any project exceeding a level
of 15 percent below existing VMT per capita would indicate a significant transportation impact. 20
As stated under Impact 3.8-2 on page 3.8-9 of the Draft EIR, the analysis found that the existing
average VMT per campsite in the East County subarea was estimated to be approximately 48.4
VMT per site. The project’s VMT per campsite was estimated to be approximately 38.2 VMT per
site, or approximately 21 percent less than the East County subarea average. Therefore, the
Project’s total VMT per campsite would be more than 15 percent below the existing subarea
average, and the impact would therefore be less than significant. Based upon these considerations,
the Draft EIR determined that the Project would not result in a significant impact from VMT.
Since the time of the Draft EIR’s circulation, the County has adopted its own thresholds of
significance for VMT (see Appendix C3 of this Final EIR). For hotel/campground uses, the
adopted threshold requires that a project be “Consistent with [the] General Plan and less than or
20 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 2018. Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in

CEQA. December, 2018. Available at: https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf.
Accessed October 30, 2020.
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equal to [the] subarea baseline average VMT per room/site.” 21 When measured against these
thresholds, the Project’s impacts are also less than significant: 1) the proposed Project is
consistent with the land use and zoning designations for the subject site; and 2) the Project’s
VMT per campsite is estimated to be approximately 38.2 VMT per site, or approximately 21
percent less than the 48.4 VMT per site East County subarea average.
Based on the above considerations, the Project’s VMT would be substantially less than that
required under both the 2018 OPR Technical Advisory and the County’s recently-adopted VMT
thresholds. Ultimately, the comments submitted on this topic do not present any additional
information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.

Master Response 7: Noise
A number of comments were received concerning the potential noise impacts of the Project.
Particular concern was expressed about operational traffic noise and occasional special events at
the site that could utilize amplified sound.
The specific significance criteria applied in CEQA and in the Draft EIR concerning noise is as
follows:
[Would the project] generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies? [CEQA Guidelines Appendix G(XIII)(a)].
Since the County does not have a noise ordinance, the analysis in the Draft EIR assessed whether
the Project would result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards established in the County’s
General Plan. The analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant. This
finding was based on a number of considerations, as presented in the Draft EIR and as
summarized below.

Traffic Noise
Several commenters suggested that the threshold used to assess traffic noise was inappropriate for
the rural character of the Project environs. The potential impacts from traffic-generated noise are
assessed in Impact 3.6-1 on pages 3.6-11 and 3.6-12 of the Draft EIR. As stated previously, the
County does not have a noise ordinance, so the Draft EIR’s analysis assessed whether the Project
would result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards established in the County’s General Plan.
In conformance with the direction provided in the CEQA Guidelines (see the specific significance
criteria provided at the beginning of this response), the threshold applied in the transportation
noise analysis was derived from General Plan Implementation Program 5.A.a, which for existing
quiet noise environments allows an increase of up to 5 dBA. State Route 120 (SR-120) represents
21 Resolution 74-20, Exhibit A. Board of Supervisors of the County of Tuolumne, California Environmental Quality

Act Transportation Analysis Threshold of Significance Criteria.
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the greatest generator of traffic noise (or any other noise) in the vicinity. As shown in Table 3.6-6
of the Draft EIR, the increase in roadway noise on SR-120 from the Project would be 0.2 dBA
above the 63.8 dBA that is present currently. 22 The cumulative traffic-related noise increase on
SR-120 is presented in Table 3.6-8 of the Draft EIR, and is shown to be 0.5 dBA. Both scenarios
were evaluated as measured 30 meters (approximately 100 feet) from the roadway centerline, and
the nearest sensitive receptor in the Project area is located at more than 10 times that distance
from the roadway. Even at the relatively close distance of 100 feet, the predicted increases in
roadway noise would be well below the 5 dBA increase allowed by the County’s General Plan.
Further, the increase of 0.2 dBA would be substantially less than 2 decibels, which is considered
by Caltrans to be the lowest perceptible increase outside of an acoustics laboratory that a trained
human ear can detect. 23
Based upon these considerations, the Draft EIR determined that the Project would not result in a
significant impact from increases to traffic noise. The comments submitted on this topic do not
present any additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR.

Amplified Sound and Operational Noise
Several commenters suggested that the Draft EIR ignored the potential impact of amplified sound
associated with special events. The potential impacts from events involving amplified sound and
general operational noise were assessed in Impact 3.6-1 on page 3.6-11 of the Draft EIR. Since
the County does not have a noise ordinance, the analysis addressed whether the Project would
result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards established in the County’s General Plan. This
would include amplified sound used during special events and everyday operational noise
deriving from the Project site.
In conformance with the direction provided in the CEQA Guidelines (again, see the specific
significance criteria provided at the beginning of this response), the threshold applied in the
operational noise analysis was derived from General Plan Implementation Program 5.A.a, which
for stationary noise sources between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. is a bright-line threshold of
50 dBA as an hourly average or 70 dBA as a maximum noise level. As stated in the Draft EIR’s
Project Description, and as a condition of Project approval, special events would not be permitted
after 10:00 p.m. The Draft EIR does not conclude that such occasional and temporary events
would not be potentially audible to nearby receptors. Rather, the Draft EIR concluded that
resultant noise impacts to sensitive receptors would not be significant, as measured against the
applicable threshold. That finding is based on the distance of sensitive receptors from the
developed areas of the Project site, and the application of the known properties of sound to
22 As noted in Tables 3.6-6 and 3.6-8 of the Draft EIR, the listed values represent the modeled existing noise levels

from mobile sources along specified roadways and are based on traffic data from Caltrans and the Drat EIR’s
Transportation section. Road center to receptor distance was assumed to be 30 meters (approximately 100 feet).
Vehicle mix on these road segments was assumed to be 95 percent auto, 2.5 percent medium trucks, and 2.5 percent
heavy truck based on Caltrans estimates. The speed for the roadway was assumed to be 55 miles per hour.
23 Caltrans. 2013. Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. Pages 2-44 and 2-45.
September, 2013. Available at: https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmentalanalysis/documents/env/tens-sep2013-a11y.pdf. Accessed August 31, 2020.

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-26

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

2. Comments and Responses

determine the likely noise levels at a measured distance from the noise source. As described in
the Draft EIR, when measured from the area where amplified sound would be most likely to
occur (the lobby tent area), the distance between the noise source and the property line of the
nearest sensitive receptor would be at approximately 2,500 feet, or about a half-mile. At this
distance, even a 100 dBA noise event at the lobby tent (extremely loud, and very unlikely) would
measure only about 44 dBA at the nearest sensitive receptor property line. This calculated value
assumes a straight-line distance, though in the case of the Project, noise from the Project site
would be further attenuated by intervening vegetation and topography. 24 Regardless, this noise
level would be well below the 50 dBA hourly average threshold and substantially less than the
70 dBA maximum noise threshold specified in the County’s General Plan. As such, there would
not be a significant impact.
Based upon these considerations, the Draft EIR determined that the Project would not result in a
significant impact from amplified noise. The comments submitted on this topic do not present any
additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the
Draft EIR.

Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality
A number of commenters expressed concern about the Project’s effects on air quality from the
wood-burning stoves that would be used to provide heat to the Project’s guest tents. This issue
was analyzed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. Impact 3.3-2, for example, provides information
derived from a separate evaluation of wood-burning stove emissions using the CalEEMod model,
which is the statewide land use emissions computer model designed to provide a uniform
platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify
potential criteria pollutant emissions associated with both construction and operations from a
variety of land use projects. The model quantifies direct emissions from construction and
operation activities, as well as indirect emissions. The model was developed for the California Air
Pollution Officers Association in collaboration with the California Air Districts.
As described on page 3.3-11 of the Draft EIR, the modeling conservatively assumed that all 99
tents would operate a woodstove simultaneously at the default model usage rate of 82 days per
year, a scenario which is unlikely to occur, given the Project’s likely occupancy rates and the fact
that the Project’s peak operating season, when occupancy rates would be at their highest, would
occur during the warmer summer months when heating would not be required. Even under this
worst-case scenario, the Project’s annual criteria pollutant emissions would be a small fraction of
the Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control District’s (TCAPCD) thresholds for the criteria
pollutants it regulates, which include ROG, NOx, PM10, and CO. The outputs from this modeling
were included in the Draft EIR as Appendix E, and were summarized in Table 3.3-3 on page
3.3-11 of the Draft EIR. That table is reproduced here for the convenience of the reader.
24 This sound level was derived by application of the Inverse Square Law, which provides that for each doubling of

distance from a point source, the sound pressure level decreases by approximately 6 dBA. The formula to calculate
sound attenuation over distance is as follows: Lp(R2) = Lp(R1) - 20·Log10(R2/R1), where Lp(R1) = sound
pressure level at initial location; Lp(R2) = sound pressure level at the new Location; R1 = distance from the noise
source to initial location; R2 = distance from noise source to the new location. Accordingly, a 100 dBA noise
source will be detected at approximately 44.29 dBA at a distance of 2,000 feet.
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DRAFT EIR TABLE 3.3-3
MAXIMUM ANNUAL CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS (TONS/YEAR)
Emissions Category

ROG

NOx

PM10

CO

Maximum Annual Construction Emissions

2.02

3.24

0.32

2.98

TCAPCD Thresholds

100

100

100

100

Exceed Thresholds?

No

No

No

No

Annual Operational Emissions

0.86

0.45

0.19

1.59

Woodstove and Fire Ring Emissions

1.50

0.16

1.58

8.93

Generator Emissions

0.17

0.016

0.001

0.001

Maximum Annual Operational Emissions

2.53

0.63

1.77

10.52

TCAPCD Thresholds

100

100

100

100

Exceed Thresholds?

No

No

No

No

Construction Emissions

Operational Emissions

SOURCE: ESA, 2019 (Draft EIR Appendix E)

As can be seen in the table, the Project’s annual operational air quality emissions would be but a
fraction of the TCAPCD’s emissions thresholds. To further evaluate the localized effects of wood
smoke, and as described under Impact 3.3-3 of the Draft EIR commencing on page 3.3-12, an air
dispersion screening model evaluation was conducted using the U.S. EPA’s AERSCREEN
version 16216 model. AERSCREEN produces conservative concentration estimates by utilizing
worst case meteorological and terrain data. To estimate PM2.5 concentrations generated from the
wood-burning stoves and group campfire rings, the model was configured as a single point source
representing a single wood stove stack (i.e., all 99 tent stoves and group fire rings operating at a
single, concentrated, location), which represents a “super” worst-case concentration scenario that
would never actually be realized in real-world operating conditions. The nearest sensitive
receptor to the Project is a residence located approximately 1,300 to 1,400 feet southeast and
downhill form the nearest proposed Project facilities. The AERSCREEN output selection was
chosen to produce concentrations by distance up to 5,000 meters away. To determine the PM2.5
concentrations at the various sensitive receptors from the aggregated wood stove stack, each
source was given a distance designation in 200 foot increments. For example, a stack located
1,700 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor was estimated at 1,600 feet from the receptor
because it fell into the grouping of greater than or equal to 1,600 feet but not more than 1,800 feet
from the sensitive receptor. To estimate the Project’s contribution to PM2.5 concentrations at the
nearest off-site sensitive receptor, modeling results for operation of the emergency generator,
modeled as a single point source, were conservatively combined with modeling results for
operation of the wood-burning stoves and group campfire rings.
The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) include standards for annual PM2.5
concentrations as well as 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations, while the California Ambient Air Quality
Standards (CAAQS) include only 24-hour PM2.5 standards. However, the national and state
standards for 24-hour PM2.5 are the same. The ambient air quality standards for PM2.5 are based

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-28

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

2. Comments and Responses

on a three-year average for both the 24-hour and annual standard. Because there are no nearby air
monitoring stations, the PM2.5 data for the Table Mountain Station was used as a conservative
representation of the existing ambient air quality for the region of the Project. Table 3.3-4 of the
Draft EIR, reproduced below, presents the estimated existing, and existing plus Project contribution
to the ambient air quality and compares them to the applicable air quality standard for PM2.5.
DRAFT EIR TABLE 3.3-4
MAXIMUM PM2.5 CONCENTRATIONS (UG/M3)
Emissions Category

Annual

24-Houra

Existing Conditions, 3-year average

9.68

31.6

Project Contribution

0.44

3.29

Combined Estimated Impact

10.1

34.9

TCAPCD Thresholds

12.0

35.0

Exceed Thresholds?

No

No

Operational Emissions

NOTE:
a 24-hour PM concentrations were modeled under worst-case scenario conditions, which
2.5

assume 24-hour use of emergency generators in the event of a PG&E PSPS event.

SOURCE: ESA, 2019 (Appendix E)

As shown in the table, the Project’s contribution plus the existing condition for both annual and
24-hour PM2.5 concentrations at the nearest sensitive receptor would be below the state and
federal standards, even under “super” worst-case scenario conditions, and thus localized impacts
from operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. The modeling was
conducted using very conservative assumptions to provide a worst-case scenario; in actuality,
such a scenario is extremely unlikely to occur, given the Project’s operating season and likely
occupancy rates, together with the fact that the operating stoves would be spread throughout the
site, and not concentrated at a single location. Even under this hypothetical worst-case scenario,
the modeling determined that the Project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Since the Draft EIR’s circulation, the Applicant has decided to use EPA-certified woodstoves,
even though there is no applicable requirement that the Applicant do so. Use of those stoves
would be a condition of approval for the Project. Substitution of these stoves would reduce the
modeled emissions substantially. CalEEMod’s emissions factors for woodstoves use U.S. EPA
woodstove certification values ranging from 4.1 to 5.5 grams per hour of particulate matter. The
EPA-certified woodstoves selected by the Applicant for installation in the guest tents would have
a certification of 1.4 grams per hour, which would provide an emissions reduction of approximately
66 percent when compared to a standard stove and the emissions factors utilized in the air
dispersion model described above. The revised table below shows the Project’s modeled PM2.5
emissions using the EPA-certified stoves. This additional reduction would serve to decrease the
Project’s already less-than-significant impacts by a substantial degree.
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REVISED DRAFT EIR TABLE 3.3-4
MAXIMUM PM2.5 CONCENTRATIONS (UG/M3)
Emissions Category

Annual

24-Houra

Existing Conditions, 3-year average

9.68

31.6

Project Contribution

0.44

3.29 1.12

Combined Estimated Impact

10.1

34.9 32.7

TCAPCD Thresholds

12.0

35.0

Exceed Thresholds?

No

No

Operational Emissions

NOTE:
a 24-hour PM concentrations were modeled under worst-case scenario conditions, which
2.5

assume 24-hour use of emergency generators in the event of a PG&E PSPS event.

SOURCE: ESA, 2019 (Appendix E)

Based on the above information, assertions by various commenters that the Project would result
in a significant impact from wood smoke emissions are not accurate. The Draft EIR found that
the Project would not create a significant impact with respect to wood smoke, and the Project’s
use of EPA-certified stoves would reduce those effects even further.

Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on
Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed
A number of comments addressed the commenter’s opposition to the Project without offering
comments on potential environmental effects or the Draft EIR. As stated in the CEQA: “The
purpose of an environmental impact report is to identify the significant effects on the environment
of a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those
significant effects can be mitigated or avoided.” [CEQA Section 21002.1(a)]. Following public
review of an EIR, lead agencies are directed to “evaluate comments on environmental issues
[emphasis added] received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and prepare a written
response.” [CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a)].
Many of the comments did not address specific environmental issues or effects associated with
the Project. These comments also did not address the adequacy of the analysis contained in the
Draft EIR. Ultimately, these comments asserted the opinions of the commenters as to how the
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore do not present information on
environmental issues. No additional analysis or response is required for these types of comments
[Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Tuolumne (1982) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679]. All
comments, however, will be noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they
consider the Project and whether or not to approve it.
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Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public
Comment Period
A number of comments were received requesting, in light of the COVID-19 emergency, that the
County extend the Draft EIR’s public comment period beyond the standard 45 days required by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a). Nearly all of these requests were submitted to the County
during the final days of the posted 45-day comment period.
The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has issued no directives recommending
the extension of CEQA public comment periods during the COVID-19 emergency. Governor
Newsom’s now-lapsed Executive Order N-54-20 (extended through EO N-80-20) provided a
number of provisions that suspended requirements of public agencies for public filing, posting,
notice, and public access requirements for CEQA documents during the emergency. Despite the
Order’s easing of these requirements, the County filed, posted, and noticed the Draft EIR in the
customary manner. Further, the Draft EIR and all related appendices were made available on the
County’s website.
It is the general policy of the County that the public circulation directives contained within the
CEQA Guidelines are in place to provide certainty of process to lead agencies, responsible
agencies, members of the public, and Project proponents. Unless there has been a lapse on the
County’s part in following an established procedure that could result in an adverse impact on the
public’s ability to meaningfully comment – an incorrect filing or noticing, for example – an
arbitrary decision to alter a prescribed procedure is not only unwarranted, it is also ill-advised
since it adds an element of ambiguity to an otherwise familiar and defined process and sets an
expectation for future actions. For this reason, and in the absence of any legal requirements that
would have directed it to do otherwise, the County elected to retain the standard 45-day public
comment period for the Draft EIR.

Master Response 11: Alternatives to the Project and
Alternative Site Locations
Alternatives to the Project, including an alternative site location, were evaluated in Chapter 4 of
the Draft EIR. The analysis conforms to the requirements for such analysis as prescribed in
Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines. For this Project, the County elected (consistent with
CEQA) to evaluate only on-site alternatives. As the California Supreme Court has emphasized,
“the keystone of regional planning is consistency -- between the general plan, its internal elements,
subordinate ordinances, and all derivative land-use decisions. Case-by-case reconsideration of
regional land-use policies, in the context of a project-specific EIR, is the very antithesis of that
goal.” Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 572–73. Because
the land use and zoning provisions that govern use of the site contemplate potential commercial
recreation use (Tuolumne County Code §17.31 and §17.15), the County elected not to reconsider
those determinations in the context of the EIR. This approach is consistent with the court’s
conclusion in Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal. App.4th 477,
492 (“Because the project is consistent with the City’s existing plans, policies, and zoning, we
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conclude a review of alternative sites was not necessary.”) Based upon each of these
considerations, analysis of an alternative site was neither appropriate nor required.

2.3 Individual Responses
This section contains the responses to comments submitted during the public review period.
Commenters on the Draft EIR, their associated agencies and organizations, and assigned letter
identifications are listed in the table below. Each comment letter received during the public
comment period was bracketed to identify individual topics, and individual responses to those
comments are provided. In situations where the comment issue was identified in multiple letters,
a “Master Response” was prepared to address the general concern, and the response to comment
may refer the reader to one of the Master Responses provided above. If a subject matter of one
letter overlaps that of another letter, the reader may be referred to more than one group of
comments and responses to review all information on a given subject. Where this occurs, crossreferences are provided.
COMMENT LETTERS CONCERNING THE DRAFT EIR
Letter #

Entity

Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-mail

Date Received

1

Stanislaus National Forest, Groveland
Ranger District

Jim Junette, District Ranger

July 16, 2020

2

California Department of Transportation

Kevin Schroder, Interim Chief

July 17, 2020

3

Central Valley Water Quality Control
Board

Nicholas White, Water Resource Control
Engineer

July 20, 2020

4

Groveland Community Services District

Peter Kampa, General Manager

July 17, 2020

5

Groveland Community Services District

Peter Kampa, General Manager

July 20, 2020

Agencies

Organizations & Individuals
6

Central Sierra Environmental Resource
Center

John Buckley

July 10, 2020

7

Central Sierra Environmental Resource
Center

John Buckley

July 15, 2020

8

Tuolumne Group of the Sierra Club

Kevin Rice, Conservation Chair

July 13, 2020

9

Tuolumne Group of the Sierra Club

Kevin Rice, Conservation Chair

July 19, 2020

10

Tuolumne River Trust

Cindy Charles, Board Member

July 10, 2020

11

Tuolumne River Trust

Cindy Charles, Board Member

July 20, 2020

12

Michael Allen

July 17, 2020

13

Robert Asquith

July 20, 2020

14

Dennis Brewer

July 20, 2020

15

Kathy & Donald Brown

July 19, 2020

16

Mary Beth Campbell

July 20, 2020

17

L. Canotas

July 20, 2020

18

Matthew Chapman

July 11, 2020

19

Matthew Chapman

July 17, 2020

20

Matthew Chapman

July 17, 2020
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COMMENT LETTERS CONCERNING THE DRAFT EIR
Letter #

Entity

Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-mail

Date Received

21

Matthew Chapman

July 20, 2020

22

Suzanne Ctibor

July 17, 2020

23

Shawn Conlan

July 20, 2020

24

Nancy Constantino

July 12, 2020

25

Nancy Constantino

July 19, 2020

26

Sharon Coolidge

July 21, 2020

27

Tom Coolidge

July 24, 2020

28

Dan Courtney

July 10, 2020

29

Dan Courtney

July 20, 2020

30

Dan Courtney

July 20, 2020

31

Dan Courtney

July 21, 2020

32

Dan Courtney

July 21, 2020

33

Dan Courtney

July 21, 2020

34

Patricia Elliott

July 17, 2020

35

Elizabeth Erickson

July 20, 2020

36

Peter Erickson

July 20, 2020

37

Bill Flannery

July 20, 2020

38

Sam Flannery

July 14, 2020

39

Sam & Helen Flannery

July 14, 2020

40

Ben Gardella

July 20, 2020

41

David George

July 19, 2020

42

Laura George

July 19, 2020

43

Rosalina George

July 20, 2020

44

Kathleen Haff, Supervisor-Elect

July 19, 2020

45

Mary Beth Hollander

July 20, 2020

46

Tim Hutchins

July 11, 2020

47

Tim Hutchins

July 15, 2020

48

Tim Hutchins

July 20, 2020

49

Linda King

July 18, 2020

50

Charles Kraft

July 19, 2020

51

Christina Craft

July 18, 2020

52

Denise Kraft

July 18, 2020

53

Denise Kraft

July 20, 2020

54

Dennis Kraft

July 20, 2020

55

Beth Martin

July 18, 2020

56

Keith Martin

July 20, 2020

57

Bill McMahon

July 20, 2020

58

Bill McMahon

July 20, 2020

59

Matthew Moore

July 14, 2020
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COMMENT LETTERS CONCERNING THE DRAFT EIR
Letter #

Entity

Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-mail

Date Received

60

Ronald Morgan

July 20, 2020

61

Adelene Newcomb

July 14, 2020

62

Andy Nickell

July 20, 2020

63

Bill Nickell

July 20, 2020

64

Lauren & Bill Nickell

July 20, 2020

65

Angelene Norquist

July 16, 2020

66

Bill Norquist

July 16, 2020

67

Charlene & Paul Norquist

July 20, 2020

68

Gary Norquist

July 20, 2020

69

Missy Norquist

July 20, 2020

70

Ellie Owen

July 15, 2020

71

Thomas Parrington

July 20, 2020

72

Gene Pfeiffer

July 18, 2020

73

Jenny Pfeiffer

July 20, 2020

74

Patrick & Jill Pfeiffer

July 18, 2020

75

Mary Porges

July 20, 2020

76

Louis Rivara

July 20, 2020

77

Margrene Rivara

July 20, 2020

78

Fitzgerald, Yap, & Kreditor

Deborah Rosenthal

July 16, 2020

79

Fitzgerald, Yap, & Kreditor

Deborah Rosenthal

July 21, 2020

80

Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates

Michael Scott

July 16, 2020

81

Kathy Seaton

July 7, 2020

82

John Stanfield

July 20, 2020

83

Sarah Sutton

July 20, 2020

84

Steve Vrionis

July 20, 2020

85

Samantha Wiedemann

July 19, 2020

86

Zachary Weidemann

July 20, 2020

87

John Wilbur

July 20, 2020

Lee Zimmerman

July 17, 2020

Keith Martin

August 1, 2020

88

Evergreen & Rush Creek Lodge

89
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Letter 1

Subject:

FW: Under Canvas EIR

From:Junette,JimͲFS<jim.junette@usda.gov>
Sent:Thursday,July16,20204:58:46PM
To:QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:UnderCanvasEIR
GoodafternoonQuincy.IwasjustreviewingthedraftmapfortheUnderCanvasprojectanditcurrentlyshowsoneof
theaccessroadsonforestservicelands.IwaswonderingifthecountyhadcontactedtheStanislausNationalForestto
discussthisaccessyet.It’snotthatanaccesscan’tbepermitted,butitisnoguaranteeforapproval,soitwouldbebest
toaddressthisupfront.Icanbereachedat209Ͳ768Ͳ3335(cell)ormyofficenumberis209Ͳ732Ͳ8189.IfIamreadingthe
mapwrongIapologize,justwanttomakesuretherearenosurpriseslater.
Thankyou,


Jim Junette
District Ranger
Forest Service 
Stanislaus National Forest, Groveland Ranger District


p: 209-732-8189
c: 209-768-3335
f: 209-795-7412
jim.junette@usda.gov
24545 Highway 120
Groveland, CA 95321
www.fs.fed.us


Caring for the land and serving people




This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the
law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error,
please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.

1

1-1

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 1 Response: Jim Junette, Stanislaus National Forest,
July 16, 2020
1-1

The Project Applicant has been working with Stanislaus National Forest engineering
and lands staffs since late 2019 to obtain the required permits or other authorizations
needed to secure secondary access. The approximately 100-foot-long access road on
Forest Service lands leading from Forest Road 1S09 is currently the property owner’s
only means of access to the Project site, and has been in use for many years. The
Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the entire Project, including use of the roadway
for secondary access and any minor improvements that may be required. The
biological and cultural resources surveys conducted for the Project evaluated the
secondary access road area. If the Project is approved, the Project Applicant will
work with the Forest Service to secure any necessary access permits.
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Letter 2

0V1DWDOLH5L]]L
-XO\
3DJH

x
x
x

7KHDSSOLFDQWZLOOQHHGWRFDOFXODWHUXQRIISHDNGLVFKDUJHVIRU\HDUDQG
\HDUVWRUPHYHQWVIRU3UHDQG3RVWFRQVWUXFWLRQ
7KHUHLVFRQWUDGLFWLQJGRFXPHQWDWLRQWKDWSRWHQWLDOVWRUPZDWHUWUHDWPHQW
IDFLOLWLHV DUH ORFDWHG LQ $SSHQGL[ $ LQ WKH '(,5 +RZHYHU XSRQ UHYLHZ
WKHUHZHUHQRH[KLELWVSURYLGHG3OHDVHSURYLGHH[KLELWVIRU$SSHQGL[$
$SSHQGL[ * MXVW SURYLGHV WKH +\GURJHRORJ\ 5HSRUW DQG GRHV QRW GLVFXVV
WKHWRWDO+\GURORJ\RIWKHSURMHFW


7UDIILF2SHUDWLRQVDQG6DIHW\

x &DOWUDQVUHTXHVWVDVLJKWGLVWDQFHDQDO\VLVRIERWKGLUHFWLRQVDWWKH+DUGLQ
)ODW5RDGDQG65LQWHUVHFWLRQ

2XWGRRU$GYHUWLVLQJ

%DVHG RQ WKH SURMHFW GHVFULSWLRQ LW LV LPSRUWDQW WR QRWH WKDW DQ\ DGYHUWLVLQJ
VWUXFWXUHYLVLEOHWRWKH1DWLRQDO+LJKZD\6\VWHP 1+6 ZKLFKLQWKLVFDVHLQFOXGHV
65  LV VXEMHFW WR WKH SURYLVLRQV RI WKH &DOLIRUQLD 2XWGRRU $GYHUWLVLQJ $FW
RXWOLQHG LQ %XVLQHVV DQG 3URIHVVLRQV &RGH 6HFWLRQ  HW VHT $Q\ DGYHUWLVLQJ
VWUXFWXUH WKDW GLVSOD\V RIISUHPLVH FRPPHUFLDO FRS\ YLVLEOH IURP WKH 1+6 ZLOO
UHTXLUHDSHUPLW IURPWKH2IILFHRI2XWGRRU$GYHUWLVLQJ 2'$ $Q\ DGYHUWLVLQJ
VWUXFWXUH WKDW RQO\ DGYHUWLVHV JRRGV DQG VHUYLFHV DYDLODEOH RQSUHPLVH ZLOO QRW
UHTXLUHDSHUPLWIURP2'$SURYLGHGLWDGKHUHVWRWKHSURYLVLRQVRI%XVLQHVVDQG
3URIHVVLRQV&RGH6HFWLRQDQGDQG&DOLIRUQLD&RGHRI5HJXODWLRQV
DQG  (DFK RI WKH SURSRVHG DGYHUWLVLQJ VWUXFWXUHV VKRXOG UHIUDLQ IURP
RSHUDWLQJ LQ DQ\ RI WKH FRQGLWLRQV RXWOLQHG LQ %XVLQHVV DQG 3URIHVVLRQV &RGH
6HFWLRQ)RUTXHVWLRQVUHODWHGWRWKH2'$SHUPLWDSSOLFDWLRQSURFHVVSOHDVH
FRQWDFW.HQQHWK3DUPHOHHDW  

(QFURDFKPHQW3HUPLW

,IDQ\SURMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVHQFURDFKLQWR&DOWUDQV5LJKWRI:D\ 52: 
WKHSURMHFWSURSRQHQWPXVWVXEPLWDQDSSOLFDWLRQIRUDQ(QFURDFKPHQW3HUPLWWR
WKH&DOWUDQV'LVWULFW3HUPLW2IILFH$SSURSULDWHHQYLURQPHQWDOVWXGLHVPXVWEH
VXEPLWWHGZLWKWKLVDSSOLFDWLRQ7KHVHVWXGLHVZLOOLQFOXGHDQDQDO\VLVRISRWHQWLDO
LPSDFWV WR DQ\ FXOWXUDO VLWHV ELRORJLFDO UHVRXUFHV KD]DUGRXV ZDVWH ORFDWLRQV
DQGRURWKHUUHVRXUFHVZLWKLQ&DOWUDQV52:DWWKHSURMHFWVLWH V 3OHDVHLQFOXGH
&DOLIRUQLD (QYLURQPHQWDO 4XDOLW\ $FW &(4$  GRFXPHQWDWLRQ ZLWK VXSSRUWLQJ
WHFKQLFDOVWXGLHVZKHQVXEPLWWLQJWKH(QFURDFKPHQW3HUPLW)RUPRUHLQIRUPDWLRQ
SOHDVHYLVLWWKH&DOWUDQV:HEVLWHDW
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Letter 2 Response: Kevin Schroder, California Department of
Transportation, July 17, 2020
2-1

Issues related to hydrology and drainage were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft
EIR. The Project site drains to the south towards the South Fork Tuolumne River,
downslope and away from State Route 120 (SR-120). The Project proposes no
encroachments or alterations to SR-120, nor does the Project intend to alter any
existing drainageways in such a manner as to impact SR-120. The nearest Project
facilities would be located several hundred feet from SR-120. No discharges to
Caltrans facilities would occur. With respect to SR-120, post-Project conditions
would be unchanged from current conditions. Based on these considerations, a
requirement to calculate peak discharges vis-à-vis Caltrans facilities is not applicable
to the Project.

2-2

As requested by Caltrans, a sight distance analysis was undertaken for the Hardin
Flat Road/SR-120 intersection, and is attached to this Final EIR as Appendix C1.
The analysis found that corner sight distance (CSD) at the intersection is greater than
minimum CSD when looking to the west of the intersection (i.e. viewing eastbound
approaching traffic), but is less than minimum CSD when looking to the east of the
intersection (i.e. viewing westbound approaching traffic). Stopping sight distance
(SSD) meets minimum requirements for all operations analyzed.
Minimum CSD east of the Hardin Flat Road/SR 120 intersection is not met under
existing conditions. However, actual SSD on westbound SR-120 for vehicles
approaching the Hardin Flat Road/SR-120 intersection exceeds minimum SSD.
Therefore, a vehicle traveling on westbound SR-120 approaching the Hardin Flat
Road/SR 120 intersection would have more than the required time to come to a stop
if an object (for example another vehicle completing a turn) were blocking the
intersection.
Clearing the CSD line of sight to the east of the Hardin Flat Road/SR-120
intersection is likely infeasible due to the existing raised embankment on the south
side of the highway. However, as noted above, westbound vehicles on SR-120 would
have more than the required sight distance to stop for an object at the Hardin Flat
Road/SR-120 intersection, if necessary. Therefore, the analysis recommended that
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD) Curve (W1-2)
and Side Road (W2-2L) warning signs be installed along westbound SR-120 east of
the Hardin Flat Road/SR-120 intersection. Since the current deficiency is an existing
condition, the Project would not create a new significant impact with respect to sight
distance, and the Project would not be required to install the recommended signage.
However, in the interest of safety, the Project Applicant and the County are willing to
coordinate with Caltrans to cover the costs of installing the signs. Regardless, the
Project would not create a new significant impact with respect to sight distance safety.
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2-3

The information provided in the Department’s comment has been provided to the
Project Applicant. The County and the Applicant are aware of the Department’s
requirements concerning outdoor advertising and signage.

2-4

As discussed previously in response to comment 2-1, the Project proposes no
encroachments or alterations to SR-120 or any other Caltrans facility.
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Letter 3

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
20 July 2020
Natalie Rizzi
Tuolumne County
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT, HARDIN FLAT, LLC SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT SDP18-002
(UNDER CANVAS YOSEMITE) PROJECT, SCH#2019029073, TUOLUMNE COUNTY
Pursuant to the State Clearinghouse’s 05 June 2020 request, the Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed the
Request for Review for the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hardin Flat, LLC
Site Development Permit SDP18-002 (Under Canvas Yosemite) Project, located in
Tuolumne County.
Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and
groundwaters of the state; therefore our comments will address concerns surrounding
those issues.
I. Regulatory Setting
Basin Plan
The Central Valley Water Board is required to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for
all areas within the Central Valley region under Section 13240 of the Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act. Each Basin Plan must contain water quality objectives to
ensure the reasonable protection of beneficial uses, as well as a program of
implementation for achieving water quality objectives with the Basin Plans. Federal
regulations require each state to adopt water quality standards to protect the public
health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the purposes of the Clean
Water Act. In California, the beneficial uses, water quality objectives, and the
Antidegradation Policy are the State’s water quality standards. Water quality
standards are also contained in the National Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.36,
and the California Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.38.
The Basin Plan is subject to modification as necessary, considering applicable laws,
policies, technologies, water quality conditions and priorities. The original Basin
Plans were adopted in 1975, and have been updated and revised periodically as
required, using Basin Plan amendments. Once the Central Valley Water Board has
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adopted a Basin Plan amendment in noticed public hearings, it must be approved by
the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), Office of
Administrative Law (OAL) and in some cases, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA). Basin Plan amendments only become effective after
they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the USEPA. Every three
(3) years, a review of the Basin Plan is completed that assesses the appropriateness
of existing standards and evaluates and prioritizes Basin Planning issues. For more
information on the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin
River Basins, please visit our website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/
Antidegradation Considerations
All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy (State Water
Board Resolution 68-16) and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy contained in
the Basin Plan. The Antidegradation Implementation Policy is available on page 74
at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/sacsjr_2018
05.pdf
In part it states:
Any discharge of waste to high quality waters must apply best practicable treatment
or control not only to prevent a condition of pollution or nuisance from occurring, but
also to maintain the highest water quality possible consistent with the maximum
benefit to the people of the State.
This information must be presented as an analysis of the impacts and potential
impacts of the discharge on water quality, as measured by background
concentrations and applicable water quality objectives.
The antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDRs) permitting processes. The environmental review document should evaluate
potential impacts to both surface and groundwater quality.
II. Permitting Requirements
Construction Storm Water General Permit
Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects
disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that
in total disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities
(Construction General Permit), Construction General Permit Order No. 2009-009DWQ. Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading,
grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling, or excavation, but does
not include regular maintenance activities performed to restore the original line,
grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit requires the
development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
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(SWPPP). For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the State
Water Resources Control Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.sht
ml
Industrial Storm Water General Permit
Storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the
regulations contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 20140057-DWQ. For more information on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/industrial_ge
neral_permits/index.shtml
Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit
If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters
or wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be
needed from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If a Section 404
permit is required by the USACE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the
permit application to ensure that discharge will not violate water quality standards. If
the project requires surface water drainage realignment, the applicant is advised to
contact the Department of Fish and Game for information on Streambed Alteration
Permit requirements. If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act
Section 404 permits, please contact the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento
District of USACE at (916) 557-5250.
Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit – Water Quality Certification
If an USACE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit,
Letter of Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic
General Permit), or any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act or Section 9 from the United States Coast Guard), is required for this
project due to the disturbance of waters of the United States (such as streams and
wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central
Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities. There are no waivers for
401 Water Quality Certifications. For more information on the Water Quality
Certification, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/water_quality_certificatio
n/
Waste Discharge Requirements – Discharges to Waters of the State
If USACE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “nonfederal” waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed
project may require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by
Central Valley Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act, discharges to all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other
waters of the State including, but not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to
State regulation. For more information on the Waste Discharges to Surface Water
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NPDES Program and WDR processes, visit the Central Valley Water Board website
at:https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/waste_to_surface_wat
er/
Projects involving excavation or fill activities impacting less than 0.2 acre or 400
linear feet of non-jurisdictional waters of the state and projects involving dredging
activities impacting less than 50 cubic yards of non-jurisdictional waters of the state
may be eligible for coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board Water
Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DWQ (General Order 2004-0004). For more
information on the General Order 2004-0004, visit the State Water Resources
Control Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/200
4/wqo/wqo2004-0004.pdf
Waste Discharge Requirements – Discharges to Land
Pursuant to the State Board’s Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems Policy, the
regulation of the septic system may be regulated under the local agency’s
management program.
For more information on waste discharges to land, visit the Central Valley Water
Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/waste_to_land/index.shtm
l
Dewatering Permit
If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be
discharged to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board
General Water Quality Order (Low Threat General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central
Valley Water Board’s Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge
Requirements (Low Threat Waiver) R5-2018-0085. Small temporary construction
dewatering projects are projects that discharge groundwater to land from excavation
activities or dewatering of underground utility vaults. Dischargers seeking coverage
under the General Order or Waiver must file a Notice of Intent with the Central
Valley Water Board prior to beginning discharge.
For more information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application
process, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/2003/
wqo/wqo2003-0003.pdf
For more information regarding the Low Threat Waiver and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/waiv
ers/r5-2018-0085.pdf
Limited Threat General NPDES Permit
If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to
discharge the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will
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require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit. Dewatering discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to
water quality and may be covered under the General Order for Limited Threat
Discharges to Surface Water (Limited Threat General Order). A complete Notice of
Intent must be submitted to the Central Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under
the Limited Threat General Order. For more information regarding the Limited
Threat General Order and the application process, visit the Central Valley Water
Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/gene
ral_orders/r5-2016-0076-01.pdf
NPDES Permit
If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface
waters of the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed project
will require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. A complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted with the
Central Valley Water Board to obtain a NPDES Permit. For more information
regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process, visit the Central Valley
Water Board website at: https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/permit/
If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4856
or Nicholas.White@waterboards.ca.gov.

Nicholas White
Water Resource Control Engineer
cc:

State Clearinghouse unit, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
Sacramento
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Letter 3 Response: Nicholas White, Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board, July 20, 2020
3-1

The commenter’s letter represents a non-Project-specific form letter that lays out the
various permits and other considerations needed to conform with water quality
regulations administered by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Water quality
and associated regulations were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, and
applicable regulations were discussed in Section 3.5.3. Per the requirements of the
Construction General Permit, the Project will prepare and implement a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that will include specific best management
practices (BMPs) designed to prevent sediment and pollutants from contacting
stormwater from moving off site into receiving waters. As analyzed under Impact
3.58-1 on page 3.5-15, the Project would not violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground
water quality.
The comment does not raise any new environmental issues that have not already been
adequately evaluated in the Draft EIR. No additional response is required.
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Letter 4

Subject:

FW: Extention of comment deadline

From:PeteKampa<pkampa@gcsd.org>
Sent:Friday,July17,20208:18:50PM
To:QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;MaureenFrank<MFRANK@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:Extentionofcommentdeadline

Quincy,
The Groveland CSD respectfully requests that the county extend the DEIR comment deadline for the Under
Canvas and Terra Vi projects for 30 days each to allow the district and county to work out the details of an
agreement to fund the cost of fire and emergency response services to the respective projects. We firmly
believe that a Community Facilities District or other similar funding mechanism can be required as a condition
of development of the projects and provide funding to mitigate the impacts of the development on GCSD
fire. Please let me know at your earliest convenience as we have a special meeting on this matter at 10 am
Monday July 20.
Thank you,
Peter J. Kampa
General Manager

1
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Letter 4 Response: Peter Kampa, Groveland Community
Services District, July 17, 2020
4-1

This comment requested an extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period,
for a response concerning this topic.
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Letter 5

July 20, 2020
Ms. Natalie Rizzi
Planner
Tuolumne County
2 S. Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Re:

Yosemite Under Canvas - Draft EIR

Groveland Community Services District (GCSD) thanks you for the opportunity to comment on this
project. We appreciate that the project applicant chose to postpone the May 15, 2019 Public
Hearing where its Site Development Permit (SDP18-002) was slated to be approved; choosing
instead to further evaluate and address public concerns related to the project. After initially being
omitted from the circulation and comment on the Project’s February 19, 2019 Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration and omission from notification of the Tuolumne County Planning
Commission’s May 15, 2019 consideration of approval of the Site Development Permit; we were
pleased to be notified on June 18, 2019 that the project applicant was preparing an Environmental
Impact Report and we would have this opportunity to comment.
GCSD is one of the local fire agencies identified in the Yosemite Under Canvas Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) as providing fire protection and emergency services to the project pursuant to
a mutual aid agreement between GCSD and the Tuolumne County Fire Departments. In recognition
of a doubling of Groveland Fire Department call volume over the past decade, and in preparation to
better understand the impacts to the department by continuing to provide an increased level of
service outside the GCSD boundaries, the District completed a Fire Department Master Plan update
in 2019, which was completed and approved in March 2020. The Fire Master Plan identified
increasing demand on GCSD Fire services, with an average of 37% of all GCSD Fire Department
time spent on emergency response outside the District boundaries. The out-of-district responses
were identified as a significant concern in our ability to maintain adequate staffing and equipment for
fire protection and emergency response services inside the GCSD boundaries and Automatic
Aid/Mutual Aid response areas.
Our July 9, 2019 response to the project NOP requested that the EIR evaluate the impacts of the
project as they relate to:
• GCSD’s ability to provide services to the project site meeting industry response standards,
or response standards acceptable to the county or project owner
• GCSD’s ability to maintain the current standards and level of services to the properties
within the GCSD, when responding to the project location
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The project DEIR does not evaluate the impact of fire department response times on any type of
emergency call, nor does it address the impact to GCSD Fire Department’s ability to protect life and
property inside the District statutory and Automatic Aid/Mutual Aid boundaries, when on calls at the
project site.
GCSD requested an extension on the comment period to resolve the fire protection and emergency
medical services matter with the County, which request was denied. Given that denial, GCSD
provides the following comments.
Section 3.7-1 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report identifies Tuolumne County Fire Department
(TCFD) as responsible for providing structural fire protection and emergency medical services to the
project site. The nearest TCFD firefighting resources are located at Fire Station 76 in Jamestown,
situated over 60 minutes travel time from the project location and separated by the need to traverse
Priest Grade which on occasion can add significant delays. Station 78, a station owned, staffed and
operated by GCSD and financed solely with property tax dollars from properties within the GCSD
boundaries, is the closest resource to the project at an approximate 30-minute normal travel time.
While GCSD and TCFD have entered into an Automatic Aid/Mutual Aid Agreement, dated April
2016, the Yosemite Under Canvas project is located outside the boundaries of both the GCSD and
the response boundaries agreed upon in the Automatic Aid/Mutual Aid Agreement. The FEIR
should include analysis and identification of necessary resources so GSCD is able to provide the fire
protection and emergency medical services otherwise identified in the DEIR. This analysis must be
provided in the FEIR to be considered adequate.
The project is also located in an area deemed a “High Fire Hazard Severity Zone” and is
susceptible to wildfire risks with minimal to no fire protection or emergency medical services
available. This means that if GCSD Fire is called to respond to an evolving fire emergency related
to the project facility and is unable to respond for whatever reason, the result could be small fires
becoming large, uncontrolled fire incidents while waiting on response from remote stations. GCSD
is agreeable to a condition on the project which would address the facilities, infrastructure and funds
necessary to provide adequate fire protection and emergency medical services to the project. We
request the revisions and corrections identified above be addressed in the Final EIR.
Very truly yours,

Peter Kampa
General Manager

CC: GCSD Board of Directors
Under Canvas Project File
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Letter 5 Response: Peter Kampa, Groveland Community
Services District, July 20, 2020
5-1

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to
Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant with identified
mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on these topics can be found in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
According to the Tuolumne County General Plan EIR and as stated on page 3.7-2 of
the Draft EIR, the Tuolumne County Fire Department’s (TCFD) acceptable response
time for urban areas is nine minutes, for suburban areas is 10 minutes, for rural areas
is 14 minutes, and for remote areas the acceptable response time depends directly on
travel distance. 25
The last category of “remote” would apply to the Project site. As presented on pages
3.7-1 and 3.7-2 of the Draft EIR, the nearest all-hazard emergency services resources
(structural and wildland firefighters and paramedics) are located at the Groveland
Community Service District’s Station 78 in Groveland, approximately 17 road miles
west of the Project site. During the wildland fire season, which roughly coincides
with the operating season of the Project, wildland-only firefighting resources are
nearer, about nine miles to the west at the U.S. Forest Service’s (USFS) Groveland
ranger station, and eight miles to the east at Hodgdon Meadow on Yosemite National
Park, where a cooperative USFS and National Park Service (NPS) facility is located.
The amount of time required for any of these resources to arrive at the Project site
would be dependent upon availability of the resource and travel time.
Concerning GCSD’s ability to maintain current standards and levels of service to
properties within its district when responding to the Project site, this is a question of
policy that is not within the purview of CEQA. CEQA’s treatment of Public Services
impacts is narrowly defined to include only those impacts that would arise from the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects. The precise significance criteria
used in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, and also in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G
(XV)(a) states:
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need
for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for

25 County of Tuolumne. 2018. Draft EIR for the Tuolumne County General Plan Update. Page 3.14-2. Available at

https://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/11305/Section-311-to-314. Accessed October 2, 2020.
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any of the public services: 1) Fire protection; 2) Police protection;
3) Schools; 4) Parks; and 5) Other public facilities?
CEQA regulations and applicable case law on this issue demonstrate that the
threshold concerns only the environmental effects associated with the provision of
new or altered physical public service facilities. 26 Response times, service ratios, and
other performance objectives are relevant to the analysis only within the context of
whether or not new or expanded facilities would be required to meet defined
objectives related to those service objectives, and what the environmental effects
would be of providing those facilities.
Based upon the realities imposed by distance and availability of resources, the
County therefore has not adopted a specific emergency response time standard for the
remote areas of the County. This reality is articulated in both the General Plan and in
the operational plans of the relevant service providers, like GCSD. Accordingly,
there is no impact to a specified response time or staffing ratio requirement that
would be triggered by the Project, and the Project would not trigger a requirement for
the construction of new or expanded public services facilities that could cause a
significant environmental effect. Based on the established significance criteria in
CEQA, the Project’s impacts related to public services would be less than significant.
The extent to which response times to the area are deficient is an existing condition.
If the Project is approved and becomes operational, this existing condition would not
have been caused by the Project.
5-2

This comment concerns the requested extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment
period. Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment
Period, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.

5-3

Please see the response to comment 5-1, above.

5-4

Information concerning the Project site’s location within a Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone was presented on page 3.9-1 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR’s Project
Description and Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR outlined specific design elements and
operational commitments that the Project Applicant has made to address this
situation. This information is again provided and expanded upon in Master Response
1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. These measures include design and

26 CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 restricts the effects that CEQA mitigation addresses to those “significant effects

on the environment” which are defined to include “adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area
affected by the project.” “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment.” 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15382. This concept was upheld in direct relation to response times for fire and
emergency services in City of Hayward v. Trustees of California State University (2015) 242 Cal. App. 4th 833,
842–47, where the court found that the protection of public safety is the first responsibility of local government, the
“need for additional fire protection services is not an environmental impact that CEQA requires a project proponent
to mitigate,” and that as it relates to response times for fire and emergency services there is “no authority…that
CEQA shifts financial responsibility for the provision of adequate fire and emergency response services to the
project sponsor.”
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operational criteria to avoid the ignition of a fire on the site, and also measures to
respond to an accidental ignition until professional firefighters arrive.
As stated previously, the extent to which response times to the area are deficient is an
existing condition. If the Project is approved and becomes operational, this existing
condition would not have been caused by the Project. The County, however, has been
working with GCSD to address the issue. As discussed in Section 3.9.2 of the Draft
EIR, there is a CAL FIRE Amador station at 11700 Merrill Road. An Amador station
is a CAL FIRE station, with CAL FIRE staff and equipment. The cost of running the
station is borne by the state during fire season. During the winter months, GCSD is
charged for providing the service. This contract is currently being considered for a
three-year term, for $263,466 a year.
In 2019, the Board of Supervisors was informed by GCSD of the challenges involved
with affording the cost of providing fire services. Recently, the GCSD General
Manager has stated that within three years GCSD will find themselves in a difficult
place to afford to fund the CAL FIRE contract for fire services that are provided at
the CAL FIRE station in Groveland. Due to the current evaluation of several projects
that could utilize GCSD resources, including the Project, the GCSD Board directed
their General Manager to work with the County towards future fire revenues and/or
services.
After listening to the issues GCSD is facing and comments that the County does not
provide any fire services along the Groveland SR-120 corridor, on September 22,
2020, the County approved an allocation of $263,466 for the Groveland Amador
station to fund the GCSD portion of the CAL FIRE contract. This action taken by the
Board will allow the County to move towards their goal of providing additional first
responder services along the SR-120 corridor as well as providing financial relief to
GCSD. As a result of the County taking over the three-year contract, GCSD will have
immediate relief of this financial obligation and can direct over $790,000 to other
needs within the district, including additional staffing or equipment.
However, to assist with the provision of emergency response services to the Project
site, the Project Applicant has volunteered to financially support emergency response
efforts on the SR-120 corridor. Because the funding of emergency response is outside
the scope of CEQA, this issue will be addressed further in the staff report and as a
Condition of Approval for the Project. Proceeds from the fee will be utilized to offset
the cost of providing emergency service to the Project, and to assist GCSD with
equipment and staffing needs. The proposed Condition of Approval represents the
Project’s fair-share contribution with respect to providing emergency response
service to the Project site.
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Letter 6
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

John Buckley
Quincy Yaley; jgray@tuolumne.ca.gov; Sherri Brennan; Anaiah Kirk; Ryan Campbell; Karl Rodefer
John at CSERC respectfully asks for extension of the comment period for the two massive DEIRs
Friday, July 10, 2020 9:51:20 AM
Comment deadline extension request.doc

July 10, 2020

Quincy and County Supervisors:
Please read the attached formal request for an extension of time for all of us who are struggling to wade through
3,000+ pages in the two massive draft EIRs for the Yosemite Under Canvas and the Terra Vi Lodge projects.
Both are the largest EIR documents for a project that have ever been presented to the public for comments. Because
they are directly adjacent, in order to understand what one EIR claims it is essential to consider what the other EIR
claims. In addition, as you know the COVID-19 situation adds additional stress, reduced ability to meet and
dialogue, etc.
I respectfully ask that you skim over the attached extension request and then grant the requested extension of the
comment period. I know all of you want informed comments.
John
CSERC
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Letter 6 Response: John Buckley, Central Sierra
Environmental Resource Center,
July 10, 2020
6-1

This comment requested an extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period
for a response concerning this topic.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

John Buckley <johnb@cserc.org>
Wednesday, July 15, 2020 7:58 AM
Quincy Yaley
Natalie Rizzi
John checking for response to request for extension
Comment deadline extension request.doc

QuincyandNatalie:

IamcheckingastowhattheCountyhasdecidedinresponsetoourCenter’sJuly10threquestforameaningful
extensionofthepubliccommentdeadlinefortheYosemiteUnderCanvasDEIRandtheTerraViLodgeDEIRcomment
periods.

Couldyouconfirmthatyoureceivedmyformalrequest(attachedagainbelow)andgivemearesponseassoonas
possible?

Thankyou.

John
CSERC




1
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Letter 7 Response: Jeff Buckley, Central Sierra Environmental
Resource Center, July 15, 2020
7-1

This comment requested an extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period
for a response concerning this topic.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kevin Rice <kjrice@ucdavis.edu>
Monday, July 13, 2020 11:57 AM
Quincy Yaley
Request for 30 day extension for review of Under Canvas and Terra Vi DEIRs

HiQuincy,

TheTuolumneGroupoftheSierraClubisrespectfullyrequestinga30dayextensiontothereviewperiodsforboththe
UnderCanvasDEIRandtheTerraViDEIR.ThealmostsimultaneousreleaseofboththeseDEIRswhencoupledwiththe
enormoussizeofeach,makesitverydifficulttoadequatelyrevieweitherunderthecurrenttimeconstraint.

Thankyouforconsideringourrequestandpleaseletusknowyourresponseassoonaspossible.I’vesentasimilar
requesttotheBoardofSupervisors.

Dr.KevinRice,PhD
ConservationChair
TuolumneGroupoftheSierraClub


1
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Letter 8 Response: Kevin Rice, Tuolumne Group of the Sierra
Club, July 13, 2020
8-1

This comment requested an extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period
for a response concerning this topic.

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-60

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

Letter 9

Tuolumne Group
P.O. Box 4440
Sonora, CA 95370
July 19, 2020
Tuolumne County Community Development Department
2 S. Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370

Comments in response to Yosemite Under Canvas DEIR
To Natalie Rizzi, Quincy Yaley, County Planning Commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yosemite Under Canvas DEIR. This DEIR is truly
massive in its size, but it falls far short of adequately addressing the many previously identified problems
associated with this project. The DEIR consistently minimizes potential impacts and/or risks associated with this
proposed project and often provides misleading and even inaccurate information. We focus our comments on
three primary areas of concern: wildfire risk/air quality, water supply, and wastewater contamination.
Wildfire risk / Air quality – The project area is located within a CALFIRE “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone”
and so the last thing you want in this site is any sort of ignition source. For example, currently within the
Stanislaus National Forest (which is where this private inholding is located), you are not allowed to have a
campfire and a permit is required for a portable camp stove. Thus, it seems astounding to us that the project
developers think that 99+ wood stoves (i.e. ignition sources) are a really good idea in this highly flammable
environment. The inherent danger of a wood stove within each of these potentially flammable tents is only
magnified by the likelihood that many of the tourists operating these stoves will not be experienced in stove
operation and safety. Companies that manufacture these types of stoves often have a long list of precautions
that we suspect will not be known (or followed) by inexperienced users. For example, on the Wall Tent Company
website section on stove precautions, you find the following -- “While a fire-treated canvas tent will reduce the
possibility of having a fire, it is not a guarantee” and “Having combustibles close to a heat source is never a good
idea. The intense heat of one of Wall Tent Shop’s wood stoves will cause any combustible nearby to explode. Try
to keep bug spray, hairspray or any other aerosol canister on the other side of the tent.” Now multiply this risk by
99 and that will be the potential for a wildfire every night at this site. The spark arrestors proposed for the
stoves are a woefully inadequate ½ inch mesh size; another indicator that this is a very poorly planned project.
Embers escaping from these stoves through these very porous “arrestors” can easily blow a significant distance
and ignite the surrounding highly flammable vegetation (i.e. beyond any defensible space perimeter). In
addition, it seems highly irresponsible to expose the 250+ folks at this facility (plus an additional 500+ at the
proposed Terra Vi lodge) to the extreme fire danger at this site when the closest fire station is a half hour away
in Groveland. The crew from Groveland has only one engine and if there is a significant wildfire at this site, the
crew would face an almost impossible job of trying to adequately protect this project and the Terra Vi lodge (and
other facilities); especially difficult given that they would likely arrive fairly late to the fire scene. With respect to
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the very real potential of poor air quality associated with 99 wood stoves emitting smoke evenings and
mornings, the DEIR ignores this entirely. This is unacceptable, especially given that inexperienced users are more
likely to produce a lot of smoke when trying to operate the stoves. This obvious source of air pollution needs to
be addressed and its impact NOT minimized or ignored.
Water supply – The current DEIR analyses of the potential problems with water supply at this site are totally
inadequate. As noted in the previous IS/MND for this project, this site is in an area where there are no aquifers
and “…subsurface material consists primarily of impermeable granitic and greenstone bedrock which can result
in a low groundwater yield.” and “The characteristics of the fractured rock and weather fluctuations have led to
some wells providing unreliable sources of water.” Short-term tests (10 days) of pumping capacity at this site
following a very good precipitation year are very misleading and do not give a good estimate as to capacity
during a low precipitation year, or especially during an extended drought. Further, the DEIR makes completely
unsubstantiated claims that the groundwater at the site is recharged by runoff from unidentified “offsite
upslope areas” or underflow from unidentified “upgradient offsite areas”. If these “mythical” water sources do
indeed exist, documentation and real evidence is required. In addition, these analyses do not even consider the
cumulative effects of water extraction both by this project and the proposed Terra Vi Lodge project. Finally,
there is no potential back-up water supply if wells prove inadequate during a drought period because this site is
not located near any municipal source of water.
Wastewater treatment and potential groundwater contamination – It is likely that this project will produce
upwards of 2 million gallons of wastewater per season. This seasonal input does not even consider the potential
wastewater input from the nearby proposed Terra Vi Lodge. As noted in the DEIR, wastewater would be routed
to two leach fields with the likely movement of this wastewater into the groundwater. The DEIR very
optimistically assumes that this wastewater will have been adequately treated before moving into the
groundwater but proposes no monitoring program to make sure this is the case. Septic systems are the
minimum for wastewater treatment and are primarily intended for single residences or small businesses, not a
large project with this level of wastewater load. It is likely that the leach fields will prove inadequate, especially
during wet periods when the ground is saturated. Monitoring of groundwater quality is an absolute necessity.
Although these are our primary concerns, there are also significant aesthetic problems with this project in terms
of visual impact and potential light pollution, as well as inadequate accommodations for medical emergencies
and potential traffic congestion/safety. Finally, there is a completely inadequate consideration of alternative
locations, which would seem to be in direct conflict with clear directives within CEQA.
Thank you again for considering our evaluation of this DEIR.
Sincerely,

Dr. Kevin Rice, Ph.D. in Ecology
Email – kjrice@ucdavis.edu
Conservation Chair
Tuolumne Group of the Sierra Club
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Letter 9 Response: Kevin Rice, Tuolumne Group of the Sierra
Club, July 13, 2020
9-1

This comment concerns a number of issues related to wildfire risk, public services,
and air quality. A detailed response concerning wildfire risk related to wood stove
use and the Project in general can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. A detailed response to comments concerning emergency
response to the Project site can be found in Master Response 4: Public Services.
Contrary to the commenter’s claim, the Draft EIR addressed the issue of wood smoke
under Impact 3.3-3, beginning on page 3.3-12. As described there, dispersion
modeling of wood smoke from the use of wood stoves was conducted using worstcase scenario assumptions. The level of emissions and pollutant concentrations under
such a scenario was be below Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control District
standards. Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR, provides additional detail on this topic, including the results of updated
modeling conducted to reflect the Project Applicant’s commitment to installing EPAcertified wood stoves in lieu of standard wood stoves, which will reduce wood smoke
emissions even further below the less-than-significant level identified in the Draft EIR.

9-2

The Draft EIR evaluated both the Project-level and cumulative-level impacts (which
includes the proposed Terra Vi Lodge project) of groundwater pumping under
Impact 3.5-2, beginning on page 3.5-17. The Draft EIR also contained a detailed
hydrogeological study that was attached to the Draft EIR as Appendix G. As
presented in the Draft EIR, and as verified by aquifer pumping tests conducted in
compliance with industry standards, the onsite wells can support at least twice the
Project’s anticipated pumping rate of 20 gpm. Further, the analysis under
Impact 3.5-11 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.5-26, discusses the results of
simultaneous pumping tests conducted at the Project site and the adjacent Terra Vi
project site, which found both projects operating simultaneously would not result in
an adverse effect to area water wells, and that their combined operations would not
result in a cumulatively considerable impact.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 2: Water
Supply, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

9-3

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

9-4

This comment raises general points on a number of topics, but does not present
specifics on the impacts listed or otherwise point to particular deficiencies in the
Draft EIR’s analysis. To that end, this response can only direct the commenter to the
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analysis of these topics in the Draft EIR, and also to other pertinent responses in this
Final EIR: 1) for analysis of impacts related to visual impacts and light pollution,
please see Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, and also Master Response 5: Aesthetics, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR; 2) for impacts related to emergency services, please see
Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, and also Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR; 3) for impacts related to traffic and safety, please see Section
3.8 of the Draft EIR, and also Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR; 4) for an analysis of alternatives, including an
evaluation of alternative locations, please see Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Each of
these discussions in the Draft EIR and the applicable master responses in this Final
EIR provide detailed information on the Project’s less-than-significant impacts
regarding these environmental issues.
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Letter 10

Steve Smith
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cindy Charles <cindy@ccharles.net>
Friday, July 10, 2020 11:36 AM
Quincy Yaley; John Gray
Request for Additional Time for public comment on Under Canvas DEIR & Terra Vi
DEIR

DearQuincy&John,

AsaresidentofTuolumneCountywhoiscurrentlyreviewingtheDEIRsforUnderCanvasandTerraVi,Iamwritingto
requesta30dayextensioninthedeadlineforpubliccommentsforbothprojects.

ThetwoDEIRdocumentsareunusuallylargeforDraftEnvironmentalImpactReportsandcontainalotofimportant
technicalinformationtobeanalyzed.Inaddition,theadjacentprojectsareinterconnectedviatheirpotential
cumulativeimpactswhichmakessubmittingcommentsgiventhethousandsofpageswithintheDEIRSevenmore
arduous.Theusual45dayperiodforthoroughlyandthoughtfullywritingcommentsonthesetwoverylargeprojects
nexttoeachotherissimplyinadequate.

IamsuretheCountyisseekingcomprehensiveandwellͲthoughtcommentsinordertoguidethesedevelopments,
especiallysincethedevelopershaveinvestedagreatdealofeffortandresourcesinproducingsuchextraͲlarge
documentsforpublicreview.Itwouldextremelybeneficialtoallifthepublicweregrantedanadditional30daysto
providefeedback.

Also,asJohnknows,IhavenothadfunctioningtelephoneserviceorinternetserviceatmyhomeinGrovelandforsome
monthssuddenlyin2020,andthereforehavehadanaddedburdenofgettinginmycartotravelawayfrommyhometo
workonreadingtheDEIRs,accessingadditionalinformationontheinternetandcommunicatingwithothersaboutthese
DEIRs.Thissituationhascontributedtomystrugglewithcomposingmycommentsbythe45daydeadline.

Thankyouinadvanceforatimelyresponsetothisrequest.

Best,
CindyCharles

19745CherokeeTrailRoad,Groveland,CA

BoardMember,TuolumneRiverTrust
BoardMember,CaliforniaSportfishingProtectionAlliance
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 10 Response: Cindy Charles, Tuolumne River Trust,
July 10, 2020
10-1

This comment requested an extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.
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Letter 11

Tuolumne County Co. Development Dept.
2 South Green St.
Sonora, CA 95370
July 20, 2020
Submitted Via Email

RE: Yosemite Under Canvas DEIR Comments

To Quincy Yaley, Tuolumne County Planning Commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors:

As a Tuolumne County resident and a member of the Tuolumne River Trust Board of Directors,
I am submitting the following comments on the Yosemite Under Canvas Draft Environmental
Impact Report.
The Yosemite Under Canvas DEIR has a multitude of deficiencies where it does not fully
analyze the proposed project impacts and often seriously understates the impacts without
sufficient documented support. The DEIR fails by avoiding complete and balanced treatment of
the various impacts or by dismissing the effects as less than significant.
The conclusion that the proposed project would result in no significant and unavoidable
impacts. (p 12) is false.

11-1

Tuolumne County and its Planning Department must recognize that there are still major serious
issues which need to be resolved before any consideration of approval of the project. The DEIR
does not adequately evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed project nor the very real
cumulative effects with neighboring proposed developments. It also lacks comprehensive
mitigation measures which need to be required for those impacts. In my judgement, the DEIR
needs a complete overhaul and “do-over” to meet CEQA standards.
Tuolumne County Community Development Department should not approve the project as
planned due to the deficiencies. The DEIR lacks complete and balanced information for decision
makers to make informed decisions about the environmental consequences of such a large
development project in a currently undeveloped area.
It is a great disappointment that the County Community Development Department and Board of
Supervisors denied the request for a time extension to comment on the two massive DEIRs from
Yosemite Under Canvas and the Terra Vi project. These two documents are unusually large in
size with thousands of pages of information, some of which is very technical. The time
constraint of understanding two concurrent major development projects is a great burden to
interested parties wishing to provide meaningful comments. The message of denial seems to
indicate a lack of genuine interest by the County on hearing what the community has to say.

11-2
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Water Supply/Hydrology
The DEIR fails to adequately address the requirement for sufficiently available water
supplies to serve the project during normal, dry and multiple dry years.
The hydrology report in the DEIR relies heavily on speculation, assumptions, and
incomplete analysis. The DEIR makes several unsupported conclusions in projecting the
sustainable amount of water supply.
The water testing performed at the project site to date has been the bare minimum for such a
pivotal requirement of a reliable water supply. Testing was done only for the minimum period,
in a normal water year which followed a very wet water year. It is unknown how the wells will
respond to a dry water year or multiple, consecutive dry years. It is well known by now that
California has very cyclical water year types ranging from critically dry (drought) to extremely
wet. The risk of a lack of water has not been adequately studied or addressed. There is no backup plan in the case of well failure.
The DEIR states that water supply for the proposed project would be from onsite groundwater
wells and the groundwater at the site occurs in a fractured bedrock and is recharged from mostly
from rainfall.

11-3

The developer’s hydrology consultant states within its report the difficulty and uncertainty in
predicting and assessing water supply in a fractured bedrock:
x

“It is extremely difficult to predict sustainable yield and storage capacity for
fractured bedrock aquifers, which are the sole source of groundwater for the
project. The lack of regional information on the fractured bedrock aquifers, the
absence of readily available well hydrographs for the area, and a reliable data base
of groundwater conditions in this area, all contribute to reducing effective
estimates of sustainability from groundwater sources.” (p. G-32)

The hydrologist needed to adapt a technique used for assessing a different type of well water
source (unconsolidated aquifer) in order to assess the water supply in the fractured bedrock :
x

“Classical pump testing data analysis is based on methods established primarily
for unconsolidated aquifers and not for fractured bedrock aquifers. Some analysis
for pump testing does exist for fractured aquifers, but even then are often for
cases where observation wells are available. Fractured bedrock aquifers behave
differently than alluvial aquifers. Traditional analysis of well and aquifer
hydraulics, based on unconsolidated aquifer analysis methods, are not easily
transferrable to fractured bedrock aquifers. (emphasis added) The lack of
direct hydraulic connection between wells, or at least an easily definable
connection, makes observations between wells questionable with respect to
calculating aquifer behavior.” (p, G-32)
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The hydrologist also directly expresses uncertainty about the eventual water demand for the
development project:
x

“Water Demand. The proposed facility will be the first of its kind in this
particular geographic setting, and as such information based on size, elevation,
climate, demography, residential property size, and metering are not available to
determine the average water usage per connection”. (p. G-87)

All the above excerpts from the hydrologist’s report raises the alarm for the adequacy of the well
supply analysis and underscores the risk that there is not enough information about how those
wells will perform under stress.
The hydrologist provides the following vague statement: “Under Canvas has the ability to limit
water use on the facility” however, there is no discussion of how and by what means Yosemite
Under Canvas can limit water use. If there is a water conservation plan, it should be included in
the final EIR. If there is no formal water conservation plan in the event of a diminished water
supply, one should be developed and included in the final EIR.

The DEIR fails to adequately address concerns regarding impacts to groundwater supply
of existing water supply wells in the vicinity of the project site.
The DEIR states that:
x

“Well 1 and Well 2 both experienced significantly less drawdown than was
initially anticipated for fractured bedrock aquifers. The static water levels, as
mentioned above, had risen above their first encounted depth during drilling
operations. As such, as we have discussed, it is possible that these wells are
located in a partially pressurized portion of the overall fracture system”. (p. G-35)

The finding that both wells behaved differently than expected and that the drawdown was
significantly less than expected is explained only by a theory of pressurization. There is no
support for this explanation and the developer should seek and provide a more documented
reason for the less than expected drawdown. Was this an anomaly in the use of newly drilled
wells? If the theorized pressurization disappears, what would be the effect on the function of
these wells? These are questions which need to be answered to support a conclusion of
groundwater supply reliability and potential effects on existing wells near the project site. There
is a low degree of certainty on the conclusions within the hydrologist’s report to be able to make
a determination of the future water supply.
The DEIR states that:
x

“Overall, there appears to be little or no influence between the onsite project wells
on each other, but some slight influence on Well 1 as a result of pumping of the
offsite wells for the project to the north.” (p. G-36)
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The hydrologist’s finding that the project’s Well 1 was influenced by the Terra Vi project across
the highway should be further investigated in a robust manner. Terra Vi declined to coordinate
well testing and provide its well test report.
The hydrologist explicitly states that the impact of Terra Vi’s wells cannot be adequately
evaluated with the existing data. This is an impact which indicates uncertainty as to how the
water supply of the entire fracture system will function and be reliable:
x

“The magnitude of the impact on the projects groundwater supplies as a result of
pumping from the project to the north, cannot be adequately evaluated with the
existing data (emphasis added). However, it can be concluded that some
influence on pumping water levels in at least Well 1 should be anticipated, and
that some influence on groundwater availability to the project will result from
operations on the project to the north.” (p. G-63)

x

“Some additional drawdown was documented in Well 1 while aquifer pumping
tests occurred at the project site to the immediate north. This additional drawdown
indicates that some hydraulic communication likely exists between Well 1 and the
well(s) at the neighboring project.” (p. G-5)

x

“The data necessary to evaluate the magnitude of potential impact(s) to
groundwater supply resulting from the reported development north of the site has
not been made available to WRA and therefore cannot be adequately evaluated.
However, it can be reasonably concluded that some influence on water levels are
likely in at least Well 1. The magnitude of this influence cannot be estimated at
this time. Depending on the neighboring projects water demand and pumping
schedule, some influence to groundwater availability to the project site is
possible.” (p. G-6)

11-3
cont.

The developer should perform additional well testing analysis to determine the level of influence
more accurately between the wells since there was only one testing period conducted for each
well. The cumulative impacts of all the newly drilling wells must be fully and adequately
studied and evaluated. By merely concluding the wells have some connection and there will
some influence, is not enough information for assessment of groundwater reliability for these
new developments as well as the existing wells in the area. Since these two large proposed
projects are undergoing environmental analysis concurrently, it is essential that their cumulative
impacts are assessed.
Furthermore, the hydrology report speculates on the structure of the fracture system which would
influence the behavior of the system’s functionality:

x “Pressurized (artesian) groundwater conditions were seen in all three of the onsite
wells, which suggests that these wells are within a separate portion of the larger
fracture system. They may in fact individually be in separate sections of the
fracture system, based on this limited interaction with each other; and additionally
the fractures they are completed in may be different than those fractures in which
the well on the project to the north are completed in.” (p. G-62)
4
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There is no support for the guess that the “well on the project to the north” may be in a different
fracture than the Yosemite Under Canvas wells.
The hydrologist report includes several conclusions which contain specific caveats.
Examples include:
x

“Based on the provided water demand, our conservative assessment suggests that
the project does not appear to place a burden on the available groundwater supply,
even in the driest years and most exaggerated assumptions.” (p G-63)

x

“The project, as described and assessed, does not appear to pose a significant risk
to the environment, with respect to the use of groundwater to support the project.”
(p G-63)

x

“The conservative approach strongly suggests that there are sufficient water
supplies to support the project, during both normal and multiple year droughts.”
(p G-65)

x

“Based on the water demand estimates provided to WRA and our conservative
recharge estimates, the proposed project development does not appear to place a
burden on the available groundwater supply in the project vicinity, even during
periods of extended drought.” (p G-5)

11-3
cont.


These statements have a low degree of certainty because they are based on appearances or
suggestion without direct support.
The DEIR contains another speculative statement as to the true water demand dependent on the
fractured bedrock:
x

“The impact of other withdrawals from the immediate area are assumed to be about the
same for all the residential wells with the assumed drainage basin, and perhaps as much
as 25% for the reported development north of the project site.” (p G-4)

Another speculative statement:
x

“During the aquifer pump tests, the water level in Well 3 decreased 0.88 feet during the
Well 1 pump test and 0.97 feet during the Well 2 pump test. Well 3 is located about 1,256
feet from Well 1 and about 660 feet from Well 2. The negligible effect (less than one-foot
drawdown) on Well 3 indicates that the effect of pumping Wells 1 and 2 is largely limited
to the project site.” (p156)

What is the support for the conclusion that the effect of pumping wells 1 and 2 is largely limited
to the project site when the report acknowledges that it does not have information from the Terra
5
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Vi’s project site? There was only a 10 day testing period for the two wells and Terra Vi declined
to share information.
These assumptions are unsupported and reveal that the hydrologist does not really know the true
water demand and supply for the area which is dependent on the fractured bedrock; a water
source for which it is difficult to project supply.
The final EIR must take a more diligent and robust analysis of the water supply of these newly
drilled wells. The numerous caveats and conditional statements of the hydrology report cited
above, and acknowledgement of unknown information do not address the risk of these new wells
going dry. The conditional statements call into question the adequacy of the well testing for a
final Environmental Impact Report. The water supply availability is a pivotable issue and the
risk of adversely affecting the wells of existing residents and the long-term sustainability of the
water supply requires additional testing, research and analysis, including sufficient
documentation.

11-3
cont.

The DEIR improperly dismisses a “worst-case” scenario for water supply which is an
unsupported conclusion. There is no contingency plan in the event of an insufficient water
supply.
The hydrology report makes the following claim:
“Aquifer pumping test results suggest that even in a worst-case-scenario, which almost certainly
will never occur, if the project were at maximum occupancy, using maximum water demand
estimates, during the driest period of the year, water levels would likely remain stable.” (p G-4)
The belief that a worst-case scenario will almost never happen is extremely dismissive of the
very real consequences of a well becoming less productive or going dry.
11-4

The Natural Environmental Science Center at Chinquapin (Nature Bridge Campus) in Yosemite
National Park experienced the occurrence of a worst-case scenario. The initial well testing
yielded good water availability which disappeared a few years later. The multi-million-dollar
complex still has not resolved its water supply problem and remains vacant.
As reported by the National Park Service:
“The existing Chinquapin water system currently uses one well as a water source to provide
water service to the Chinquapin Restroom, the Chinquapin Residence, and the Nature Bridge
Campus and Henness Ridge. The existing well has seen a substantial decrease in productivity;
the initial capacity test in 2006 indicated the well-produced water at a rate of 27-29 gallons per
minute while the most recent capacity test performed in July of 2017 indicated that the well
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production has decreased to about 4.5 gallons per minute. This current rate is insufficient for the
system's water demand needs”.1

11-4
cont.

Wastewater/Septic System
The project plans to construct a wastewater treatment system which will service an estimated
267.5 daily guests and staff (Source: Table 2-1, page 44) yet the DEIR finds that its impact
would be less than significant. This conclusion is false. Installing such infrastructure in a place
which is currently natural forest has material impacts which have been avoided or dismissed in
the DEIR.
The DEIR states that the project would be required to comply with County regulations and
assumes reliance on just that will be adequate to produce a less than significant impact:
x

“As described in Section 3.5.3, Regulatory Framework, Tuolumne County Codes, the County
has established requirements for the permitting, construction, operation, and inspection of
onsite with the County regulations, which describe requirements for the permitting,
location, materials, and flow rates of onsite wastewater treatment and disposal systems.
The end result of the regulations would be that wastewater would be treated to levels such
that the water quality standards and waste discharge requirements would be achieved,
which would be consistent with the Basin Plan, and impacts would be less than
significant”.

This conclusion relies heavily on just meeting County regulations. Will that be enough to ensure
such a large septic system will not fail? The project developers appear to take a hands off
approach in the responsibility of wastewater system impacts. In past public comments, there
have been major concerns with potential contamination of the groundwater by wastewater.
There is no analysis or discussion of details as to how the system will meet minimum
requirements. There is no discussion how this large wastewater system and the water supply
system will be designed and operated to ensure there will be no contamination of the
groundwater. There should be some integrated explanation and analysis of how the two systems
will be working together to ensure water quality, avoidance of contamination of the Tuolumne
River and avoidance of septic treatment failure. The DEIR should include identification and
consideration of any likely impediments to installation and operation of the wastewater system.
The discussion should be site-specific. There is no discussion of the maintenance and
monitoring of the system. There is no discussion of a contingency plan is the event of septic
system failure.

1

https://parkplanning.nps.gov/projectHome.cfm?projectID=67690
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The DEIR states:
x

“Specific treatment designs will be based on percolation rates, soils analysis, ground
water, and other considerations for complete treatment to minimize impacts to the natural
environment.” (p A-4)

This statement reveals that the wastewater system has not been fully engineered at this point.
One detail provided in the DEIR on the operation of the wastewater system brings up a serious cause for
concern about ground water contamination:
x

11-5
cont.

“because wastewater would be treated onsite and routed to two leach fields, some portion of the
water used onsite would be infiltrated back to the aquifer after treatment.” (p172).

Since some treated wastewater will be allowed back into the ground, there is a risk that the cumulative
effects of minimally treated wastewater from the two leach fields could eventually contaminate the
groundwater. There is no discussion of this scenario. A contingency plan in the event of groundwater
contamination was not included in the DEIR.
The wastewater system should be required to have regular monitoring, including water quality testing, to
ensure healthy and proper functioning of the facility.
The DEIR fails to consider the possible contamination of water of the nearby residences that depend upon
wells as well as the proposed large lodging complex right across the highway. The final EIR must also
consider potential contamination from the septic system into drainages that flow directly to the Tuolumne
River.

Fire Risk & Public Safety
The DEIR fails to realistically assess the impacts of fire risk to the project and the surrounding
area.

The project site is designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and that designation is
unlikely to change. The concerns of the project’s plan of having 99 wood burning stoves in softsided tents, operated by inexperienced guests were expressed in previous public comments. The
DEIR disregards this major threat. The conclusion that adding a large number potential fire
ignition points to a property which currently has none and does not create any significant impacts
is not valid.
The recently released Tuolumne Grand Jury Fire Safety Report (June, 2020) 2 wrote:
“To survive a truly disastrous event, fire protection and fire readiness must be a
continued priority for visitors and residents of Tuolumne County and these priorities need
to be at the forefront of the agendas of all elected officials.” (p. 2)
2

https://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/14793/Tuolumne-County-Fire-SafetyReport
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“Tuolumne County faces unprecedented danger to life and property from wildfire” (p.2)
The measures that the project proposed to “prevent the ignition of wildfires from the site” are not
enough in the case of a rapidly exploding, fast moving wildfire (which has already burned
through area) (p 47)
x

California State Fire Marshall approved tent fabrics are unlikely to withstand an inferno
raging over the land—everything is combustible at a certain point. A sprinkler system
installed in the tents could increase safety marginally.

x

The plan of remotely monitoring the fire pit areas by web cameras to mobile devices
seems infeasible given the reliability of cellular service and internet access in this remote
area. Even if there is service, it is common knowledge by the local community that it is
unreliable. The cellular systems are often overloaded when the number of visitors to
Yosemite travel through the area.

x

What is to stop guests from improperly removing ashes and gathering their own firewood
for the stoves.?

x

The Emergency Operations Plan is inadequate if it depends on the employees to fight
fires with fire extinguishers and firehoses when a wildfire is advancing. Wildfire
firefighting needs to be done by professionals with robust training and experience . The
project declines to install water tanks or a hydrant system

x

An evacuation plan is dependent upon only one access point to the project site—Hardin
Flat Road. This road will also be used by people evacuating from the Yosemite Lakes
RV Park (guests with large, ungainly vehicles/trailers) as well as guests from the
Berkeley Camp and local residents. If evacuation is necessary, there will be an
overwhelming amount of confusion and panic given only one exit. While a secondary
point of access via Forest Service Road 1S09 is being pursued by the project, there is no
description of the impacts of this escape route. The use of this road would likely affect
nearby residents of the Sawmill Road area. The Grand Jury identified an overall lack of
evacuation preparedness in the county, especially relating to dissemination of information
to the public. (p 9)

x

Where will the “temporary refuge areas be”? This is an exceedingly vague statement
without any thought to the details.

11-6
cont.

Given the extreme fire risk of the area, the project is declining to install basic firefighting
resources:
x

“Under Canvas Camps typically do not have large water storage tanks and infrastructure
to support fire hydrants and large water demands, and none are proposed for this project.”
(p 290)
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The DEIR fails to realistically assess the adequacy of firefighting resources and availability.
As has been reiterated in past public comments, the project is very remote from the safety
services for fire, police and ambulance service. The nearest Tuolumne County Fire Department
(TCFD) firefighting resources are in Groveland, about 17 miles west of the project site on
Highway 120. There is a significant amount of travel time required to get from Groveland to the
project site. When a wildlife occurs, the firefighting resources may not be readily available
because they are deployed elsewhere.
The conclusion that fire protection services can be provided to the project with current resources
is not valid. The DEIR dismisses the need for additional personnel or new or physically altered
fire protection facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios and response times.
Yosemite Under Canvas will add over 250 people at risk from wildfire danger. The Terra Vi
will add as many as 400 additional people. The assertion that adding more demands on the fire
and emergency system without significant impacts or the need to expand these county services is
unacceptable.

11-7

The Tuolumne Grand Jury Fire Safety Report (June, 2020) reports:
“Most of the fire engines and equipment in the county are old and becoming obsolete.
There are no comprehensive plans or consistent budget allocations for replacement.”
(p.9)
At the recent July 15, 2020 County Board of Supervisors Meeting, an agenda item was an
overview and discussion of the dire situation of providing adequate firefighting services. The
Board is already struggling with budget problems and an underfunded firefighting system. 3
Clearly, the firefighting resources are aging and already spread thin. It makes no sense adding
more demands on the fire and emergency system without more funding and expansion.

Aesthetics
Analysis of the impact of Yosemite Under Canvas on the scenic quality of the Highway 120
corridor is incomplete and does not describe what the project will look like in the offseason
months of Oct. through March.
The project will produce a significant negative impact on the scenic quality of the Highway 120
corridor in the six to seven off-season months of Oct. through March. Although this section of
Highway 120 immediately bordering the property is not officially designated as a State Scenic
Highway, the scenic value of the area is greatly valued and would be diminished during the nonoperational half of the year.
As stated in the DEIR, the 99 tents and the reception/dining tent would be removed at the end of
each season in October and stored on an on-site shipping container (p10). The two communal
3

https://tuolumneco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=5&clip_id=433
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bathroom facilities would likely remain on-site during the off season. (p 10). The kitchen trailer
would likely remain on-site during the off season as well as the remaining housekeeping and
maintenance support containers.
The project does not acknowledge this shut down of operations in the off-season will be
unsightly with industrial type shipping containers amongst the forest. These will be visible to
nearby residents as well as travelers along Highway 120. Typically, shipping containers are
industrial-looking and are often considered an eyesore. There is no description of how many
shipping containers will be used, and their placement to ensure minimal effects on the scenic
quality of the area.

11-8
cont.

In addition, such storage containers are vulnerable to theft and vandalism in this remote area
which has the potential for increased impact on the scenic quality of the area. There is no regular
law enforcement presence in the area.
The developer should further develop a detailed off-season plan to mitigate for the diminishment
of the scenic values of the area for the nearly half year of closure, The visual character of the
project site in the offseason needs to be included in the final EIR.

Air Quality
As discussed in the Fire Risk section above, it is entirely inappropriate to have 99 wood burning
stoves at this project since they will increase wildfire danger. If the developer really intends to
push forward with their use, this section provides comments on impacts related to their health
safety and smoke.
Localized concentrations of wood smoke particulate matter from operation of wood
burning stoves are not sufficiently analyzed and addressed.
The DEIR includes only a partial analysis of the impact of the Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs)
generated by wood smoke of the project’s 99 stoves. The DEIR states these stoves would emit
fine particulate matter (PM25) (p106), but the DEIR fails to adequately analyze all the impacts
such stoves will have on air quality on site within the luxury campground.
11-9

The partial analysis in the DEIR of the effect of the particulate matter from the smoke which was
conducted only evaluated Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) from the stoves as far as effecting
nearby residences (or “sensitive receptors”). The DEIR states that because Tuolumne County
does not have a TAC threshold, there was some analysis using the BAAQMD methodology for
assessing TAC impacts which only assessed the impact of smoke from the wood stoves to homes
offsite.
From the DEIR:
x

“The guest tents, which would each have a wood stove, would be located throughout the
project site, resulting in emissions sources located at distances ranging from about 1,600
feet to over 3,000 feet from the nearest off-site sensitive receptor (defined as residential
11
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homes) The nearest sensitive receptor to the project is a residence located approximately
1,400 feet southeast and downhill of the nearest proposed project facilities. Another
residence is located about the same distance from the northwest corner of the site, across
SR-120.” (p3.3-12)
The DEIR does not analyze the effect of the woodstove’s particulate emissions within the project
boundaries. Ninety-nine woodstoves are planned to be situated and concentrated in the tent sites.
Common sense would point out that when they are in operation, the smoke generated will be
right on top of the project site before being able to dissipate. There is no analysis on the effect of
camp smoke and its accompanying particulate matter on the guests and staff. To ensure that the
operation of so many wood stoves together will not impact the health and well-being of the
guests and employees, a more thorough analysis of the effect of the smoke/particulate
matter/TAC should be included in the final EIR within project boundaries and not just beyond it.
Smoke is smoke - 99 Wood Stoves Not Required to be EPA-certified because of inconsistent
policies. Effects of stove from wood stoves from “transient lodging” as well as stoves
designated as “camp stoves”. What is the difference?
The DEIR states the following Tuolumne County Policy:
x

Implementation Program 15.C.a: Continue to require the installation of only low
emitting, EPA-certified fireplaces, woodstoves or pellet stoves where such woodburning
devices are desired by the developers and/or future homeowners, except in areas with
poor air quality or dispersion, or where otherwise prohibited.

But conveniently, the TCAPCD has determined that the policy is specific to residential
development, and is not applicable to transient lodging (TCAPD, 2020). This means that the
stoves do not need to be EPA-certified which would ensure that the stoves meet high regulatory
standards. The DEIR states that the current-specification wood stove used at most of the existing
Under Canvas facilities or the “Hunter” stove, manufactured by Cylinder Stoves. (p 42). We are
to assume this one would be used at this project. This stove model cannot be found on the
Environmental Protection Agency’s approved database:
(https://cfpub.epa.gov/oarweb/woodstove/index.cfm?fuseaction=app.search)

For an entity such as Under Canvas which claims to promote enviro-friendly and healthy
practices, skating by using a high concentration of non-EPA certified stoves is disingenuous.
Given the TCAPD determination was very recently made in 2020, one wonders if the County
provided a convenient offramp for compliance with the policy? What is the justification for
waiving this policy for a large number of wood stoves because they are in “transient lodging”?
The standards for public safety and health should be consistent for all users of wood stoves. The
County should address this disparity and reexamine the policy of waiving standards for stoves
used in “transient lodging”, especially when a substantial number are being used in close
proximity to each other,
The DEIR also explains that EPA has established Standards of Performance for New Residential
Wood Heaters authorized by section 111(b) and section 114 of the federal CAA. The rule
achieves several objectives for new residential wood heaters, including applying updated
12
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emission limits that reflect the current best systems of emission reduction; eliminating
exemptions over a broad suite of residential wood combustion devices; strengthening test
methods as appropriate; and streamlining the certification process. It should be noted that
regulations promulgated as part of these requirements (40 CFR 60 Subpart AAA, et seq.) are
principally directed towards residential wood heaters, as defined in 40 CFR 60.531, with camp
stoves, as also defined in 40 CFR 60.531, exempted from applicable emissions limits.
(emphasis added)

11-9
cont.

Again, Yosemite Under Canvas’ DEIR furnishes another convenient reason why it does not need
to meet higher standards for the best system of emission reduction—the project will be using
“camp stoves” and doesn’t bother to consider that a camp stove emits smoke, maybe even at
higher levels, than a “residential wood heater”. While the project developers may be satisfied in
enjoying the above EPA exemption for camp stoves rather than utilizing the current best system,
there is a potential negative impact of using sub-par, non- EPA approved stoves.

Solid Waste
Solid waste removal has impacts beyond the Yosemite Under Canvas project site which are
not evaluated in the DEIR.
The DEIR contains projections for solid waste to be generated by the project to be about 290
cubic yards of solid waste per year. Waste removal would be provided by The Moore Brothers
Scavenger Company, Inc. The DEIR describes that the waste would be transported by this
company to the nearest transfer station to the project site: the Big Oak Flat Transfer Station
located in Groveland. (p 176).
This transfer station is located off Merrill Road in Groveland. The transport of additional loads
of waste via this road does have an impact on residents4 of that area who use that windy, rural
road. Currently, Merrill Road is hard used weekly by the garbage trucks and giant trucks moving
waste to other disposal sites. Merrill Road is not in good condition—there are significant ditches
along side Merrill Road which are currently a safety hazard in the presence of two-way traffic,
especially when meeting oncoming, large garbage transport trucks. Given the amount of waste
from this project, as well as the likely increase from the neighboring bigger Terra Vi
development, the County needs to examine this impact of significantly increased traffic to the
Big Oak Flat Transfer Station using Merrill Road. There will be an impact to traffic and a
contribution to the heavy use of a road that is currently in poor condition. This impact has not
been considered in the DEIR and the County needs to fully evaluate the potential problems on
this issue.

4

My residence is located off Merrill Road and I will personally be impacted by an increase in garbage truck traffic.
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Traffic
The DEIR does not adequately consider traffic safety and congestion due to the dramatically

increased vehicle flow and entries/exits along Highway 120 with the Yosemite Under
Canvas development, the Terra Vi proposed development, expansion of the Yosemite
Lakes RV park and the re-opening of the Berkeley Camp. Traffic impacts to the Hardin
Flat Road are lacking in the DEIR.
A traffic study must be included in the final EIR to analyze all impacts of the increased number
of cars from visitors, employees of the developments and the increased amount of daily delivery
trucks/maintenance vehicles to service the developments. The addition of multiple entrances and
exits to the new proposed developments and the need for widening Highway 120 for safety
reasons must be evaluated. The approach to the Yosemite Park entrance already becomes
significantly congested in the high season, with cars backed up literally for miles to get into the
park.
The DEIR states that “the project’s commercial kitchen trailer would prepare and serve singleservice meals to guests staying at the camp”. It is unclear, but if single-service meals means only
one meal a day will be offered at the project as is the case with some of Under Canvas’ other
facilities (breakfast only), then such a plan will lead to more traffic. Guests and employees will
get back on the road in search of meals and groceries for lunch and dinner which will add to
traffic impacts. This scenario needs to be assessed.

11-11

The claim of reducing traffic on Highway 120 with a YARTS stop is questionable and not
meaningful.
The DEIR admits it is speculative to assume the ratio of project guests that would avail
themselves to YARTS service in lieu of using their cars. There are currently only three YARTS
runs a day to Yosemite National Park and back. It is not realistic to assume that if there is no
space for bus riders by the time it reaches Under Canvas’ YARTS stop, that guests will agree to
use alternative departure times or days. The Terra Vi project is also relying on YARTS to lessen
personal vehicle trips and it is extremely doubtful the current YARTS system can absorb the
increase in potential ridership. Proposing that YARTS is the answer to reducing traffic just
checks a box and is not a real solution. The project should evaluate contributing to the expanded
support of YARTS service or provide its own shuttle transport to the Park, perhaps in partnership
with Terra Vi.

Biological Resources
Seasonal Wetland & Ephemeral Drainage

There is a seasonal wetland and ephemeral drainage on the Yosemite Under Canvas project site.
A seep from the seasonal wetland drains to the ephemeral drainage which then eventually drains
to the South Fork Tuolumne River, 0.6 miles away from the project site. (p118)
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The DEIR states:

x

“As designed, the project would avoid the seasonal wetland and seep containing this
habitat and thus would not result in any direct or indirect impacts to this community.
Therefore, there would be no impact”. (p. 145)

There is no explicit explanation of how the project would “avoid” the seasonal wetland and seep.
There is no mention of how the wetland and drainage will be protected and monitored to ensure
that there is no negative impact to the Tuolumne River and its overall watershed. During the
winter, stormwater can increase volume of seasonal creeks so the function of the ephemeral
drainage can be a factor in the watershed health. Potential impacts are dismissed by the DEIR
without support.

11-12
cont.

The DEIR explains:
x

“The ephemeral drainages on the site would also be avoided, with the exception of 0.003
acre of impacts resulting from installation of culverted crossings at three locations, but
those impacts would be mitigated through preservation or creation of on-site wetlands at
a ratio of 1:1 or more.” (p. 148)

There are no details on a plan for the creation of on-site wetland and how that will be
coordinated with and approved by the appropriate regulatory authorities. The final EIR needs to
include the plan for review.

Recreational Impacts to Tuolumne River Watershed
The DEIR omits analysis of the recreational impact by Yosemite Under Canvas to the
surrounding Tuolumne River Watershed.
Visitors to Yosemite Under Canvas are very likely to visit many local sites within Stanislaus
National forest, including the Middle Fork of the Tuolumne, Rainbow Pools and other locations
on the South Fork of the Tuolumne, as well as the main Tuolumne River itself. This could cause
significant additional crowding of popular areas that are already highly impacted with day use.
With every new lodging development, guests are directed to the same few easy access points of
the river, such as the Carlon Falls trail. In recent years, these places have become crowded and
very hard used in the high summer season, In particular, the number of cars parked to access
these sites has risen dramatically which introduces major safety concerns. For instance, the
parking lot at Rainbow pools is small and visitors park all along Highway 120 and run across the
busy highway to get down to the river. Also, increased visitors usually results in increased trash
left behind in the popular sections of the river.
The final EIS must describe the anticipated change to current recreational use levels at nearby
recreational resources on such as Rainbow Pools, the Tuolumne River and its tributaries, and
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other readily accessible locations within the watershed. We need to understand the impacts on
recreational use and if mitigation may be required.

11-13
cont.

Respectfully submitted,

Cindy Charles
19745 Cherokee Trail Road
Groveland, CA
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Letter 11 Response: Cindy Charles, Tuolumne River Trust,
July 20, 2020
11-1

This comment presents broad assertions as to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but does
not present specifics on any topic or otherwise point to particular deficiencies in the
Draft EIR’s analysis. As such, a response is not possible and is therefore not
presented here. In the responses that follow, the County provides responses and
information to support its finding that the Draft EIR was sufficient for purposes of
CEQA, and that the commenter’s assertions to the contrary are not supported.

11-2

This comment concerns the requested extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment
period. Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment
Period, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.

11-3

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.
With respect to the conclusions provided in the Project’s hydrogeology study (provided
in Appendix G of the Draft EIR), the commenter is referred to page 51 of that study,
where the following statements are made concerning water supply to the Project:
Based on the assessment of rainfall, drainage area, and recharge,
and considering the conservative approach taken to describe the
available water supply, it is considered unlikely that that project,
now or in the reasonably foreseeable future will lack for a sufficient
and sustainable water supply.
The project water demand is conservative, estimated for both a
slightly higher demand (10,000 GPD) than suggested by client
supplied data for other facilities, and an extreme demand (16,000) to
over-emphasize the possible impact on the water supply.
Under normal rainfall years, using the slightly higher water demand,
the more conservative recharge percentage (10%), and the smallest
drainage basin area (120 acres), the project will only use about 11%
to 16% of the available water supply.
Under a single drought year, using the same assumptions as
previously stated, the project will use about 35% to 55% of the
available water supply. Multiple dry years will exacerbate the
minimal recharge; however, the minimal drawdown measured in the
two onsite wells suggests that there will be more than sufficient
capacity for the wells to continue to meet the projects water demand.
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These conclusions are based on substantial evidence as contained in the Project’s
hydrogeology study, the Draft EIR, and as summarized in Master Response 2 in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. The commenter has not raised any new environmental
concerns that have not already been evaluated and presented in the aforementioned
sources.
With respect to the commenter’s remarks concerning the Project’s impacts to existing
water wells in the vicinity of the Project, the Draft EIR evaluated the cumulativelevel impacts of groundwater pumping under Impact 3.5-12, beginning on page 3.526. As discussed in the Draft EIR and the Project’s hydrogeological report (included
in Appendix G of the Draft EIR), the aquifer pumping tests for onsite Well 2 and the
two Terra Vi site wells (TV-1 and TV-2) were conducted at the same time, with the
Terra Vi aquifer pumping tests starting one day prior to the Well 2 aquifer pumping
test (see Figure 14 in the Project’s hydrogeological report). Pumping at both sites was
conducted at a substantially greater rate of withdrawal than would be expected under
each project’s actual operating conditions. In the case of the Project, test pumping
was conducted at more than twice the rate that will be required during the Project’s
operation. Thus, the aquifer pumping tests were conducted in such a manner to
quantify the cumulative impact of both sites pumping at exaggerated rates at the same
time. Prior to beginning the Well 2 aquifer pumping test, Well 1, the well closest to
the Terra Vi site, experienced a water level drawdown of about a one foot due to the
Terra Vi pumping test; no drawdown was observed in Wells 2 and 3 (see Figure 15 in
the Project’s hydrogeological report). This indicates that the pumping of the Terra Vi
wells would have a negligible effect on the wells on the Project site. A drawdown on
one foot or less is negligible, especially when considered against the fact that the
pumps in the Project’s wells were set at about 600 feet, leaving nearly 500 feet of
water above the pumps when not pumping. Further, the commencement of the
aquifer pumping test on Well 2 and the later pumping test on Well 1 did not produce
observable drawdowns in the two Terra Vi wells. Therefore, the aquifer pumping test
results indicate that the Project and the proposed Terra Vi project would be able to
operate simultaneously without adversely affecting each other’s operations. Further,
because the Project would operate at 20 gallons per minute rather than the 40 gallons
per minute used for the aquifer pumping tests, and would also not operate in the
winter, the cumulative impact would be even smaller. Finally, owing to the minimal
amount of impervious surfaces that would be present on the Project site, a greater
level of recharge can be expected, thus reducing potential impacts. Ultimately, the
low levels of pumping during the Project’s operating season, the lack of pumping
during the winter months, and the lack of impervious surfaces on the site would
increase the potential for groundwater recharge on the Project site and in the
estimated groundwater recharge zone.
Further, and as presented on page 3.5-18 of the Draft EIR and as verified by aquifer
pumping tests conducted to State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
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standards, 27 the tests indicated that the areal extent of the Project’s pumping impact
would be largely contained within the Project site, even when using a sustained
pumping rate of more than twice that needed to support the Project. The nearest other
existing water supply wells are assumed to be at nearby rural residences. The closest
residences are at 30350 Sawmill Mountain Road located about 1,800 feet northwest
of Well 1, and two residences on Hardin Flat Road located about 2,000 feet to the
southeast. Both residences are farther than the observed effect from the 40 gpm
aquifer pumping tests and the extent of offsite pumping effects would be even less
under actual operational pumping conditions, which are not expected to exceed
20 gpm during peak use periods, and would be zero gallons per minute during the
off-season winter months. Therefore, the areal extent where groundwater levels
would decrease would be even smaller under actual operating conditions. Based on
each of these considerations, there would be no adverse cumulative effects to
groundwater supplies in the area.
Again, the commenter has not raised any new environmental issues that have not
already been evaluated and presented in the aforementioned sources. No further
analysis on this issue is required.
11-4

The situation described in the comment occurred in a separate aquifer, and under
different hydrogeological conditions than the Project, and is thus not comparable or
relevant to the proposed Project. Based on the information contained within the Draft
EIR and Master Response 2: Water Supply, of this Final EIR, substantial evidence
demonstrates such a situation would not occur with the Project.

11-5

A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 3: Water
Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. The response addresses issues related to
potential groundwater contamination, and the standards to which the system would
be required to perform. The commenter is specifically referred to the discussion in
that response concerning maintenance of the wastewater treatment system, and
Tuolumne County Code Section 13.08, which requires that all commercial
wastewater systems have a perpetual contract with a qualified service provider for the
maintenance, monitoring, and operation of their wastewater systems.

11-6

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. Information
responding to this comment can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

11-7

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts related to this issue would be less than significant.

27 The standards for aquifer pump tests and other criteria can be found in the New and Existing Source Capacity

Standards regulations, at 22 CCR § 64554.
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A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public
Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
11-8

Impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be less than
significant. A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 5:
Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. That response provides additional detail
of the Project’s aesthetic impacts, including during the off-season. With respect to the
commenter’s speculation concerning theft and vandalism that could occur on the
Project site during the off-season, this speculation does not concern an environmental
effect that is required to be addressed under CEQA.

11-9

Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR. As indicated in the response, the Project Applicant has committed to use
of EPA-certified stoves on the site, resulting in less than significant air quality
impacts. Use of these stoves will be added as a Condition of Approval for the Project.

11-10

As stated under Impact 3.5-9 on page 3.58-23 of the Draft EIR, solid waste from the
site would be processed through a permitted waste transfer station for eventual
disposal at the permitted Highway 59 Landfill. Both facilities have more than
adequate capacity to handle the Project’s solid waste disposal needs. The existing
permits for both facilities allow for the existing levels of truck traffic and throughput,
as well as increased levels of throughput as additional sources of solid waste come
online. These additional sources of solid waste would include the proposed Project,
the Terra Vi project, and other cumulative projects as evaluated for this issue under
Impact 3.5-17 on page 3.5-30 of the Draft EIR. The Project’s marginal contribution
of solid waste beyond that which is already being processed at each facility would be
negligible, and would be well within the permitted volumes of material currently
authorized for processing and disposal at each facility.

11-11

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. As stated on page 3.8-6
of the Draft EIR, the Project was not required to conduct a traffic study since it would
only generate about half the number of trips required to trigger such a study under
either County or Caltrans criteria. The master response provides additional detail on
traffic safety and provides results of a sight distance analysis conducted for the Project.
Under Canvas facilities typically offer two meals per day (breakfast and dinner) at
the site, with sack lunches being provided for the mid-day meal. “Single-service”
within this context means meals provided to individuals, rather than a group or mess
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hall-type setting. As stated in the Draft EIR, food service at the site would be
available to guests only, would not attract non-guests, and therefore would not
generate additional traffic.
Project guest’s use of YARTS bus service is discussed under Impact 3.8-1 of the
Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.8-8. As stated there, it would require speculation to
predict the ratio of Project guests that would avail themselves to YARTS service to
visit Yosemite National Park or other locations in lieu of driving their own personal
vehicles, though it would be reasonable to assume that some may choose to do so.
Regardless, the Draft EIR made no claim that guest’s use of YARTS service would
appreciably lessen the number of Project-generated trips, nor was such a claim
necessary, given the Project’s less-than-significant effects on area traffic volumes. As
further stated on page 3.8-8 of the Draft EIR, there is currently excess capacity on the
vast majority of YARTS bus runs, with the overall load factor on the Route 120 line
being 56 percent on weekdays and 47 percent on weekends during the 2017 season. In
2017, only one run had reservations reaching the maximum allowed reservation (Run
1 on Labor Day). The YARTS 2018 Short Range Transit Plan concluded that existing
ridership figures did not indicate a strong need for additional capacity. Based upon
these considerations, the commenter’s suggestion that the Project contribute directly
to the expansion of YARTS service is unsupported.
11-12

The Project would avoid the seasonal wetland and seep on the site, and the Project
was specifically designed to avoid these features. No ground disturbing activities
would occur within 100 feet of the features, and there would be no impact to them.
Mitigation measure 3.4-3 in the Draft EIR requires the Applicant to demonstrate that
there would be no net loss of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. and state
protected waters/wetlands. With respect to the mitigation of the 0.003-acre impact to
ephemeral drainages from culvert placement, and as specified in the mitigation
measure, final details of the mitigation would be determined during the regulatory
permit process. The exact mitigation ratio would be determined in consultation with
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and
the Regional Water Quality Control Board based on the type and value of the waters
affected by the Project, but the Project would be required to compensate for impacted
waters at a ratio no less than 1:1. Compensation would take the form of preservation
or creation in accordance with USACE and/or CDFW mitigation requirements, as
required under Project permits. Preservation and creation would occur offsite through
purchasing credits at an approved mitigation bank, which is the typical procedure
when the area of impacts is so small.

11-13

The commenter expresses her opinion regarding the Project’s impacts to area
recreational resources. Based on the negligible increase in the regional tourist
population created by the Project, particularly when compared against the millions of
people who visit the region each year, this opinion is not supported by substantial
evidence. While it is true that some Project guests would likely visit some of the
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recreation sites noted in the commenter’s remarks, such a negligible increase in use
would not significantly increase the usage or the physical deterioration of those areas,
and no significant impact would occur.
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Subject:

FW: Comments on Under Canvas Glampground EIR


From:<michael@mballenlaw.com>
Date:July17,2020at7:37:01AMPDT
To:<nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.uc>
Subject:CommentsonUnderCanvasGlampgroundEIR
Towhomitmayconcern,

IamalongtimeGrovelandresidentlivingat20351PineMountainDrive.Thisprojectshouldnotgo
forwardunlesssignificantaccommodationsaremaderegardingtheinevitabledrainoncommunity
servicesthatwillbeexperiencedbyGrovelandresidents.Theprojectdevelopersmustprovidefacilities
andthemoneytodevelopincreasedhealthcareservicesspecificallyambulanceservicethatcouldbe
furtherstretchedbyguestsofthisproject.Inaddition,fireresponsewillbediminishedunlesssome
accommodationismadetobolsterfireresponsefacilitiesintheGrovelandarea.

SentfrommyiPad
MichaelB.Allen,Esq.
Allen,Baker&Stephan,PC
66BovetRoad,Suite250
SanMateo,CA94402
6503475000
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Letter 12 Response: Michael Allen, July 17, 2020
12-1

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Letter 13

Robert Asquith
20756 Point View Drive, Groveland, CA 95321

bobasquith@yahoo.com
(209) 962-7990

July 20, 2020

Emailed 7/20/20

Tuolumne County Community Development Department
2 S. Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Attn: Natalie Rizzi, Tuolumne County Planning Commissioners, Board of Supervisors
I have read the Yosemite Under Canvas DEIR. While this document contains many words, it
categorically dismisses items that I consider very relevant to the safety and well-being of people
along the Highway 120 corridor in Tuolumne County. It does so while offering slim to scant
evidence justifying the categorization of less than significant for so many items. For me, the
principle items are:
x

Emergency services – fire, ambulance, law enforcement.

x

Wildfires – substantially increased risk, available fire equipment, evacuation.

x

Public transportation – highway changes, emergency evacuation.

x

Water – Includes potable water, firefighting water, and septic discharge.

x

Cumulative impacts on the nearby area as well as in Groveland.

In addition, there are numerous other items shown in table ES-1 that are marked less than
significant with little or no justification. Indeed, the supporting evidence in many cases is less
than compelling and certainly not worth Tuolumne County risking future problems and/or
lawsuits with such poor quality work from the consultant.
Emergency services. Here the authors of the DEIR indicate less than significant impact on
fire response, medical response (fire +ambulance) and law enforcement. This conclusion is not
substantiated in any way.
x

The nearest fire Department is located in Groveland and response time would be close
to 45 minutes. Further, during a fire response, Groveland/Big Oak Flat are left
without fire protection for which they are taxed and pay extra every year.
The authors clearly did not do their homework as the mis-identified the closest fire
station and did not locate it correctly. Station 78 belongs to GCSD, not Tuolumne County
and further, as a tax payer within the GCSD district, under the DEIR, I will be paying for
any emergency calls to Under Canvas, NOT the project.
More than 1/3 of all fire/medical calls responded to by the GCSD Fire Station #78 are
already outside of District boundaries. This project will only increase that percentage.
There is a possibility that a Groveland based fire engine may not be funded within
several years. Thus, fire response may come from much further away, dramatically
increasing the wildfire risk.
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Robert Asquith
20756 Point View Drive, Groveland, CA 95321

x

x

bobasquith@yahoo.com
(209) 962-7990

Likewise, the nearest medical response comes from Groveland, both fire and ambulance.
Again, there is a 45 minute response time. Further, if medical transport is necessary,
the ambulance would be unavailable for the Groveland/Big Oak Flat area for at least a
half a day if not an entire day or longer, depending upon its hospital destination. Finally,
the Groveland/Big Oak Flat residents pay annual taxes for the ambulance to be available
to them.

13-1
cont.

The nearest Sheriff's Office is located in Sonora making a response time of an hour
or more to the Under Canvas location. With recent tax increase ballot measures failing,
the County Sheriff's Office is understaffed and responding two under canvas would
require at least two hours driving time plus on scene time. This exposes the rest of the
County to undue risk.

Wildfires. The DEIR Authors dismiss wildfire risk without any evidence to indicate why.
x

The area to be developed into Under Canvas was classified in 2007as Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone by CAL FIRE (see this DEIR). The catastrophic Rim Fire of 2013
clearly demonstrated this classification is appropriate. It actually burned part of the
site.

x

The likelihood of having more than 100 open fires on the site during high fire season
cannot help but worsen the fire risk. Any conclusion that this would be a Less Than
Significant fire risk his seriously flawed.

x

The Camp fire in Paradise CA occurred in 2018. Subsequent evacuation studies have
shown the high danger of a large population with only one or two evacuation routes
out of the area. This is clearly the case with respect to the Under Canvas site,
particularly when combined with other nearby projects. (See Cumulative Impact below).
The DEIR is silent on this issue.

x

The remoteness of the Under Canvas site means that fire response is lengthy. This
allows wildfires to be well developed long before crews are on scene to suppress.

x

The DERI is silent on providing adequate and dedicated firefighting water.

13-2

Public Transportation. The authors of this report clearly do not understand the issues of
public transportation as they have labeled all the impacts less than significant.
x

x

In order to accommodate Under Canvas as well as the Terra VI project across the
highway, significant widening of Hwy 120 would be required. Looking at the
highway changes necessary for the Rush Creek Lodge located just up the highway, and
much less complicated, At least four lanes and probably five would be required between
Sawmill Mountain Road and Harden Flat Road. These lanes could be configured as: WB
right turn, WB thru, Left turn (WB & EB), EB thru, and EB right turn.
The current entrance at Sawmill Mountain Road (for the Terra VI project) would
have to be moved because the sight lines and distance from the crest of the hill to the
west are too short for safe traffic.

Page 2
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Letter 13

Robert Asquith
20756 Point View Drive, Groveland, CA 95321

x

x

bobasquith@yahoo.com
(209) 962-7990

The presence of large trucks delivering food and supplies to both properties (Under
Canvas & Terra VI) as well as the YARTS buses require long acceleration and
deceleration lanes at this location of Hwy 120 due to its steep grade.
See Evacuation Route note under wildfires above. The only evacuation Route are
either eastbound or westbound on Hwy 120. There are no other routes. The Camp fire
of 2018 clearly demonstrated the danger of such a scenario.

13-3
cont.

Water. The authors have provided little evidence there is sufficient water for all the needs at
the Under Canvas site. Also, the possibility of groundwater contamination from sewage was
never adequately explained.
x

There needs to be adequate fresh water supplies not only in wet years, such as the
one cited in the DEIR, but in multiple dry years. This was not adequately covered by the
authors. How would the water be supplied to a facility with as many as 250 people in
repeated dry years?

x

Backup Water Supply is needed in very dry years should the promises put forth in the
DEIR not be realized.

x

No mention is made of a dedicated firefighting supply of water. This is critical in a
Very High Risk fire area. Without such a dedicated supply, firefighting resources have to
be diverted to obtain water in an otherwise very dry region.

x

The DEIR provided no explanation of how groundwater contamination was to be
prevented from its septic systems during high water years with substantial runoff. In
that there are many others downstream from these projects using Tuolumne River
water, groundwater contamination further research during very wet years is critical.

x

When considering the Terra VI project across the highway and above Under Canvas
project, negative impacts and remedial measures must be articulated in the event of
groundwater contamination from the Terra VI septic system infiltrates the water
supply of Under Canvas.

13-4

Cumulative Impacts. The DEIR all but ignores the cumulative impact of three other
substantial projects nearby. Arguably the substantial cumulative impact of all of these projects
render many of the less than significant conclusions listed in the DEIR as indefensible. These
projects are:
x

Under Canvas

x

Terra VI

x

Yosemite Lakes RV resort expansion

x

Berkeley-Tuolumne Camp

x

Existing Hwy 120 projects: San Jose Camp, Evergreen Lodge, Rush Creek Lodge, etc. as
they impact emergency response already. Under Canvas adds to this local burden.

13-5
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Robert Asquith
20756 Point View Drive, Groveland, CA 95321

bobasquith@yahoo.com
(209) 962-7990

Other Considerations.
x

Aesthetics – Presently, travelers to Yosemite are driving through forest lands for many
minutes. To suddenly come upon a resort clearly alters the aesthetic in a very noticeable
way.

x

Air Quality – It is difficult to imagine clean air in the vicinity of as many as 100 open
fires from campers at Under Canvas. However, the DEIR states less than significant
impact.

x

Employee Housing – Completely delineating the housing for the maximum number of
employees on site. The current supply of low cost housing within a 45 minute drive is
extremely limited and 50+ employees would greatly exacerbate the local seasonal
housing situation. Additionally, inadequate housing could increase highway crowding
and air quality as employees drive long distances to and from work.

13-8

Hydrology – Runoff from the Under Canvas site with hardened streets and facilities
necessarily must affect the hydrology. Recent experiences with Rush Creek Lodge
indicate there will be significant runoff and it will contaminate groundwater. Special
consideration needs to be enumerated for protecting runoff during construction.

13-9

x

13-6

13-7

Conclusions. Tuolumne County must ensure the EIR contains mitigation for the above
articulated and very significant items. To that end, I propose the following conditions for the
Under Canvas County Permit to proceed.
x

An emergency services facility be built and staffed for fire, medical and law
enforcement. This facility would be located between Sawmill Mountain Road and the
Yosemite National Park boundary. Full funding must be provided by the projects.

x

Adequate water supplies be identified including a very significant and dedicated
firefighting supply and a supporting infrastructure be developed.

x

Water supplies, including backup supplies, must be clearly delineated. When such would
be necessary, supplies for other developments as well as Groveland/Big Oak Flat would
be likewise impacted and in short supply.

x

Much better plans for onsite groundwater runoff during storms must be delineated
during construction as well as daily operations so as to not contaminate Tuolumne River.

13-12

x

Highway improvements must be recognized and provided for in conjunction with other
nearby projects. These must be paid for by the Under Canvas project.

13-13

13-10

13-11

I am astounded that between the consultant that prepared this DEIR and Tuolumne County on
whose behalf it was prepared, there were so many blatant errors and omissions. Some of the
worst are in the area of wildfire risk, emergency response, and who would end up paying for all
of the above.

13-14

It is very disappointing that Tuolumne County released two very lengthy DEIRs at almost the
same time, during summer months when many residents are unavailable, and during the Covid

13-15
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20756 Point View Drive, Groveland, CA 95321

bobasquith@yahoo.com
(209) 962-7990

crisis. The lack of consideration for review extension could lead one to the conclusion the
County was trying to minimize resident review and comment and rush approval. This is not the
manner in which I expect Tuolumne County to act as guardians of the integrity of developments
within our County.

Respectfully submitted,

Robert Asquith.
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 13 Response: Robert Asquith, July 20, 2020
13-1

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

13-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

13-3

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. The master response
provides additional detail on traffic safety and provides the results of a sight distance
analysis conducted for the Project. For a response concerning the commenter’s
remarks on emergency evacuation, please see Master Response 1: Wildfire, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

13-4

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR. For comments concerning wastewater, please see Master
Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. For a response
concerning the commenter’s remarks on firefighting water, please see Master
Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

13-5

The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts related to each of the projects listed in
the commenter’s remarks. This analysis was contained at the end of each topical
section in the Draft EIR. For instance, for cumulative Aesthetics impacts, the
commenter is referred to Impact 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.1-13.
Similar discussions are provided at the end of each topical section. For each topic, the
Draft EIR found that the cumulative effect of the Project’s implementation would be
less than significant and the Project’s impacts would not be cumulatively
considerable.

13-6

Impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be less than
significant. A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 5:
Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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13-7

Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

13-8

The Project’s impacts to population and housing, including impacts related to
employee housing, were analyzed in Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on
page 3-16. The Project Applicant provides employee housing to its employees by
renting a house (or houses) for use by the employees. The Draft EIR’s analysis found
that Tuolumne County’s rental vacancy rate is about midway between the California
statewide vacancy rate and the national vacancy rate, which demonstrates sufficient
rental housing would be available, as needed.

13-9

The Project’s impacts to hydrology and drainage were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. As discussed under Impact 3.5-1, beginning on page 3.5-15, the Project
does not include the addition of significant amounts of impervious surfaces since the
tents would be on wooden platforms open on the bottom and the roads would be
unpaved gravel. As a result, the site would consist of pervious gravel roadways and
wooden tent platforms that would allow water to run beneath and maintain existing
drainage patterns. Sheet flow would not be collected and conveyed, and would
continue to sheet flow across campsites. Because the Project would create minimal
impervious area, stormwater treatment would not be required. Existing drainage
patterns would be maintained with the improvements to the Project site, and the
overall Project will not degrade stormwater quality.
As further stated in the Draft EIR, during construction, the Project would be required
to comply with the Construction General Permit and local stormwater ordinances.
These state and local requirements were developed to ensure that stormwater is
managed and erosion is controlled on construction sites. The Construction General
Permit requires preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP), which requires applications of BMPs to control run-on and runoff
from construction work sites. The BMPs would include, but would not be limited to,
physical barriers to prevent erosion and sedimentation, construction of sedimentation
basins, limitations on work periods during storm events, use of infiltration swales,
protection of stockpiled materials, and a variety of other measures that would
substantially reduce or prevent erosion and the potential for impacts to surface water
quality during construction. Based on each of these considerations, the Project would
not result in a significant impact to hydrology and drainage.

13-10

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. Because the impacts would be less-than-significant, mitigation is not
required. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response
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4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. The commenter has provided his
opinion as to a possible solution to providing emergency services to this portion of
the County. A detailed response concerning opinions related to the Project can be
found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the
Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No
additional response is required here. All comments, however, will be provided to
applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
13-11

As described in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, and also in Master Response 2: Water
Supply, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, an adequate water supply for the Project has
been identified through the provision of on-site groundwater wells. A detailed
response concerning opinions related to the Project can be found in Master Response 9:
Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the Project Should or Should Not Be
Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No additional response is required here.
All comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they
consider the Project.

13-12

See the previous response to comment 13-9, above. Because the Project will not have
significant-and-unavoidable impacts to hydrology and drainage, additional mitigation
is not required.

13-13

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. Further, and as discussed
in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR, specifically beginning on page 3.8-3, the Project
would be required to pay fair-share fees for transportation infrastructure through the
Tuolumne County Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Program, which requires payment
of such fees prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy from the Building and
Safety Division of the Community Resource Agency.

13-14

The commenter has expressed his opinion on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Specific
responses to the commenter’s concerns have been provided above, and in the master
responses so referenced. A detailed response concerning opinions related to the
Project can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on
Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final
EIR. No additional response is required here. All comments, however, will be
provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.

13-15

Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.
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Letter 14

I would like to express my concerns over The Terra Vi and The Under Canvas projects. While
reviewing the DEIR I noticed that my previous letter stating my concerns on this project was
not added in with the others, I hope that this was just an over site. Listed below are my
concerns regarding the EIR. 
Fire Safety: In the Tuolumne County Fire Safety Report titled “Are We Ready?” Published on
June 30, 2020 the opening line states “ it is not a question of will we have a catastrophic Dre in
Tuolumne County, but of when.” Later on it states that “…tourism have shaped the likelihood of
a devastating Dre that threatens lives, livelihood and our natural resources upon which the
community depends.” And the last quote from the report “ Tuolumne faces unprecedented
danger to life and property from wildDre.” 
The Terra Vi project is projected to have a grand total of between 554-610 people on site, and
Under Canvas 426-500 people. A massive forest Dre could be started by just one of these
people Eicking a cigarette into the forest. Also the Under Canvas is also projected to have 99
wood stoves along with campDre pits and barbecues which will be well over 100 ignition
sources. As I’m sure you are aware the Rim Dre was started by 1 reckless campDre miles away,
and it still devastated the area that you want to build these projects on. I also did not see in the
EIR if one of these sites would have a 24/7 Fire Department that is equipped with a Fire Tender,
Type 3 Engine, as well as a Type 6 Engine. I do not believe that Tuolumne County can aord to
put three Engines in this area and build a new Fire Station since according to the Matrix Report
which was published in the County Safety Report apparatuses older than 15 years should be in
reserve status yet Tuolumne County Fire Department has 5 Engines which are 35 plus years old
and 20 engines that are 25 plus years old. Even if these apparatuses were in service 24/7 at
one of the sites, I still would not take away the danger that these 100+ ignition sources could
cause. If you follow what the Fire Safety Report states building these projects is reckless, and
could/will cause lives lost when a wildDre comes in this area again. 
Trac Concerns: It is currently hard to pull out onto HWY120 from Saw Mill Mountain due to a
blind curve in the road West of the intersection. With the additional cars and people it will
make it that much harder, and will certainly cause a motor vehicle accidents. If the proposed
projects are across the street from each other there is also the likely hood of pedestrians
walking across HWY120 and getting hit and killed by a vehicle. When a wildDre is caused by
one of these two properties it will make it nearly impossible for everyone to get out safely due
to the increased trac as well as only 1 lane in both directions. 
Sewage and COVID-19: As stated in a news article that came out this week COVID-19 was
located in the sewage of Yosemite Park. When Rush Creek was built they put in the best
sewage system as required however since opening they have been dealing with grey and
brown sewage. Because there is no public sewer system each of the projects will need to rely
on an engineered septic system to treat the waste that will be produced. This waste could
contaminate our wells just like it is at Rush Creek. With the new concerns of COVID-19 this
drain o could be deadly to anyone using the wells.
Water: Continuing on the issue of our wells being contaminated, there is the potential for the
Terra Vi project to dry up our wells because there is no public water supply in the area such as
a reservoir or lake. The well test that was done hastily was done during an unusually wet year.
From my understanding these are normally conducted during multiple seasons for at least a
year or two. Since we do no have an accurate Well Test that was done it is very likely that our
wells will dry up due to this project. 
Wildlife: Wildlife is prevalent in this area, including Deers, Bears, Coyotes,Foxes Owls and
Quails. If their natural habitat is taken away from them where are they going to go? 
Thank you, 
Brewer Dennis

14-1

14-2

14-3

14-4

14-5
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Letter 14 Response: Dennis Brewer, July 20, 2020
14-1

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

14-2

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. The master response
provides additional detail on traffic safety and provides the results of a sight distance
analysis conducted for the Project.

14-3

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

14-4

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

14-5

Impacts to biological resources were evaluated in in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less than
significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
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Letter 15

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:43 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Planned Developments on Rt. 120, Sawmill area



From:KathyBrown<kathy.brown.1899@gmail.com>
Sent:Sunday,July19,202012:00PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:PlannedDevelopmentsonRt.120,Sawmillarea

July 19, 2020
Tuolumne County Community Development Department
2 S. Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Attn: Quincy Yaley and Natalie Rizzi
Tuolumne County Planning Commissioners, Board of Supervisors
We would like to make our concerns about the planned developments of Terra VI and Under Canvas in the Sawmill area off Rt.120 between Groveland and
Yosemite National Park known to the Tuolumne County Planning Commission.
We realize there are positive aspects to the planned development such as an increased tax base, jobs for locals, and fulfilling a need for more facilities for
visitors to Yosemite so we are not anti-development but, that said, we also recognize some very major problems that need to be thought through and planned
for before this development is approved and undertaken.
Totally aside from these two major proposed developments, one of our major concerns is that the 120 corridor into Yosemite not become a series of one-afteranother hotels and businesses that will eventually make the area look like that just north of Gatlinburg outside the Great Smoky Mountains National Park. We
would like to be assured that there are already well-defined limitations to future development allowed on the corridor in place by the county.
For the immediate plan we have several major concerns that we feel need to be addressed and planned for before an approval is given for the development.
EMERGENCY SERVICES
Of major concern is the unavailability of emergency services in that immediate Sawmill area. Groveland has the closest available ambulance and fire service.
The distance of these developments away from Groveland makes speed in response time impossible and takes away immediate response for Groveland area
residents should the services be called to the proposed developments. The services are already being shared with Rush Creek/Evergreen developments, thus
already having the potential of decreasing response time to our residents. We feel conditions should be attached to any approval requiring the developments to
create and maintain emergency services for the area that would ideally also include the Rush Creek and Evergreen as well.

15-1

RELIABLE WATER
Residents with wells on the 120 Corridor have had trouble with their wells going dry in low precipitation years and have had to dig their wells deeper and
deeper to obtain water. Have adequate water studies been done in drought times to assure that water will be available to such large developments without
depleting the area water table? If not should another study be done now in a dryer year, if not ideally in drought year, to check for assured water availability.
There are also sewage run-off concerns in exceptionally heavy rainy seasons.

15-2

ROADS AND TRAFFIC
At this time the roads along the 120 Corridor are narrow and winding with many areas of limited visability. We would definitely not like to see the roads
become major multi-lane highways and loose the county atmosphere but major widening would be necessary in places to allow for safe entrance and exit for
these new developments. This is especially true due to the large RVs that will used the proposed Under Canvas development, as well as YARTS buses and
delivery trucks to each development. Are there plans for this to be done and who is paying for that? Traffic through Groveland already is bumper to bumper in
summer. Won’t these developments increase and slow that traffic even more? Has this been discussed completely? How will this be handled?

15-3

HOUSING FOR WORKERS
Groveland is already providing additional housing for workers for Rush Creek/Evergreen Resorts because their planned housing on site is inadequate. While
we realize that the developments may provide work for some Grovelanders, we also realize that today’s Groveland residents are mostly retirees so there
would have to be an influx of new workers from outside the area. Looking at the plans for these new developments, it does not look like there is enough
housing on site for an influx of workers. Should there be a condition added that developments be required to provide more housing than currently planned for
their work force?

15-4

OTHER SERVICES FOR VISITORS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE DEVELOPMENT
1

Letter 15

Also of concern to us is the current inadequacy of MarVal Market to handle residents and visitors needs. This is an impact on the local community. At this
point, for about 8 months of the year, residents of the Groveland area avoid going to the market on weekends because it is woefully over-crowded, especially
a problem in this COVID era, and there is usually no parking available. The added traffic through the corridor would necessitate a bigger market. Are there
any plans to mitigate this problem? We see that Terra VI has what appears to be a small market which I assume will be a combined convenient/gift store.
Should a condition of the developments be the creation of a larger market on site to serve that area?
We are sure there are other points of consideration that we have missed. We request that you not rush approval of these developments so they can be
adequately thought through. If you decide that these projects should be approved, we hope that you will attach some conditions to the developments that will
assure safety in the area and will mitigate some of the impact on our local community which it is your duty to protect.
Sincerely,
Kathleen M. Brown

Donald P. Brown
21350 Beaver Court
Groveland, CA 95321




2

15-5

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 15 Response: Kathy Brown, July 20, 2020
15-1

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

15-2

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

15-3

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

15-4

The Project’s impacts to population and housing, including impacts related to
employee housing, were analyzed in Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on
page 3-16. The Project Applicant provides employee housing to its employees by
renting a house (or houses) for use by the employees. The Draft EIR’s analysis found
that Tuolumne County’s rental vacancy rate is about midway between the California
statewide vacancy rate and the national vacancy rate, which demonstrates sufficient
rental housing would be available, as needed.

15-5

The Project would provide two onsite meals per day to its guests (breakfast and
dinner), and a bag lunch for consumption offsite. Project’s guests could also utilize
other commercial and retail offerings in the area. The expansion of those facilities or
the provision of all-new facilities would be determined by market forces, and would
be assessed by the County when and if applications are submitted.
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/-.,))'-7(L'*&)3 )/-!(/(!.-:
• ,%&3/)&/'(-.),.!)(*,)$.9**,)2!'.&3I:N'!&--)/. -.). *,)$.-!..
JHLOL ,!(&.)71 ! 1)/&!(&/PG!(-.),*&-!'!&,/-&)-./,!(. IGHJ!'
!,:
•)(-!,.!)()-,'!.),.  )/(.!(/,-,3!(,)0&(.))(/.)-!)(&
-*!&0(.-:
•  )/-(,!&-?)-'!. %-2*(-!)(*,)$.9*,)*)-HLG@-!.2*(-!)(). 
2!-.!()-'!. %--),.7!0!.1(-!.-7!(-7('*&)3')& )'-!.-7
**,)2!'.&3G:O'!&-)/. -.). *,)$.-!..JHHPH ,!(&.):
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-.%(,)'.  /(,.  !(7=,-))(.,)0,-3>7. )(,(-&)11,!. ,().
,--),,--1!. &!..&!'*),.),,,.). '(3-.% )&,-(!(.,-.*,.!-9

*#          ' "    "  
  (      #%

 !- 7)0,()0,7)'-.). )(&/-!)(. .. *,)$.)-().*)-(3-,!)/-!'*.
!(,,-.)*/&!-,0!-8. !-)(&/-!)(!-!,,-*)(-!&3&.,!)/-:-%()1&!(. 
 9
3 $%&$& $%!'$%$!&&$ &&! @A $!( -""$!*&+<@
$!%)%&!&"$!&%&0$ &&! @A%!!"$&($"$& &)&  -
'!' !' &+- &$!( !' &+ $(%%&$&0(  !$!+%-&#'%&
$%"! %+$  )!'$!'+=;&!=? '&%-! &$$)%$&&!$
$ +&&!%& $ (%%&04



.!-'!-&!(.)-/-.. .1!. ()!'*,)0'(.),!.!)(-.)!,-,0!7),). ,*/&!
-.3(.!.!-7. .. !-*,)$.1)/& 0&!..&.)()!'*.)()0,&&*/&!-.3: )/&. ,
(',(3!('),. ()(&).!)(),1!&!,7. -.3)0,3)(1)/&
)'*,)'!-1!. -/ &!'!.(!-.(.-,0!-:(7. !-)-().)(-!,. /'/&.!0
.-) 0!('/&.!*&0&)*'(.-( /(,-'),*)*&!(. ,- )/&&&. ). ,
*,)$.-)),1,: (.7!(. (,(0-7GCSD's (Groveland Community Service
District) suggests this very thing on page 613/1263 when it says:

3'&!&%& !&"$!&$!& $%!'$%-$&! !%$(%)!'$!+
)&  ) !'$$%!'$%$%"!  $$)+$!& %$($!$!'$%&&0
&$(%& %!'%%)$ &$! ($+*" %($ $ +$%"! %
#'" &0 $ (% '%&('&&"&%&!& $ $ +$%"! %
%$(%- ' /
7 2%&+&!"$!(%$(%&!&"$!&%&&  '%&$+$%"! %%& $%-!$
$%"! %%& $%"&&!&!' &+!$"$!&!) $.
7 2%&+&! & &'$$ &%& $% (!%$(%&!&"$!"$&%)& &
 -) $%"!  &!&"$!&!&! .
7"!& &!$ $%)$5$%!'$$ $%'& $!&"$!&
7"&! ('&! !$&%%!'&"$!&&+'+!'" *& &$%
 $!'&&$!'$!( 04

 !,&..,)-)(.)-/-.. .. -!'*.-),.  '/-.0&/.1!. . 0&)*'(.
),,!!('!(7/'/&.!0&37/.. !-1-().)(.)(3-,!)/-,: (.7&&). <-
)(,(-1,,!&3!-'!--)(*@HM!(&&)-.!)(J:N1 (. )(&/-!)(1-. */&!
-,0!!'*.-1,7= --. (!(!!(.:>(3)(1!. (3%()1&). !-,').,7!.-
!-.(,)'-,0!-((/(,-.(!(). /,,(.&0&))''/(!.3(1)/&%()1. .
= --. (!(!!(.>!'*.!-&.(.&- )):&,&32*,--. !,)(,(-(7!(
. .. 3,. -,0!*,)0!,7. !,!--/-- )/& 0('),+/.&3,--!(.  :
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+# $           #%

!(7.  &&-,- ),.)(3&!.!'.(&3-!-(7!(.7&)--'/ )!.-
,!!&!.31 (!.--,.-9=;. *,)$.1)/&().2,.!,,!-%7/.1)/&!(-.
!'*,)0)(!.!)(-,&..)1!&!,,!-%:>

 !--..'(.!--/-*.),0,!.3),-)(-7.1)!(. .!.!-()..&&*,)0&(),!-
!.&)!&: &1&)!. .!(PP.(.-7&!.'1!. !,,.,(.'.,!&-7/.
1!. 1))-.)0-(/-3!(2*,!(().(,&--.)/,!-.-1)/&'%(
&,3 ! &3(,)/-!,, (,)/-!-(2'*&). &1. !(%!(!(. !-
 : !-----'(.!&-.)().)(&3)(-!,. 1))-.)0-!(.(.-7/.&-). 
'/&.!*&)''/(!.3!,*!.-7. )'',!&%!. (7. ,(. &&)1()
-')%!()(. *,)*,.3:-0!(,)'. !'!,(. '(3). ,'--!0
1!&!,0(.-!(&!),(!-!(71!&!,!-().(=!>7,. ,!.!-=1 (>-(,!):!(
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("0(!(2*,!(.)/,!-.-1!. --.)!,*!.-(1))-.)0-!(1 .!-).(
-,!-=.!(,)2>(=2.,'!,,>!-!,,-*)(-!&.-.(&3.
1),-.:

/,. ,7.  . ()-)(.))(&/. .. =),)$.&.,(.!0>71 !&&,&3
=(0!,)('(.&&3/*,!),>!(')-.13-7)- 0)(*,)&'9!.*)--=-!(!!(.(
/(0)!&>!,. ,.: (). ,1),-7.  --,.-71!. ()./&0!(7. .. 
)''/(!.31)/&-,!. *,)$.1,/!&.7-*!.. .. .!. -!,*!.-71))
/,(!(-.)0-7&&)1--')%!((,!(-1&&'(!(/.).(),-.!(),(..)/,!-.-.)
. ,: .!-().&)!(),!-!.(&3-!-7!.!-)*!(!)((!.(().*,)0(: (.7*&!(
&)!1)/&-/-.. .!.1)/&&.)/.!'*)--!&.)'%. ..,'!(.!)(1!. )/.




0)!()./&.-:
,# $      "  !   &*+)   
         #%

 .. .-)' )1. !- !().,+/!,.,!-./3!-&)!(&!-!(. 
). !(.(.!)((*/,*)-)( : (*,.!/&,71 ()'!(1!. . ). ,
*).(.!&(!(*,)--0&)*'(.-7.,!-./3- )/& 0((--,3(3.7
.,!!-().+/.&3,--.&&!(. !-)/'(.:

/-(,(0-!(D. 0(313.).,'!(!&3.,!*-. 3-.!'..,!
')/(.--)((). ,(,(0--!.8. !-7. !-!--!&&3,!.(/',:,)'
. .7. 3)(&/. .. 3!(D. 0()/ .,!*-!&3.).,!,.,!-./3: !-!-
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().=(&3-!->7. !-!-13.)!,/'0(.. *,)--:/,. ,7. .,!?!&3.,!*-. 3
'(/./,1,),(,(0-(,..,!)(&37. 3!().)(-!,
/'/&.!0.,!*-?.,!:.,!-./3!(. !-!(-.(- )/&,+/!-!.: -.3). !-
!(.,-.!)((. .,!(,.- )/&)(-!,!(!.-(.!,.31!. . 
/'/&.!0!'*.).,0&,-)!(.)(,)' ,!(&.)71'!&& )/(.!()
BHGJC7,,!7. *,)*)-(,(0---)(HGP( ! 13HIG0!-!.),-.)(
,)')-'!.:)().)(-!,.,!!(. !-'((,!-'$),&1!(.  (1!&&().
+/.&3!(),'(3(.!.3!(.,'-)(,-(. !,'!.!.!)(:


-# $           !  
#%


16-5
cont.

 !&-./!-1,)(/..).,'!(!. ,1-(+/.1.,-/**&37. !,
'. )-()(&/-!)(-,-/-*.:.(3*/'*.-.!(. &&)&&)1!()(). 
1..-.1!(.,-!(. &-..(3,-7!-().,&!&(),!-!.)'*&.(/,.----'(.
)&)(.,'1.,-/**&3:

/,. ,-./!-(.))(/..)&))%.1.,-/**&3)0,&)(,*,!)-).!'(
1 (. , -().()00,),0(0,')/(.-),!(: !-,!-%()1(),
!.-,)/ .3&-7(),. .(3*/'*.-..))(&/. .31" &&! !&
"$!"!%"$!&- ! ' &! )&!&$(!" &-)!'(%' &)&$%'""%
(&!%$(&"$!& $%! +!$%'&'$(!" &'$  !$-$+
 '&"$++$%4!-()..7,. ,()*!(!)(!(,)'/!)/-!(),'.!)(:




 !-&!'!-/,. ,-/-*.1 (!.)'-&,. .71 !&. */'*.-.1- **(!(.
. -'.!'-. ,,!*/'*.-.-7. .1)(.!.!-!().- ,!(),'.!)(),
)&&),.!(. !-(0),: !&. (,(0-1&&&)--..). ,,!1&&!,1
)1(/,!(. .-.7!.1-.,'!(. .. !-1-().-!(!!(.()/ 0(..)
1),,!-)'),)(&/. .1.,1-!(- ),.-/**&3: )10,71!. )/.. !(),'.!)(),
 *,)$.--./!.). ,7 )1(!..,'!(1!. (3/,37. .31&%&
$%'&% &&&&"$!"!%"$!& &$$"$!&)!'&!!"$&
%'& !'%+)&!'&($%+& !&$2%!"$&! %046!(7/-.1-
().- ,(),1,. .-.-)'*&.!((3)),!(.!)(),)&&),.!)(1!. )((). ,7
. !-!-)($./,(--/'*.!)(7().(&3-!-(. ),)/ !(0-.!.!)(:
(. /)&/'()/(.3(,&*&(7)&!3J::I-3-. ..  '/-.9


3! %$)&$&)&$%+%&"$!"!%&!%$( )(!" &%$%!'$
!)&$-%,&!%$(&$*%&  '&'$'%&!$:%2!$% %0 $!&%%

16-6

Letter 16

LO

! +""$!()$&)&$%'""+%+%&%$%!'$%!)&$"!
& "$% & '&'$ %04

 !- -().(*,)0(1!. (3--/,(--:/,. ,'),7.  )(&32'!(-. /-)
1.,!(,&.!)(- !*.). .1)*,)$.-7(,(0-(,,!7-..!(. .. 3,&))%!(
.. !'*.-)). *,)$.-)*,.!(-!'/&.()/-&39

31'%&"$!"!%"$!&)!'!"$&&=;"$&$& &>;"'%
!$&#'$"'" &%&%- )!'%! !&!"$& &) &$-&''&(
"&)!'( %$0$!$-&&)!"$!&%)!' !&! &!$%'& 
''&(+! %$"&8%%& %  &904







/.1 .!-().)(-!,(31 ,!(. !- !-. *).(.!&!'*.). '(3,-!(.-!(
. -/,,)/(!(,7). !( ,!(&.(1'!&& )/(.!(): !&!.!-&,. .. 
 !-0,3)(,(. .. *,)$.-31&!!"$&%'& !'%+)&!'&($%+
& !&$2%!"$&! %4-1 ,!-. )(,(),. ). ,-.% )&,-!(. ,
(. !,!&!.3.)'!(.!(. !,1.,-)/,6 !-!-().'(.!)(),0(,--!((3
13:  '/-..%!(.))(-!,.!)((,--. *).(.!&/,. ,!'*.-)(
-/,,)/(!( )'-?/-!(---(. !,(),(--.)1.,: !-'/-.!(&/!(
. =/'/&.!0!'*.->: &)--.. !-!-.)!(,--!-1!. . !-----'(.9

3" &&! !&"$!"!%"$!&)!' !&%'%& &+
$%$!' )&$%'""%!$ &$$%'%& &+)&
$!' )&$$$%'&&&"$!&+"%'%& 
$!' )&$  &!&% 8 %%& %  &904
!(7. !-!-&!'. .(().-/-.(.!.1!. )/./,. ,.-.!(!(!,(.)(!.!)(-
)0,&)(,*,!)).!':
  )*!(!)(-)/.1.,-/**&3-1&&. .1,().+/.&3,--!(. 
 7-..!(!(. )(*MHJ9
3&%"!$& &!$& &!&!$!'+('&&&+!&"$!&&!%$()&
#'&)&$%'""+$!$&'$$!$!' )&$)%0(*"$ !&$
! 5$%!$&% &$! &&(' *"&+$' %!$&! #'&%)&$%'""+
'&!&($ ' "$& &'$!&$!' )&$ &$! 1)(! $ %
&&%!'&)% 5!$( &! !&$)% &$&& &$ &()&$
%'""++ !&(!$$&  % &&! 0 &! -)%'%&&&&
 ($!  &$()!$&$$"$!&!!$ &)&& !$&%"$!&%)04




  )-().+/.&3,--. /'/&.!0(./,)). *,)$.--. ,1-().
)),!(.),..)!(0-.!.. .,/!'*.)(1.,-/**&3-!(().1-- ,:),
)-!.)(-!,. *).(.!&!'*.)((! ),!(1&&-:
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-.&37!(,0!1!(. *,)$.<-1.,/-((7. !,-.!'.-,+/-.!)(&:. ,
&)!(!&!.!-!(. ,/-,'),1.,. (. 3&!'.)((.  - )/&&))%
/,. ,!(.). !,/-&/&.!)(-(--/,. .. 3,!(,&!-.!!(. !,-.!'.-:

.# $ 
   "  !    #%

 !-,+/-.!-&.)/.!-'!--: !&. ,!--)',,(.),,!!(,,-.)1.,
(!,7(. ). ,*,)$.-,'(.!)(!(.  73(&,7. !- .,.-. 
(,(0-*,)$.-=-.(&)(>0&)*'(.: )'*&.!-,,),. .,/
!'*.). (,(0-0&)*'(.&)(1!. ,,!7,%&3'*7 )/(.!(<-
0(.*,'!.-( )/-(,!&-?)-'!. %-2*(-!)(!-2!(&3(&./&:

0,3*,.).  .)-./!!(&/!(.,!7!,7()!-7-. .!-71.,-/**&37
1-.1.,'('(.7!,+/&!.37*/&!-,0!-7&! .*)&&/.!)(,&&*,))/(&3!'*.
3. /'/&.!0.). -'(3*,)$.-(.)1!&&/&&3!(),. !-.'%-. !- 
-*!)/-)/'(..-.: ,!-()13.)-*,.&3,--. !'*.)(,(0-
1!. )/.&))%!(.. /'/&.!0!'*.-)*,)$.!(. !-,&.!0&3-'&&,: !-!-
,').,1!. *,'((.(*,..!',-!(.-7. !'*.)(. '(. (.!,,
1!&&3)(*,))/(:!0(. ..1)). 0&)*'(.-B(,(0-(,,!C,
!(&/!(-/ -!(!!(.!.!)(-&!% &!)*.,*-(0(.-*7!.!-!-)(,.!(. .
().'),!-!()(.)-./3. !'*.) . *,)$.-)(. ,:)!(),. 
/'/&.!0.-!(),-. */,*)-))!(( !(. !,-.*&: (0!,)('(.). 
,1!&&),0, (/-) ). *,)$.-7().$/-.. !-)(7(.)().+/.&3
-./3. !'*.) *,)$.!(!0!/&&3-1&&-) . *,)$.-.). ,!(0&!.-
. !- (!.-!(.(*/,*)-9

3%$#'$' $ -& ('&% %$%"!& &+%  &
 ($!  &"&%- &%&&! %'$%&!(!!$$'&%  
!"!& &"&%- ('&%&!"$&(&%!"!& &+%
&$ &(%&!&"$!&04
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))%!(.(,(0-)(!.-)1((().!()($/(.!)(1!. . '(3). ,&,
0&)*'(.-(2*(-!)(-!(. ,)-().). !-*,)--$/-.!(),)-!./,.&3
*!.. (/',)!'*.-(. !,.,/-!(!!(:
/# $               #%

-*)!(.)/.7'(3.!'-7. ,!-/,,(.&3(). !(&).!(. !-&).!)(. /-. ,!-()
()((./,&&! .(0,3&!..&()!-7-0),. ,-)(.  ! 13!. 1!(!-&)1!(. 
,! .13: 0!-/&). !-*,)$.1!&& 0!,.!'*.)(. )-1 )&!0(,3(.,0&
)(. ,): !-!-. .13.))-'!.(7--/ 7(30&)*'(.- )/&
. )/ ./&&3)(-!,(. !'*.-. ),)/ &3-./!-: .,'!(.!)(. .. ,!-=()
-!(!!(.!'*.>!(,,-.)-. .!-7()!-(&! .!-&.)/.1,)(:!(7)(-!,!(
. ,,!*,)$.,)--. -.,. *,.)(3-. .!-?()!-?&! .(&3-!-: (
. !- !.!-().0()(-!,: .(().)0,-... .. !'*.)(,(0-)(
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NO

!.-)1(7)-(). 0. -'1! .-. !'*.). '/&.!*&*,)$.--&.),. ,
((3  .%!(.). )/(.. ,'.!(-!(!!(.!'*.-!(,,-.)
-. .!-?()!-?&! .: !- !(),-. .. .,)--. -.,.,)'(,(0-. ,
1!&&,&,,0&)*'(.1!. '),()!-(&! .. ( -0,(!(. !-,),
(. ,),7. !-!'*.(-.),@(&341!. . /'/&.!0!'*.)(-!,:

0# $ 
     
      !#%

0(1 (().)(-!,!(. /'/&.!0!'*.-). ). ,'$),0&)*'(.-7. (,
(0-*,)$.-.!&&,1-'$),)(,(-1 (!.)'-.). &).!)(). & !&-!(
*,)2!'!.3.). /)&/'(!0,:  )-().),()/ .)*,)... ,!0,(*/.-
. 1.,- .,!-%: !%). ,&)!(!&!.!-!(. ,7(,(0-- )/&,+/!,
.) 0/&&1-.1.,.,.'(.-3-.'!0(. (/',-)/-.. .1!&&-.3!(. ,
(. )0,&&-&). 0&)*'(.:))(3. !(&--!-(&./&(!(),-. 0,3
,&,!-%),!0,(,)/(1.,)(.'!(.!)(:

1# $!  !        "   
 #%

 !&!.!-().. .). ,-!.-1,,!&3)(-!,7. /&.!'.)(&/-!)(!(.  !-9
3!$&%"$!&-&!' &+%&8! %%& &)& 9&!('&! +! 6%&
&$ &(%04 .!-/(&,7. )/ !.!-..'*..)$/-.!!!(. )/'(.7 )1. 
)/(.3(&.&3!(),,+/!,'(.: .. .)(&3)(@-!.&.,(.!0-,
)(-!,)-!(-.. */,*)-).  (. *,)---1 )&: !- (0,
&!.!'.&3(!())!. 0&/.-). ,)*.!)(-),. !-*,)$.. )/ .!.!-,+/!,3
&1:/,. ,'),7. )/'(.)-)(.)%()1&. .. ),)$.&.,(.!0!-
&,&3. -.)*.!)(!(.,'-)!'!(!- !(?&!'!(.!((0!,)('(.&!'*.7/.. (,1-
. */44&!()(&/-!)(. .7/&.!'.&37),)$.!-().()*.!)(/-. !,,!-%.). 
-/,,)/(!()''/(!.31)/&,.)),.B=-!(!!(.(/(0)!&>C: (). ,1),-7
),!(.).  7!. *,)$.1,()./!&.. 1 )&,1)/&,'!(!(,0!,
(,7. ,),-)'0,-!)(). *,)$. /!&..) &*-0. )''/(!.3,)'
!,(,: !-!-!,/&,&)!(!'!(!- -. .!0(--). (.!,)/'(.(
/--. ,,.)+/-.!)(!.--/**)-(/.,&!.3(!.-)0,&&').!0-:

  
 (,(0- !-().)'*&.(. )/ ./&(&3-!-). !-*,)$.:. ,!.!-
,*),..)/.!(. =&--. (-!(!!(.>!'*.-),1 .!-+/!.)0!)/-&3-!(!!(.*,)$.:
,. .!.-)(&3&17!.1)/&-.!&&/!)/-)/'(.7 )10,7!.<-')-.-!(!!(.&1
!-. .. !- .%-. *)-!.!)(. .(,(0-!--)&)(0),()..))(-!,7
1!. (3,&*. 7!.-,&.!)(- !*1!. . '(3). ,0&)*'(.-!(. ,:),. ')-.
*,.!.!(),-. .!.!-*,.)*%)*,)$.-. .,-&.),. !-,').(
/(0&)*,: .!-(!,,-*)(-!&*)-!.!)(.).%(7!().),,.71!&&,-/&.!(. 
. )/ .&--)0,0&)*'(.). ,7.  ! 13HIG),,!),(. .13.)
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)-'!.:&.7.  &-)!&-.)+/.&3,--. !'*.). !-*,)$.)(. 
!''!.)''/(!.3),-!(.-1 )&!0(1),%!(. ,:3(&,. )''/(!.3!-
().)(-!,!(,,-.)!'*.)(1.,7*/&!-,0!-(!,,!-%')(). ,&!
-,0!(?-0!((--,3(-: 1 )&*)!(.).  !-.),--. )''/(!.3<-
)(,(-(..'*.71 ,*)--!&7.)'!.!.. ': !- )-().0()'&)-: .-
*/,*)-**,-.).)'%-),. .. .). ,,!((,(0-(
*/&&3)@2!-.7(!()!(-)!(),-!.-*,!',3)$.!09.),--. '(3)(,(-
). -.% )&,-. . 0(2*,---*,.). !-*,)--:
(1),%.)'&!),.. ':


),-*)(-!&30&)*. !-,(  )(-!,&&*,.-). )''/(!.3(,--!.-
)(,(-7().!-'!--),!(),1 .!-!()(0(!(..). *,)$.-!(*,)*)-:

 (%3)/),. )**),./(!.3.))''(.)(.  ),(,(0-:  )*3)/1!&&
)(-!,. -)''(.-!(-3)/)(-!,.  :

,-7

,3. '*&&
JGJLG1'!&& )/(.!()
,)0&(7PLJIH
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 16 Response: David Lovell, October 7, 2019
16-1

The Draft EIR evaluated impacts for each topical area within the context of
established thresholds and significance criteria. These criteria were identified for
each environmental topic at the beginning of each section of the EIR’s impact
analysis. The commenter has presented her opinion on the Draft EIR’s conclusions.
A detailed response concerning the unsupported opinions of commenters can be
found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the
Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No
additional response is required here. All comments, however, will be provided to
applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.

16-2

The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts related to each of the projects listed in
the commenter’s remarks. This analysis was contained at the end of each topical
section in the Draft EIR. For instance, for cumulative Aesthetics impacts, the
commenter is referred to Impact 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.1-13.
Similar discussions are provided at the end of each topical section. For each topic, the
Draft EIR found that the cumulative effect of the Project’s implementation would be
less than significant and the Project’s impact was not cumulatively considerable.

16-3

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

16-4

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR. As detailed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, the determination that the
No Project Alternative would pose a significant and unavoidable impact from
wildfire is based on the fact that under the No Project Alternative there would be no
hazardous tree removal or fuel mitigation operations conducted on the site. In its
current condition, the Project site presents a hazard with respect to fuel loads, both in
the understory and the overstory. This condition represents a risk of wildfire not only
on the site, but potentially to surrounding areas. Without fuel reductions, the rate of
spread and flame length associated with a fire on the Project site would likely exceed
the upper limits of control by direct attack methods. Without a funding source for the
hazardous fuel reductions on the site, such as that provided by the Project, this
condition would likely continue under the No Project Alternative, and would
therefore present a potentially significant impact. This impact would be significant
and unavoidable, which would represent a greater level of impact than the Project.
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16-5

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would
be less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. As stated on page 3.8-6
of the Draft EIR, the Project was not required to conduct a traffic study since it
would only generate about half the number of trips required to trigger such a study
under either County or Caltrans criteria. The master response provides additional
detail on traffic safety and provides the results of a sight distance analysis conducted
for the Project.

16-6

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR. The response provides additional details as to the adequacy of
the aquifer pumping tests, the Project’s estimated water demand, the cumulative
effect of the Terra Vi and Under Canvas Projects, and the Project’s less-thansignificant impact to the area’s existing water wells.

16-7

The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts related to each of the projects listed in
the commenter’s remarks. This analysis was contained at the end of each topical
section in the Draft EIR. For instance, for cumulative Aesthetics impacts, the
commenter is referred to Impact 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.1-13.
Similar discussions are provided at the end of each topical section. For each topic, the
Draft EIR found that the cumulative effect of the Project’s implementation would be
less than significant and the Project’s impact was not cumulatively considerable.
The commenter is referred to the standards of significance in each topical section of
the Draft EIR to see the standards that were used to determine whether or not an
impact would be significant. The Draft EIR does not conclude that there would be no
change to the area as a result of the cumulative projects currently under consideration
in the area. Rather, the Draft EIR made the finding supported by substantial evidence
that those changes would be less than significant.

16-8

A detailed response concerning these issues can be found in Master Response 5:
Aesthetics, and Master Response 7: Noise, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. Again, the
Draft EIR made no claim that there would be no change to the area as a result of the
cumulative projects currently under consideration. Rather, the Draft EIR made the
finding supported by substantial evidence that those changes would be less than
significant, as considered against established standards of significance. The
commenter is offering her opinion on the findings of the analysis, and is therefore
further referred to Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why
the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No
additional response is required here. All comments, however, will be provided to
applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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16-9

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, which contains a
detailed explanation of the Project’s less than significant impacts to water quality and
potential groundwater contamination from its wastewater treatment system.

16-10

Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.

16-11

The commenter has not identified any significant new information as defined by
CEQA and the impact evaluation provided in the Draft EIR, as expanded upon in
these responses, remains valid. Ultimately, the commenter is offering her opinion on
the findings of the analysis, and is therefore referred to Master Response 9:
Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the Project Should or Should Not Be
Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No additional response is required here.
All comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they
consider the Project.
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Letter 17

Subject:

FW: Under canvas EIR comments

From:LCanotas<evansandwallace@gmail.com>
Sent:Monday,July20,20208:53PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:UndercanvasEIRcomments

To Quincy Yaley, County Planning Commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors:
This letter is in response to the “Yosemite Under Canvas EIR,” which included extensive appendices, well test
reports, site plans, and past comments. This document dismisses items that are consider relevant to the safety and wellbeing of the neighboring communities and the general public that frequent the Highway 120 corridor in Tuolumne
County.
Such Issues are as follow:
WATER SUPPLY & SEPTIC - Well tests taken without the full California drought cycle are insufficient at best. If
wells were tested at the end of multiple years of drought, the well test results would be considerably different. THERE IS
NO PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY OR SURFACE WATER. The community members lack the ability to get water from a
reservoir, lake, or river.)
Similarly, because there is no public sewer system, each of the two projects must rely on an engineered septic
system to treat the truly staggering amounts of wastewater that will be produced. The potential for our well supplies and
the Tuolumne River to be contaminated is another concern. There is no reliable water source, or a back up water source
for residents already in the area in the chance that the septic system is unable to operate adequately.

17-1


Little evidence has been provided that there is sufficient water for all the needs at the Under Canvas site. Also, the
possibility of groundwater contamination from sewage was never adequately explained.

x There needs to be adequate fresh water supplies not only in Wet years, such as the one cited in the EIR,
but in multiple dry years. This was not adequately addressed. How is water to be supplied during dry years to
250 plus people?
No mention is made of a dedicated firefighting supply of water. This is critical in a Very High Risk fire area.
Without such a dedicated supply, firefighting resources have to be diverted to obtain water in an otherwise very
dry region.

17-2

x The EIR provided no explanation of how groundwater contamination was to be prevented from its septic
systems during high water yearswith substantial runoff. In that there are many others downstream from these
projects using Tuolumne River water, groundwater contamination during very wet years is a very real
possibility.

17-3

FIRE RISK - Having the Under Canvas project (with 99 wood stoves and campfire pits and barbecues)- puts over a
hundred ignition sources into the forest landscape at a site that already burned hot once in the recent Rim Fire and has
fuels ready to burn again. 

17-4

1

Letter 17

The area to be developed into Under Canvas was classified in 2007 as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone by
CAL FIRE (see this DEIR). The 2013 Rim Fire clearly demonstrated this classification is appropriate. It
actually burned part of the site.
x The likelihood of having more than 100 open fires on the site during high fire season cannot help
but worsen the fire risk. Any conclusion that this would be a Less Than Significant fire risk is seriously
flawed.

17-4
cont.

x The remoteness of the Under Canvas site means that fire response is lengthy. This allows wildfires to be
well developed long before crews are on scene to suppress.
x

The EIR is silent on providing adequate and dedicated firefighting water.

x The nearest fire Department is located in Groveland and response time would be close to 45 minutes.
Further, during a fire response, Groveland/Big Oak Flat are left without fire protection for which they are
taxed and pay extra every year.
Likewise, the nearest medical response comes from Groveland, both fire and ambulance. Again, there is a 45
minute response time. Further, if medical transport is necessary, the ambulance would be unavailable for the
Groveland/Big Oak Flat area for at least a half a day if not an entire day or longer, depending upon its hospital
destination. Finally, the Groveland/Big Oak Flat residents pay annual taxes for the ambulance to be available to
them.

17-5

x The nearest Sheriff's Office is located in Sonora making a response time of an hour or more to the Under
Canvas location. With recent tax increase ballot measures failing, the County Sheriff's Office is understaffed
and responding to under canvas would require at least two hours driving time plus on scene time. This exposes
the rest of the County to undue risk.
TRAFFIC CONCERNS - Public Transportation. 
In order to accommodate Under Canvas as well as the Terra VI project across the highway, significant widening of
Hwy 120 would be required. Looking at the highway changes necessary for the Rush Creek Lodge located just up the
highway, and much less complicated, At least four lanes and probably five would be required between Sawmill Mountain
Road and Harden Flat Road. These lanes could be configured as: WB right turn, WB thru, Left turn (WB & EB), EB thru,
and EB right turn. 

x The current entrance at Sawmill Mountain Road (for the Terra VI project) would have to be
moved because the sight lines and distance from the crest of the hill to the west are too short for safe traffic.

17-6

x The presence of large trucks delivering food and supplies to both properties (Under Canvas & Terra VI) as
well as the YARTS buses require long acceleration and deceleration lanes at this location of Hwy 120 due to
its steep grade.
x

The only evacuation Routes are either eastbound or westbound on Hwy 120. There are no other routes.

OTHER CONCERNS: Under Canvas has now proposed a helicopter pad as well as Terra Vi. UC is proposing
amplified sound for parties, weddings, business meetings. Under Canvas has dismissed the Mewuk from further
evaluation. Many other issues tied to Noise, Visual-Scenic impacts, Cultural and Biological resources, lack of access and
strain on public services such as law enforcement, ambulances, fire, etc. 
TIMBERLAND CONVERSION 
2

17-7

Letter 17

The matter of conversion of the site from commercial forest use to a non-forest use. In section 3.2.4, the EIR notes
that the project could have a significant impact on the environment if it results in the conversion of forest land to nonforest use. 
The EIR text clearly acknowledges that the project would result in a conversion of the project site from a focus on
timber management to a focus on recreation.

17-8

Over past decades when projects affecting forest lands have been reviewed, planning commissioners and county
supervisors have strongly advocated for not glossing over the impact of converting commercial timberlands to other
uses. 
In Conclusion the EIR has not sufficiently tried to mitigate the environmental impact, it has glossed over and
misrepresented the actual concerns the project poses.

3
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Letter 17 Response: L. Canotas, July 20, 2020
17-1

A detailed response concerning the Project’s impacts to groundwater can be found in
Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. For comments
concerning wastewater, please see Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2
of this Final EIR.

17-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR. A response concerning impacts related to emergency evacuation can
be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, also in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

17-3

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

17-4

A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

17-5

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

17-6

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. For comments
concerning emergency evacuation, please see Master Response 1: Wildfire, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

17-7

The helicopter pad referred to in the Draft EIR’s Project Description would be for
emergency use only, and would consist of an already-cleared area where a helicopter
could land in the event of emergencies, and would not be a permitted heliport as
described in California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 3554.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning amplified sound and noise, a detailed
response can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning tribal consultation and cultural resources,
Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR provides an overview of the County’s efforts
concerning tribal consultation. On May 30, 2018, the Native American Heritage
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Commission (NAHC) was contacted by email to request a records search of their
Sacred Lands File (SLF) and a list of Native American representatives with cultural
affiliation to the Project area and vicinity. The response from the NAHC was
received on June 14, 2018, stating that the SLF has no record of any resources on the
Project site. The reply also included a list of two Native American representatives
affiliated with the Project area. On November 5, 2019, the County conveyed AB 52
consultation request letters via certified mail to the identified tribal contacts (Chicken
Ranch Rancheria and Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk). No replies or requests for
consultation were received. The County’s responsibilities under applicable tribal
consultation laws and regulations have been completed in accordance with those
requirements.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning visual resources, a detailed response can be
found in Master Response 5: Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts to biological resources were evaluated in in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less than
significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning public services, a detailed response
concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.
17-8

The Project’s impacts to forest resources were evaluated in Section 3.2 of the Draft
EIR, particularly under Impact 3.2-1 on page 3.2-6. While the Project would result in
a conversion of the Project site from a focus on timber management to a focus on
recreational use, the Project has been designed to maintain the existing forest cover
largely intact. With implementation of the Project, the Project site would be capable
of maintaining current levels of productivity. In addition, the Project site would be
available for future harvests consistent with the recreational use. Removal of live
trees for the Project would be limited to removal of 45 trees from within the road
right-of-way and those trees which the arborist determined to pose a safety hazard.
This represents less than 3 percent of the total number of live trees on the developed
portion of the Project site. Approximately 1,307 live trees within the developed
portion of the site would remain, as would substantial quantities of live trees on the
undeveloped portions of the site. Consequently, the Project is not anticipated to result
in a loss of capability of the Project site to produce wood products. Moreover, timber
harvesting on private lands dedicated to recreational use is a common practice and is
often necessary to address guest safety and maintain forest health. Finally, conversion
of timberland on the Project site would be the subject to approval of the Timber
Harvesting Plan and issuance of a Timberland Conversion Permit by CAL FIRE to
ensure avoidance and minimization of impacts to the environment. Consequently, the
limited extent of live tree removal that would take place with implementation of the
Project and the Project’s required compliance with existing regulations, including
approval of a Timberland Conversion Permit, which would be designed to avoid or
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minimize impacts to the environment, would ensure that impacts related to loss of
forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use would be less than
significant.
17-9

The commenter has offered their opinion on the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but has
not identified any significant new information as defined by CEQA that has not
already been adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR, or expanded upon in these
responses. Ultimately, the commenter is offering their opinion on the findings of the
analysis, and is therefore referred to Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or
Opinions on Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR. No additional response is required here. All comments, however, will
be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-120

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

Letter 18

Subject:
Attachments:

FW: SCN_0016.pdf
SCN_0016.pdf


From:matthewchapman<matthewchapman8@gmail.com>
Sent:Thursday,June11,20209:59AM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:SCN_0016.pdf

Natalie,TheDraftEIRreleasedonoraboutJune6didnotincludemyhanddelivered,timelysubmittedNOPcomments(
hereinattached).FortheveracityofthatDraftEIR,theCEQAprocess,andmylawfulrightofmycommentstobeheard
anddocumented,IdemandtheommisionofmyNOPcommentswithintheDraftEIRbeimmediatelycorrected.

IwouldsuggestthenewreleaseoftheDraftEIRwiththeinclusionofmyNOPcommentsappropriate.Please
respondtothiscommunicationandincludeitintheprojectrecord.MatthewChapmanonJune112020

1

18-1

Letter 18

Letter 18

Letter 18

Letter 18

Letter 18

Letter 18

Letter 18

Letter 18

Letter 18

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 18 Response: Matthew Chapman, June 11, 2020
18-1

The commenter’s comments in response to the Notice of Preparation were addressed
in the Draft EIR, as follows:
Impacts related to Agricultural and Forestry Resources were evaluated in Section 3.2
of the Draft EIR. While the Project would result in a conversion of the Project site
from a focus on timber management to a focus on recreational use, the Project has
been designed to maintain the existing forest cover largely intact. With
implementation of the Project, the Project site would be capable of maintaining
current levels of productivity. In addition, the Project site would be available for
future harvests consistent with the recreational use. Removal of live trees for the
Project would be limited to removal of 45 trees from within the road right-of-way
and those trees which the arborist determined to pose a safety hazard. Less than 3
percent of the total number of live trees on the developed portion of the Project site
would be removed for the Project. Approximately 1,307 live trees within the
developed portion of the site would remain, as would substantial quantities of live
trees on the undeveloped portions of the site. Consequently, the Project is not
anticipated to result in a loss of capability of the Project site to produce wood
products. Moreover, timber harvesting on private lands dedicated to recreational use
is a common practice and is often necessary to address guest safety and maintain
forest health. Finally, conversion of timberland on the Project site would be the
subject to approval of the Timber Harvesting Plan and issuance of a Timberland
Conversion Permit by CAL FIRE to ensure avoidance and minimization of impacts
to the environment. Consequently, the limited extent of live tree removal that would
take place with implementation of the Project and the Project’s required compliance
with existing regulations, including approval of a Timberland Conversion Permit,
which would be designed to avoid or minimize impacts to the environment, would
ensure that impacts related to loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use would be less than significant.
Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
Impacts related to Biological Resources were evaluated in in Section 3.4 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less than
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significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each of
these topics can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire; Master Response 2: Water
Supply; and Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Public Services and Recreation were evaluated in Section 3.7 of
the Draft EIR. The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the
environmental effects arising from the provision of new or expanded public services
would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found
in Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, and
impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant. A detailed
response on each of these topics can be found in Master Response 5: Aesthetics, and
Master Response 7: Noise, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The commenter’s remarks on Land Use and Planning appear to be based on a land
dispute that is outside of the purview of CEQA, so a response is not provided here.
A Certificate of Compliance for the relevant parcel lot line adjustments, as certified
by the County Surveyor, was issued in 2003, and can be provided to the commenter
upon request.

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-132

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

Letter 19

19-1

Letter 19

19-1
cont.
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Letter 19
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Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

19-2

Letter 19

19-2
cont.
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19-2
cont.

Letter 19
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Letter 19
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19-6
cont.

Letter 19
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Letter 19

19-10
cont.
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Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19

Letter 19
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Letter 19 Response: Matthew Chapman, July 17, 2020
19-1

Please see the response to comment 18-1. The CEQA scoping meeting for the Project
was held on June 27, 2019. The October 2019 “CEQA scoping meeting” referred to
by the commenter was not a CEQA scoping meeting per the criteria presented in
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15082 and 15083, and was not presented as such. Rather,
the meeting was held to provide area property owners with the opportunity to
participate in monitoring of their wells during the aquifer pumping tests planned for
the Under Canvas and Terra Vi projects. A response concerning the adequacy of the
test for the Under Canvas Project can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
As for the various topical issues listed in the commenter’s comment letter in response
to the Notice of Preparation, the commenter is again referred to the response to
comment 18-1 for an explanation of how each of those topical issues were addressed
in the Draft EIR, along with the findings of the analysis. Where applicable,
references to relevant master response presented in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR are
also provided.
With respect to comments concerning the referenced land dispute, and the associated
attachments provided with the commenter’s submittal, this issue is outside the
purview of CEQA, so a response is not provided here. A Certificate of Compliance
for the relevant parcel lot line adjustments, as certified by the County Surveyor, was
issued in 2003, and can be provided to the commenter upon request.

19-2

The zoning change referred to by the commenter was made in 1991, and the time to
appeal that decision has long since expired. Any appeals or litigation associated with
that action were litigated and resolved, or could have been litigated and resolved,
long ago, and the issue is no longer germane to the current Project application.
Accordingly, no response concerning that issue is provided here.

19-3

The commenter’s assertion that “Residential lands [were] not even acknowledged
within the Draft EIR” is not accurate. The Project’s proximity to existing residences
and the Project’s effects on those properties were evaluated throughout the Draft EIR
in the sections were such properties were germane to the analysis. Section 3.3, Air
Quality, contained a detailed evaluation concerning air quality impacts to nearby
residential sensitive receptors. Section 3.5, Hydrology and Water Quality/Utilities
and Service Systems, evaluated the Project’s effects to nearby residences in relation
to water supply and water quality effects. Section 3.6, Noise, evaluated the Project’s
noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors, namely, existing residential uses.

19-4

Concerning the commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR failed to consider the
Project’s impacts on agricultural and forestry resources, the commenter is referred to
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Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, Agricultural and Forestry Resources. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
19-5

Please see the response to comment 19-2, above.

19-6

Impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be less than
significant. Additional information on this topic can be found in Master Response 5:
Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

19-7

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. Additional
information on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

19-8

Impacts related to water quality and waste water were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant
with identified mitigation incorporated. Additional information on this topic can be
found in Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

19-9

Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.
In addition to commenter’s general remarks concerning alternatives to the Project,
much of this comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the merits of the
Project and whether or not the Project should be developed. A detailed response
concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project
or Opinions on Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2
of this Final EIR. Furthermore, the purpose of an EIR is not to determine the
desirability of a particular course of action, but rather to determine and disclose the
environmental effects of implementing that action. No additional response to this
comment is required here. All comments, however, will be provided to applicable
decision makers as they consider the Project.

19-10

With respect to the commenter’s remarks concerning the 1991 zoning change, please
see response to comment 19-2, above.
Again, impacts related to water supply and wastewater were evaluated in Section 3.5
of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be
less than significant with identified mitigation incorporated. Additional information
can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, and Master Response 3: Water
Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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This comment also expresses the general opinion of the commenter on the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. However, the commenter has not provided any substantial evidence
to support the assertion that the Draft EIR’s analysis was deficient. No additional
response to this comment is required here. All comments, however, will be provided
to applicable decision makers as they consider the Project.
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Letter 20
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Letter 20

Letter 20

Letter 20

Letter 20
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Letter 20 Response: Matthew Chapman, July 20, 2020
20-1

This comment submittal, provided separately from other comments submitted by the
same commenter, contains a series of 12 photographs, presumably of the Project site
or possibly adjacent areas. There is no accompanying photo location key to indicate
the locations from which the photos were taken, nor is there any accompanying
narrative to explain the meaning of the photographs and what point the commenter
was trying to convey. Accordingly, no further response is provided here.
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Letter 21

21-1
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Letter 21
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Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21

Letter 21
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Letter 21 Response: Matthew Chapman, July 20, 2020
21-1

This comment raises several issues regarding the Land Use Addendum and California
Forest Improvement Program (CFIP) Agreement entered into by Robert Manly for
the lands owned by Hardin Flat LLC on which the Yosemite Under Canvas Project
would be developed. The commenter correctly points out that the recorded Land Use
Addendum includes a commitment not to develop lands subject to the CFIP Project
Agreement for uses which are not compatible with forest resource management. The
issues raised are related to the process landowners and CAL FIRE utilize when lands
covered by a CFIP Project Agreement are subsequently developed.
From a process perspective, a Land Use Addendum is filed with the local County
Recorder upon submission of the first invoice for a practice (not a plan), and is
effective for ten years. The intent is to provide constructive notice that the CFIP
Project exists and must be maintained. The requirement for a Land Use Addendum
applies only to non-Timber Production Zone (TPZ) zoned lands. The Project site’s
western parcel is zoned Commercial Recreation (C-K), and the eastern parcel is
zoned Commercial Recreation (C-K) and Open Space-1 (O-1). However, the Project
development footprint largely would avoid portions of the eastern parcel within the
Open Space District.
In the event a CFIP Agreement is violated through development inconsistent with
forest management, the State is entitled to a refund of any cost-share payments which
have been made, with interest, pursuant to Section 4797.5 of Public Resources Code.
The Project Applicant has been advised of the need to inform CAL FIRE of the
Project. The letter to the landowner was included on page 667 of the Timber
Harvesting Plan (THP), which was included as Appendix D of the Draft EIR. Also
included in the THP on page 648 was a map showing the CFIP Project treatment
areas. Based on the map and on-the-ground observations by the Registered
Professional Forester who prepared the THP for the Project, the Project would impact
only a small portion of the actual on-the-ground CFIP Project work that occurred
south of SR-120.
CAL FIRE will evaluate the need for reimbursement based on its existing regulations
and objective evaluation of the extent to which the Project is compatible with forest
resource management. For the development footprint associated with the Project, the
growing and harvesting of timber is listed as a permitted use for the C-K district
pursuant to the Tuolumne County Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 17.31, Section
17.31.020).
Tree removal under the Project would be very limited as would be impacts to areas
treated under the CFIP. CAL FIRE has advised the landowner that a determination of
the reimbursement amount will be deferred until certification of the EIR and approval
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of the associated THP. The Project would impact only a small portion of the actual
on-the-ground CFIP Project work that occurred on the site. From a CEQA
perspective, resolution of the reimbursement due to the State is a process-related
issued related to the CFIP Agreement and Land Use Addendum, and is not an
environmental effect.
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Letter 22

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:48 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Glamping in Groveland



From:SuzanneCtibor<yosemitesu@gmail.com>
Sent:Friday,July17,20201:09AM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:GlampinginGroveland

Dear Ms. Rizzi,
I am writing you to show my concern for the impact this project will have, not only to the aesthetic of the
surrounding National Forest, or the impact on what little wildlife still resides here after the Rim Fire, but also the
major impact this will have on Highway 120. If you have never driven either Old Priest, or New Priest grade,
you have no idea how dangerous that part of the road is.
If you have driven either Grades, then imagine driving them with two or 3 times the traffic! Highway 120 is not
built for the amount of traffic we have now, let alone this whole new complex. The entire route of 120 from
Moccasin to the Entrance of Yosemite, is an unsafe road, especially if you are not used to driving in the
mountains. There have been many horrific accidents on this road, and there will be many more, as a lot of
unsure city drivers are dangerous drivers on this road.
Also, I'd like to point out that this new complex is very far from any emergency help, or, an ambulance, fire
suppression, or sheriff in case of an emergency.
There is only one way in, and one way out. What will happen if there is a need for evacuation? 120 is only a
two lane highway, how will hundreds and hundreds of people, from not only Terra Vi, but Evergreen, and the
new Rush Creek Lodge get safely out of there, if there is an emergency? It will be like the people of Paradise,
who tried to leave, but were instead burned alive in their cars stuck in traffic on a two lane road with only one
escape route.
Please consider these facts, and, don't put corporate greed in ahead of common sense.There are many small
businesses in Groveland, and surrounding areas that need the revenue that comes from dining, renting rooms,
gas and groceries, that depend on the tourists that have no huge 300 unit motels to go to instead of staying in
or around Groveland, Big Oak Flat, and Buck Meadows. This complex is just not a good fit!
I am very passionate about this, and, the EIP that says there will be no impact. That's just ridiculous, how can it
not have an impact on otherwise virgin soil, a sewer system with leech fields that will drain towards the Middle
Fork of the Tuolumne River, not to mention the extra pollution all those extra vehicles will be spewing.
Please, please, think about my above reasons, and just say no to more traffic, more city drivers on this
dangerous road, and the impact of emergency fire and law enforcement being so far away, or an evacuation
that will be unfathomable to even try to help all the extra people, and cars get out if need be.
And, not to mention the impact on our Forest and Wildlife, and our way of life in a small little tourist town that
needs the revenue of the tourist in the summer, so that we can eat, pay our bills, and be able to stay and enjoy
this town and our simple way of life. I, and many other locals that have lived here all our lives, don't want to be
put into any more danger on this road, and surely don't want to be forced out of our homes because all our
small businesses are gone. I for one, prefer working for a 'mom and pop' business as opposed to working for a
huge corporation from some other country.
Thank you for any consideration of this matter.
Sincerely,
Suzanne Ctibor, Gary Ctibor, family, along with many friends and neighbors.
POBX555
Groveland CA. 95321
(209)
209) 768
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Letter 22 Response: Suzanne Ctibor, July 17, 2020
22-1

Impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be less than
significant. A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 5:
Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Biological Resources were evaluated in Section 3.4 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR,
and impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant.
A detailed response on each of these topics can be found in Master Response 4:
Public Services, and Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the merits of the Project or
whether or not the Project should be developed. A detailed response concerning this
issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on
Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final
EIR. No additional response is required here. All comments, however, will be
provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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Letter 23

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:45 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Yosemite Under Canvas development



From:ShawnConlan<sconlan@aol.com>
Sent:Monday,July20,20208:24AM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:YosemiteUnderCanvasdevelopment

Ms. Rizzi,
This email is in opposition to the Yosemite Under Canvas development project. I have been visiting the area along
Sawmill Mtn rd for 45 +_ years. I object to this project for several reasons. First, the visual impact of the project will be
out of place along a scenic forest highway like US 120. If you look at the tent photos in the Draft Yosemite Under Canvas
Environmental Impact Report you can see that they are going to have a substantial negative impact to the view along
Highway 120. In the event this project is approved I request that the tents be placed in areas that are not visible from
Highway 120. Secondly, the impact on traffic will be substantial and will cause a dangerous situation along Highway 120
at Sawmill Mtn Road, the Yosemite Under Canvas project entrance and the propose new Terra Vi project entrance. The
entrance to the Under Canvas project is just past a crest in Highway 120 on the East bound side of the road (Blind
Spot). Vehicles traveling East on highway 120 are unable to clearly see the road ahead at the crest of the hill and many
of the travelers heading into Yosemite are unfamiliar with this Highway. If this project is approved I request that long turn
out lanes be added to the entrance of the under canvas project in both the East and West bound lanes to allow traffic to
get out of the main flow of the highway as they slow down and stop to get off the Highway. Lastly, the water this project
will use will impact the wells in the adjacent cabins along Sawmill Mtn road, in addition to the water used by the Terra VI
project. Their is simply not enough ground water to supply water to both the Yosemite Under Canvas project, Terre VI
and the existing cabins along Sawmill Mtn rd. The test for Terra Vi were done during a wet non drought period and had
substantial negative impacts on the water supply and taste of adjacent wells while they were being done. I believe that
doing both the Yosemite Under Canvas and Terre Vi projects will have a substantial impact on the water supply and
quality in the area, especially during drought periods. For these reasons I request that the County deny the Yosemite
Under Canvas project. If the project is approved I request that the County require the developer to mitigate the scenic
impact by requiring all the tents to be out of sight of Highway 120. Also, that the county require the developer to install turn
out lanes in both the East and West directions on Highway 120 so that cars can get out of the main Highway traffic when
they stop to turn. The lack of sufficient ground water for both the Yosemite Under Canvas and Terre Vi project cannot be
mitigated and I request that you deny the Yosemite Under Canvas project for this reason.
Thank You
Shawn Conlan

1
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Letter 23 Response: Shawn Conlan, July 20-2020
23-1

Impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be less than
significant. A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 5:
Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, which includes the
results of a sight distance analysis that was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat
Road intersection.
Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire; Master Response 2: Water Supply; and Master Response 3: Water Quality,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Several points raised by the commenter expressed opinion on the merits of the
Project or whether or not the Project should be developed. A detailed response
concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project
or Opinions on Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2
of this Final EIR. No additional response is required here. All comments, however,
will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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Letter 24

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

nancy constantino <nancy.constantino@yahoo.com>
Sunday, July 12, 2020 9:14 AM
Quincy Yaley
John Gray
DEIR Comment Period Extension Request

I have received the documents and have been reviewing the DEIR's for both Yosemite Under Canvas and
Terra Vi. While I have been working diligently to review all of the information, it is apparent that there is
not enough time to thoroughly evaluate and thoughtfully comment on both projects simultaneously.
I formally request a 30 day extension for each of the comment period deadlines.

1
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Letter 24 Response: Nancy Constantino, Jul7 12, 2020
24-1

This comment requested an extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.
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Letter 25

July 19, 2020
Ms. Natalie Rizzi
Tuolumne County Community Development Department
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us

RE: Yosemite Under Canvas Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Rizzi,
Enclosed please Pnd my comments regarding the draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for
Yosemite Under Canvas, dated June 2020. It appears that my previously submitted concerns on July 18,
2019 and included in the DEIR Appendix attachments have not all been adequately addressed. The
following key factors were listed in the County’s NOP letter dated June 18, 2019 as the scope of the EIR:
Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Hazardous Materials and
Hazards, TrafPc and Transportation, Utilities and Service Systems, WildPre.
The original NOP and scoping meeting on June 27th in Groveland asked the public for input on areas to
include. Letters from the Save Sawmill attorney reiterated that “the project would have far more impacts
than those identiPed in the NOP,” and delineated impacts that should have been evaluated in the EIR.
Additional areas of concern were brought up during meetings and comments, including Cultural and Tribal
Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards, Land Use and Planning,
Mineral, Population and Housing. Yet, important environmental issues have been summarily minimized
or outright dismissed and have not been included in the Under Canvas DEIR.
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The following are areas of concern to be addressed in the Pnal EIR for the proposed YUC development:
1. Aesthetics
Both the MND and the DEIR incorrectly declare that the proposed project would not have an effect on a
scenic vista or a scenic highway. The Initial Study states that the project site has approximately 1,000
feet of frontage on Highway 120 and is highly visible from the highway: “To maintain the character of the
Highway 120 view shed, development of the project site must consider aesthetic impacts to the traveling
public. The visual corridor must be preserved.” The current design has not met this criteria.
The construction of glamping tents and supporting structures as well as the subsequent “winterizing”
component will be visible to residents of Hardin Flat, Sawmill Mountain and travelers on Highway 120.
Trees are slated for removal, making the area even more visible from the road and neighboring
properties. The pictures included in the DEIR fail to show the view angle from Sawmill residences.
The “scattered residences” mentioned are in direct line of visibility to the site and are part of an 80 acre
homestead established in the early 1900’s on Sawmill Mountain, as well as residences in Hardin Flat.
The project has not been planned with “compatibility with adjacent landowners through effective
placement, orientation, or screening of project facilities.” In fact, the DEIR contradicts the statement with
“the project is located away from neighbors and will not be a problem.”
The National Scenic Byway is Pve miles east of the project site and would be visually impacted by
development. In addition, the cumulative impact when reviewed with the Terra Vi proposal for this area
signiPcantly impacts and forever destroys the scenic vistas. The DEIR does not provide adequate studies
or any visual “before and after” photo simulations to adequately determine the claim that the proposed
project would have no effect on visual resources. In fact, the pictures are of another project.
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The DEIR states that “the project would result in a noticeable change to the visual character of the project
site,” but then erroneously claims that the project would not “substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surrounding.” The report discusses transportation of
non-permanent Pxtures off site at the end of the season to a storage facility. Yet there is also mention of
on-site shipping containers for storage; these are not indicated on the plans and shipping containers are
not aesthetically pleasing. How can it be determined that visual impacts would be less than signiPcant
with no required mitigation when the DEIR does not provide evidence to support this conclusion?
Additionally, new artiPcial lighting, not to mention bright, hot spots of multiple campPres and barbecues,
will deteriorate views of the night sky. The artiPcial lighting is noted under Aesthetics (#1) but also
impacts Biological Resources (#4) which could disrupt many wildlife species including the vulnerable
riparian habitat in this ecologically sensitive area. Many animals are cued by nightfall for feeding, mating,
foraging; these normal patterns are at risk for interruption and harm to sensitive wildlife and plant species.
The project would impact the aesthetics signiPcantly, especially because there is no existing lighting on
the site currently.

25-2
cont.

The cumulative effects on the night skies and the scenic 120 corridor will be impacted by other potential
projects as well, such as Terra Vi, Berkeley Tuolumne Project, Thousand Trails/ Yosemite Lakes. None of
the subsequent DEIR statements that mitigation is not required in the Aesthetics category have been
substantiated.
2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources
As pointed out in my letter dated May 26, 2019 to the County regarding the Terra Vi EIR, the County has
neglected to inform the community that portions of the proposed project area meet the dePnition of
“Timberland” pursuant to Public Resources Code 4526. Mr. Gregory Robert Manly entered into a contract
agreement with the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CFIP) in June, 2015. That
agreement is now included in the Appendix as part of the DEIR. However, the DEIR does not explain to
the average reader that the “undeveloped land previously used for logging and occasional forestry” is still
under contract for protection for several more years.
In the stated purpose of the (CFIP) forest improvement work, the agreement afPrms that “this project will
help protect water quality, aesthetics, and wildlife values within the overall watershed.” The CFIP project
description goes on to explain, “The proximity of the parcels to Highway 120, a major State highway and
the northern access to Yosemite Park, add to the importance of creating a safe and aesthetic forest
landscape.”
25-3

The project description continues, “The Tuolumne River along with the other perennial watercourses
provide valuable wildlife habitat for a number of species including deer, bear, wild turkey, and gray
squirrels. The landowners (Manly) want to ensure these values by improving forest health and reducing
current fuel load levels.”
According to this contract, Mr. Manly certiPes that the parcel of forestland to which the Forest
Improvement Program applies will not be developed for uses incompatible with forest resources
management within 10 years following recordation date. The property has undergone recent reforestation
efforts and CalFire has been monitoring the forest improvement work. Now, YUC has prematurely
submitted a Timber Harvest Plan (THP) for an unapproved project. This is not plausible.
The proposed project will remove live trees and replace many acres of mixed conifer forest and open
mountain meadows with tent structures, Pre pits, barbecues, helipad, kitchens, dining and reception
areas, roads, parking lots, laundry facilities, communal restrooms, swimming pool, maintenance facilities,
propane tanks, and large leach Pelds for sewage treatment. It is adjacent to low density residential
development on forested lots and National Forest lands. The project will bring thousands of new
overnight visitors to a remote forested area every year for the foreseeable future.
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These impacts and the cumulative effects of nearby proposals such as Terra Vi, Yosemite Lakes, and
Berkeley-Tuolumne Camp, to the agricultural resources and forest are signiPcant and will forever destroy
the unspoiled natural setting. The DEIR says that the project’s impact is less than signiPcant to the other
projects but does not state the cumulative impact from all projects to the entire site and surrounding
areas. The cumulative discussion needs to review the tree removal, especially from neighboring Terra Vi,
as the impact will be signiPcant. Removing trees may exaggerate the Pre hazard on site by making the
forest much drier and windier. The DEIR needs to evaluate these risks and has failed to do so.
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3. Air Quality
There are a number of conclusions that the DEIR has failed to substantiate in this section. The proposed
development will expose the sensitive, rural, remote environment to considerable pollutants that will affect
a substantial number of people, animals, and forestland.
The proposed Under Canvas project area is currently untouched timberland; the project proposes 99
wood burning Pre places, 12 barbecues (although they are not identiPed or discussed in the report), and
several larger community Pre circles, and generators that will spew smoke, ash, and Pne particulate
matter into the air. Air quality impacts to this sensitive forest area will have an adverse impact on the
forest, wildlife, and human health. The Hardin Flat area is frequently affected by an inversion layer
situation where smoke or fog often settles; adding wood burning stoves and Preplaces to the area will
create unhealthy air pollutant levels. Simply stating in the DEIR that the project’s wood stoves, Pre pits,
and barbecues, will not be an issue because the existing sensitive receptors are 1,000 feet away does
not negate the problem.
The MND and DEIR incorrectly designate the Air Quality pollutant concentrations, objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people, and potentially violating air quality standards as a less than
signiPcant impact without studies. Instead of providing appropriate testing, the DEIR dismisses
everything because there is actually no standard with which to base an assessment: Tuolumne County
does not have a Clean Air Plan to reduce ozone precursors. This does not mean that the environmental
impact is less than signiPcant.
Furthermore, the SigniPcance Criteria and Impact Analyses do not apply in absence of an applicable air
quality plan in the area. Instead, the DEIR deems all issues as non signiPcant for ozone or emissions
because there is nothing to compare them to. This conclusion is Qawed.
Also, the nearest monitoring station is in Sonora which is a location down the mountain in a completely
different part of Tuolumne’s air district. The measurement system is imprecise. The wood burning smoke
is a signiPcant concern to nearby residential properties. Something cannot be deemed less than
signiPcant if there are not proper measurement procedures.
Odors are discounted as not a problem, with a statement that Qush type toilets will be used to reduce
odors. The odor issue that should have been analyzed is actually with the septic system and leach Peld,
but these odor problems are not addressed and have been dismissed as “potential odor impacts would be
less than signiPcant.” There is no mention of odors from the cooking facilities.
Additionally, the logic about determining the usage of the generators is naive and ill-informed: the power
does not only go out during PGE Planned Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS events). Electricity fails frequently
in this remote, forested location. In fact, it was just out recently on June 26 for 18 hours due to an
“equipment issue”. Before that, another power outage on April 7th was for 30 hours, and before that on
March 16 for 45 hours, and another outage in February for 3 hours, and so on. Please understand that
the nature of being in a remote area will cause much more potential use of the 70 kW propane powered
emergency generator and will generate more noise and emissions than the DEIR suggests.
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Dismissing the Terra Vi project as being “sufPciently distant from Under Canvas” precludes the cumulative
contribution to localized health effects from the project; the DEIR provides no evidence to support such a
statement. The Terra Vi project is directly across the street. There are no reports that support the less
than signiPcant statement that “the project would not contribute considerably to cumulative health risk
exposure. This needs to be analyzed.
Under cumulative effects, the effects on air quality are again compared to the whole of Tuolumne County.
This reasoning does not resonate as a logical comparison because the pollution will be concentrated
immediately in a localized area—a small canyon where the two projects will potentially exist. Without
further logical study, this should not be deemed less than signiPcant.

25-4
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4. Biological Resources
The Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) commented on the Under Canvas proposal and noted
signiPcant concerns with regard to State Species of Special Concern, special-status plants, waterway and
riparian resources. The Fish and Wildlife letter states that there is “concern that measures may not be
adequate to reduce impacts to less than signiPcant.”
The DEIR raises many additional unresolved conQicts and issues pertaining to Biological Resources:
Mitigation options are included regarding disturbance to habitats for the birds during non-breeding and/or
nesting seasons during construction activities. Yet what happens AFTER construction? We need to be
concerned about disturbances before, during and after construction, as well as cumulative effects due to
the possibility of the Terra Vi project.
The vegetation (small-fruited bulrush marsh) found within the project site is considered of special concern
by CDFW and considered a sensitive natural community under CEQA regulations. The mitigation is to
avoid the wetland and seep containing the habitat and therefore the conclusion is that there would be
“no impact”? Again, insufPcient protection measures, and no mention of future protection. With tourists
polluting the wetland over time, the “special concern” marsh will disappear. According to the CDFW,
“Project activities have the potential to signiPcantly impact special-status species. Potential impacts
include injury, mortality, or reduced survivorship.” Yet, the DEIR says no mitigation is required. Does the
CDFW agree? Who is determining whether mitigation is required and whether it is either sufPcient or
based on sound decision making? How will the future protection of resources be maintained?
The project proposes to span one of the ephemeral drainages on site with a bridge and culverts that
would result in permanent, potentially signiPcant impacts to the environment. What is to stop a glamper
from throwing a cigarette butt, trash into the water or tossing coins while crossing the bridge? There is no
mitigation measure suggested for this impact and it would be potentially signiPcant.
The construction of the project could result in substantial adverse effects on federally protected wetlands
and other waters of the U.S. or waters of the state. The DEIR says the mitigation would be developed as
part of the permitting process. Waiting until the permitting process would be too late and needs to be
determined prior. Federal permits can take years to obtain.
In addition to the waters of the US within the project site, a swale dominated by upland vegetation was
noted in the southwestern part of the site which is protected under state regulations. There appears to be
no further discussion of this important feature or the ephemeral drainage that eventually drains to the
South Fork Tuolumne River approximately 1/2 mile from the project site. What will be done to protect the
river and nearby resident’s water supply from seepage due to the septic tanks and leach Pelds?
The report says “there are no known wildlife corridors present on the project site or within the project
vicinity,” but the DEIR contradicts that statement by indicating a corridor for deer a mile away. Per the
Tuolumne County Deer Herds and Migration Map prepared for the General Plan EIR, “the nearest deer
migration route for the Yosemite Migrant Deer Herd occurs about one mile west of the project site.”
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Most deer travel 3-5 miles per day and during the rut season travel up to 50 miles; one mile to the west is
very close and would not be an unreasonable route for deer. Under Canvas has not adequately analyzed
the wildlife impacts and has made conclusions without thorough studies. Terra Vi has included pertinent
information about the deer in their DEIR; please explain the inconsistencies and why UC position differs.
The Terra Vi DEIR also discusses the impact of higher incidences of deer/car collisions since the deer will
be forced out of their habitat due to loud noises, people, pets, and trafPc. The CDFW and I am concerned
about urban/wildlife interactions and the potential associated impacts to wildlife including human
interference and disruption of migration/ life history patterns. There is no mention of these items in the
Under Canvas DEIR, perhaps because there is no way to mitigate them.
The Department of Fish and Wildlife expresses concern that the proposed neighboring Terra Vi property
provides habitat for the California Spotted Owl, Northern Goshawk, Mule Deer, Black Bear, Coyote,
Mountain Lion, Bobcat (Lynx), Raccoon, Skunk, PaciPc Chorus Frog, the Arboreal Salamander,
California Newt, and Bat species, as well as special status plants, and waterway and riparian resources.
Many of these animals are on the threatened, endangered, or California Special Concern lists.
The CDFW has recommended a survey by a qualiPed wildlife biologist. The DEIR report is ”based on
literature, databases, handbooks, and a Peld survey of special status plants and aquatic resources” but
doesn’t mention an actual wildlife study. The databases show that there are habitats found within miles
of the site, but because they were not noticed during the site walk-through have been dismissed from the
report without any discussion of mitigation, as necessary. The goshawk, owls and bats are all California
Species of Special Concern. There has not been much new information revealed in this section since
the Initial Study. Surveying after the fact is inadequate and not a viable solution.
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Every impact analyzed under “Impact Analysis” states that the environmental impacts would be potentially
signiPcant without mitigation measures. Ultimately, would the CDFW need to approve these measures?
The Site Plan on page 663 states “these notes apply only to projects with archeologically sensitive areas.”
What is this referring to? Please provide details and location for the easement noted in #15. The
drawings also show barbecues with canopies. How many? They are not called out in the description.
The emergency exit on Forest Route 1S09 must not conQict with the wildlife habitat of the project parcel
and this has not been thoroughly evaluated. Have alternative access points been determined? The
Forest route must not be utilized for commercial purposes. The current location of the exit passes
through the protected district and in addition to the CDFW, it must be reviewed by the Fire Department,
Forestry, TrafPc, CalTrans, and emergency responders. The location of this access point causes other
signiPcant concerns. (See Hazards #7, TrafPc #9, WildPre #13)
Lastly, the use of a helicopter on site (and the Terra Vi site) has not been mentioned or studied under the
Biological Resources section. This would create undue noise, pollution, safety concerns, and cause
issues for wildlife that are not mitigable.
5. Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
This category was dismissed from the DEIR
The Tuolumne Band of Mewuk have stated that “this is a very important area and needs to be protected.”
The DEIR states that Native American archaeological sites are located within 1/2 a mile of the project site
and there is a high likelihood that additional sites may be uncovered. A new Cultural Resource Survey is
required every ten years, and the Me-Wuk Cultural department has requested that one of their Native
American Monitors be present for any archeological survey, or any ground disturbing activities. The area
is frequently harvested for medicinal plants by the Tribe Gatherer.
The Tuolumne Band of Mewuk have requested via registered letters to the County and phone calls to the
County Archeologist that they be consulted with, yet it doesn't appear that the YUC organization is

25-6

Letter 25

working with the Tribe through proper channels. Ground-breaking activities such as well digging and road
scraping have occurred without notifying or having a Native American Monitor present, as requested. The
Mewuk have reached out to the County archeologist with their concerns. Data recovery efforts must be
coordinated with the local Tribal Governments. This category should not be dismissed from the DEIR.
There are protocols that must be adhered to with regard to consultation and review of potentially
signiPcant impacts on a sacred place. This land holds cultural, archeological, prehistoric and historical
value to the Me-Wuk Tribe and must be properly evaluated and protected.
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The CalTrees General Info sheet in the DEIR indicates that there are no archeological or historical sites
within or near the plan area that require protection, but that has not been determined without a proper
survey. The Statement of Environmental Impact states that timber operations will not have a signiPcant
adverse impact on the environment. It is premature to make this statement. The THP application Item
#11 incorrectly states that there are no archeological or historical sites within or near the plan area that
require protection. Please note: the Dept of Transportation also requires a Cultural Resources study.
6. Geology and Soils
This category has been dismissed from the DEIR.
Without further testing, this category should not have been dismissed. The proposed on-site well water
production and sewage treatment, with a large leach Peld located adjacent to neighboring properties, may
cause substantial adverse effects. Soil capacity and condition are essential to understanding the
environmental impacts. The septic system will be impacted by soil quality which will affect percolation,
which impacts Biological Resources (#4) and the Water Quality (#8) supplied to neighboring cabins,
neighboring residential property wells, and drainage into the Tuolumne River.
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The Under Canvas proposal discusses the use of refuse in soil amendments, composting, or animal food.
This has not been analyzed in the DEIR and may adversely affect neighboring wells/ drinking water.
7. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
This category has been dismissed from the DEIR
This category was dismissed from the EIR because “the issues were evaluated in the Initial Study.” Yet,
the Initial Study was not adequate and is the reason that these items were to be addressed in the EIR.
First of all, there are only two Pre engines in Groveland (30+ minutes away) and one hospital in Sonora
(45 minutes to an hour away). If there is a huge resort (Terra Vi) and a Glamping location (Under
Canvas) Plled with tourists, the emergency responders will be inundated and unable to support or protect
thousands of new visitors and residents in the area simultaneously. For example, if GCSD’s one
ambulance needed to respond to Pine Mountain Lake and then transport a patient to Sonora or Modesto,
there would be no ambulance coverage for 3/4 to a full day depending on trafPc.
The exit routes will be clogged with thousands of tourists and local residents trying to safely escape a
raging wildPre. The MND cavalierly states, “Due to the use of spark-arresting equipment and . . .due to
the registered Qame resistant materials used for the tents,”. . . “operation of the proposed project would
have a less than signiPcant impact related to exposing people or structures to a signiPcant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildPres.” The propane tanks for both projects as well as campPres, stoves,
barbecues, cigarette smokers, and careless tourists are all serious wildPre liabilities; utilizing spark
arrestors and supposed Qame resistant tent material will not thwart a wildPre.
The Under Canvas project is also now proposing a helicopter landing pad in addition to the Terra Vi pad
area that would pose another safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area. The DEIR
states that the project is not located within two miles of an airstrip; how does that affect Under Canvas?
Please explain what the nature of the helicopter pad is, what the required clearances are, how much
noise is created, etc. We do not need or want anything like this on Sawmill Mountain; it is not requisite for
the “glamping” experience. If there is an emergency need, a helicopter could land in the parking lot.
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Again, I implore all who are reviewing the construction proposals to be educated and knowledgeable
about every potential project in the area and to look beyond the boundaries of one project at a time.
The impact of all projects is cumulative and signiPcant.
“The project site does not serve as an emergency evacuation route” comment is not true. The egress
access is located directly across from Sawmill Mountain Area exit which is the ONLY evacuation route for
Sawmill residences. Forest Route 1S09 is not designated for commercial trafPc and not viable as an exit;
the route would be clogged in the event of an emergency with everyone from the Sawmill Mountain
neighborhood, Hardin Flat, Under Canvas, Terra Vi, and potentially Yosemite tourists all funneling through
this intersection during an evacuation. Therefore, the site layout would interfere with evacuation. This
issue cannot be dismissed from the EIR. This is a life or death hazardous situation.
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Common sense should prevail; it is clear that the area poses a tremendous Pre risk. Many people died in
the Camp Fire in Paradise last year as they were trying to evacuate their homes. They only had one road
in and out of the area; the residents of Sawmill Mountain and Hardin Flat are in the same terrible
predicament. Why would the County knowingly place a highly hazardous property use (Terra Vi and
Yosemite Under Canvas) in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone without contemplating safe exits?
The DEIR falsely claims that “the project would not impair or interfere with evacuation procedures and is
not further addressed.” These issues MUST be addressed by the proper agencies in the EIR.
8. Hydrology and Water Quality
The DEIR repeatedly determines that all impacts are less than signiPcant, but fails to consider all of the
concerns related to the supply, quality, sewage treatment, solid waste, or cumulative effects.
Supply: The total water use for the Project would be over 8,000 gallons per day supplied by two wells on
the project site. There is no assurance that adequate water supplies exist to continually serve the project
without depleting groundwater supplies to neighboring properties. It appears that the third well was
abandoned because it interfered with the other two wells; this is a concern. Also during the well testing,
the water from my private well had an odorous scent that we have never experienced in 60 years.
The MND stated that if the well could not meet the demand, Under Canvas would need to purchase water
and haul it into the development. This isn’t mentioned in the DEIR, nor mention of the water for the
swimming pool, a sprinkler system, storage tank, laundry facilities, maintenance facilities, special events,
food service, waste water treatment, or Pre suppression. Hauling additional water would also contribute
to other areas of environmental concern such as pollution, trafPc, noise and should be disclosed.
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The MND states that Under Canvas camps typically do not have large water storage tanks and
infrastructure to support Pre hydrants and large water demands, and none are proposed for this project.
How will Pre sprinklers operate without adequate water supply? It is not known if the new wells drilled will
be able to provide enough water for up to 2 million gallons of water per year, and each subsequent year.
What is the back up plan if the systems fail?
There is also the likelihood of another drought; the DEIR does not establish that there would be sufPcient
water supply in dry years. The DEIR has not established that the proposed project would not deplete
groundwater supplies to existing homes and cabins in the surrounding neighborhoods.
Quality: There is no acknowledgment of possible contamination of the water supply to existing homes and
cabins in the surrounding lands. UC has proposed a location for septic tanks and leach lines that may
contaminate neighboring wells that provide resident’s drinking water. The proposed leach Pelds for both
Terra Vi and Under Canvas will potentially pollute the Tuolumne River via an ephemeral drainage system
that ultimately leads to the South Fork of the Tuolumne River located just 1/2 mile downstream from the
site and part of the Upper Tuolumne Watershed.
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The Terra Vi 600+ and the 400+ Under Canvas daily vacationers will constantly Qush toilets, signiPcantly
endangering the stream that supplies neighboring property wells and meadows. If the leach system is
compromised in any way, private property wells and the wet-lands will be contaminated. The DEIR does
not discuss these impacts.
As mentioned under the Biological Resources heading (#4), any disturbance of the watercourses affects
the riparian habitat and threatens a variety of plant and wildlife species. The project could substantially
affect riparian habitats by resulting in destruction or loss of these vulnerable habitat types.
Solid Waste: The DEIR states that all waste will be deposited in the landPll which will reach capacity in
2030. What happens when the landPll reaches capacity in ten years. Does this estimation include other
cumulative projects?
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Cumulative: The DEIR states that the Terra Vi project is the only project close enough to combine for a
cumulative impact consideration in this category. This conclusion is distorted because the impact on the
neighboring properties must also be evaluated to make an informed decision. It is highly possible that the
onsite water usage would exceed the capacity of the aquifer and sustainable use of groundwater.
9. Land Use, Noise, Traf7c, Safety
This category was partially dismissed from the DEIR.
Land Use and Planning: This category was deleted from further investigation in the DEIR, however, a
public comment letter delineating the issues surrounding the land use, planning, and illegal land division
was submitted to the County. This category requires further evaluation.
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TrafPc: The Under Canvas proposal will bring an estimated 99 tents consisting of families of four plus 30
employees and additional service people and employee families totaling 426-500 tourists to Hardin Flat
daily. The Terra Vi development will entail over 600 hotel guests daily with a few hundred hotel staff
driving to and from the site every day. Scenic Highway 120, Hardin Flat, and especially the Sawmill Area
cannot handle the increased trafPc safely.
Currently, the turn into Sawmill Mountain Area is on a blind curve and is dangerous; it is especially icy and
treacherous in the winter. The entrance to Hardin Flat Road is equally difPcult to navigate with a severe
slope and sharp turn. Navigation would require enough reaction time to slow down to negotiate the turn
which could be dangerous for cars traveling at highway speed behind a YARTS bus, large truck or
distracted tourist driver. Additionally, the Yosemite entrance on Highway 120 is overwhelmed on
weekends with several hour waits as trafPc backs up for miles. Increased trafPc from the Glamping
project and Terra Vi hotel will increase the risks and further congestion in this area.
The Initial Study did not include a secondary emergency exit from the site; the revised plans show a new
exit but it is located directly across from the Sawmill Mountain Area exit on Highway 120. This location
would be a disaster should everyone from Terra Vi, Under Canvas, Sawmill Mountain area, Hardin Flat,
Rush Creek, Evergreen Lodge, CalTrans, and Yosemite simultaneously all try to funnel through that exit
area in the event of an evacuation. The exit assumes use of a Forestry route that is not open for
commercial use. It also requires that the internal circulation road traverse a protected wildlife habitat.
Since adequate access and egress cannot be provided to meet Pre regulations, it is prudent to evaluate
other alternative properties. These signiPcant issues have been omitted from the DEIR.
The DEIR incorrectly claims a TrafPc Study is not warranted because Under Canvas does not exceed 500
trips, yet they do not include the cumulative Terra Vi proposed trafPc, Sawmill and Hardin Flat residences,
and normal 120 travel. A trafPc study is requisite! This is a very dangerous section of the highway.
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Safety: A written concern brought up by the Tuolumne County Transportation Commission (TCTC)
regarding pedestrian safety due to the proximity of the two proposed projects, Terra Vi and YUC, has not
been evaluated in the DEIR. Please address the safety of pedestrians walking across the highway to get
back and forth between the two lodges, dining services, market, etc. Although the projects are technically
not related, this is a safety problem that needs to be addressed. People will cross the highway at all
times of day/night. In addition, what would stop them from wandering onto adjacent private properties?
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Noise: The Initial Study said there would be no ampliPed noise, but the DEIR now describes weddings
and ampliPed music for parties, concerts, and business group events. These impacts to the mountain
have been negated due to “the nearest residence is 1000 feet away and at this distance, operation of the
camp and ampliPed events is not expected to produce noise.” This is an opinion without supporting
evidence; in such a quiet environment, noise travels and will be an issue for nearby rural residences.
The MND says that operation of Under Canvas will result in minor increases in noise levels and will
impose quiet hours. The quiet hours have changed since the Initial Study with no explanation. How/ why
were these hours arbitrarily determined? 6:00am seems too early to start noise generating activities such
as additional trafPc noise, people and children noise, pet noise, radios, ampliPed music, garbage trucks,
busses, motorhomes, cars, motorcycles, outdoor dining, community campPre events, etc. These are all
noise producing activities that have never been on these properties before and will produce signiPcant
noise disturbance that cannot be mitigated.
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Impact Analysis in the DEIR is Qawed by stating the noise generated during construction will be mitigated
but does not cover ongoing noise if the project is realized. The noise AFTER construction should be
analyzed as well as the construction related noise. The DEIR fails to recognize the sensitive receptors on
the other side of Highway 120. There are residences on Sawmill Mountain that are within a little over
1,000 feet of the project property.
We maintain a quiet refuge on our private properties while enjoying the prevalent wildlife. Additional car
trafPc, delivery vehicles, human voices, ampliPed music and events, human noises, dogs barking, and
continuous lighting of the camp grounds in a remote undeveloped area all pose threats to our wildlife and
generate noise that will disturb the quiet, untouched ambiance. Furthermore, there are already two large
hotels and several other better-situated available sites that could absorb the inQux of additional tourists
looking for lively parties and entertainment.
10. Population and Housing
This category has been dismissed from the DEIR
This category was not addressed in the EIR siting the Initial Study, which was inadequate. The EIR
needs to respond to the issue. Upon review of the layout and beds available in each Terra Vi hotel room,
an estimated 600 guests and 400-500 UC glampers could reside at the two sites on any given night. This
does not include additional babies/toddlers in cribs or the use of roll-away beds, etc. The scale of both of
the proposed developments are far greater than other lodges in Groveland and along Highway 120. The
development size exceeds both the nearby Rush Creek Lodge and Yosemite Westgate Hotel. The “mom
and pop” bed and breakfast and average size hotels in the Groveland area will suffer from a development
of this scale and magnitude.
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The resort plans for Terra Vi have speciPed inadequate parking spaces for only some employees. The
Glamping proposal for employee housing and parking also appears inadequate. Up to 40 seasonal
employees and 40 full-time workers will be utilized at Under Canvas. If they aren’t contributing to the
population (as stated in the MND), where are these people coming from and where will they reside?
For hotels and lodges of this size, more employees would be necessary, yet there are few nearby towns
where employees could live or be recruited from. This necessitates long commutes for housing and adds
pollution, noise, trafPc, and unnecessary degradation of Sawmill, Hardin Flat, Groveland, Priest Grade.
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11. Public Services and Recreation
The Impact Analysis 3.7-1 is wrong by saying the EIR for the County’s General Plan would ensure that
potential impacts would be less than signiPcant to the proposed project site and would not require
expanded Pre equipment. A letter from the Groveland Community Services District expresses concerns
about providing Pre and emergency response services to the project once developed. “Due to the
distance of the project from GCSD resources, a degradation of services will occur locally within GCSD
when our resources respond and are away from the GCSD service area for hours at a time. The travel
distance also causes added wear and tear on very expensive Pre and emergency response equipment”.
This is a viable argument that current services cannot meet the increased demand.
The impact analysis then claims that the Tuolumne County Fire Department has conPrmed that it can
provide Pre protection services to the project without the need for additional personnel, without evidence.
Does TCFD or GCSD service the Sawmill/ Hardin Flat area? Policy 9.G.1 requires the County to
determine the impact that proposed development will have on the provision of Pre protection services and
maintain the established level of service. This analysis has been omitted.
Policy 9.H.2 requires the County to enforce the provisions found in Title 15 of the California Fire Code for
built-in Pre suppression equipment in all new development in order to improve Pre safety. I do not Pnd
evidence of sprinkler systems planned for Under Canvas, nor adequate water supply to operate such a
system. How then, would the impacts related to the provision of Pre protection services be less than
signiPcant? Please provide evidence to support the claim that no mitigation is required.
Impact Analysis 3.7-2 states that operation of the project could result in accidents or emergency incidents
requiring police services. However these are “expected to be similar in frequency and nature to that
which already occurs in the vicinity.” Increasing the population by a thousand people in this untouched
area will not require additional services? Yet again, no mitigation and less than signiPcant impacts have
been determined without analysis or data.
Impact 3.7-3 states that there is no impact to the area because “the project is intended to accommodate
visitors and tourists that are already in the project vicinity.” There are no tourists wandering around the
vicinity now. This project would BRING people to the vicinity and the implementation of the project
WOULD result in adverse physical impacts to the environment. This impact is signiPcant, especially
combined with the Terra Vi neighboring project.
The MND assumes that tourists will remain in the Under Canvas area and that visitors will be provided
with recreational activities within the designated campground areas and would therefore not add
additional burden to the existing usage or the physical deterioration of surrounding recreational areas or
facilities. The DEIR does not provide any information to support this statement. There is also a safety
concern that has not been addressed about pedestrians crossing the highway between the Under Canvas
and Terra Vi projects, as well as wandering around our private residential properties.
This project would increase noise and pollution to the existing, surrounding community as nothing exists
in the location currently. Impacts would be potentially signiPcant and need to be studied. Statements and
hypotheses must be proven and substantiated.
The Under Canvas Project EIR must evaluate the impacts to the GCSD Pre and emergency response
times. The MND response to “Would the project result in substantial adverse impacts in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times of Pre protection, ambulances,” are summarily discounted as
less than or non signiPcant. However, it does not appear that there have been adequate studies to make
these assessments and the concerns have not been addressed. All it takes is one person to drop a
cigarette or one ember to jump out of the Pre place/pit to start a wildPre; this will absolutely put additional
strain on resources. If there are two emergencies simultaneously, GCSD lacks coverage in the area.
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In addition to ambulances and Pre protection, law enforcement will need to be readily available when
more people are introduced into the environment. Other public services would be necessary if there are
full-time employees at both the Terra Vi and UC projects. Where would their children attend school,
access public facilities or Pnd healthcare?
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Another problem is attracting wildlife by potential improper storage of food and refuse. There is no
mention of the necessary precautions that must be taken to protect the area from attracting unwanted
wildlife, from harming the wildlife, and/ or protecting visitors from wildlife.
12. Transportation, Private Property Access
A portion of this category has been dismissed from the DEIR
Transportation: The DEIR states that Highway 120 allows for bicycle use, although bike and pedestrian
facilities are not provided, nor planned for, on this highway segment. Again, there is a concern about
pedestrians crossing the highway to access Terra Vi and vice verse, that has not been addressed.
The estimation of daily trips has been determined by review of the Grand Canyon Under Canvas facility.
We have no way to ascertain if this model is suitable to determine daily trips for Yosemite Under Canvas.
The assumption is further exploited by stating that a trafPc study is not required because the projected
number of trips generated is 260 and is only required when a project generates more than 500 daily trips.
This estimate must include the daily trips of Terra Vi, the Sawmill residences, the Hardin Flat residences,
the Yosemite tourists, and others traveling on Highway 120. There is no mention of the activities of the
CalTrans maintenance shed which also contribute to the road trafPc. A trafPc study is requisite; this
project does not exist by itself on the mountain and the daily trip projection numbers, although increased
from the MND calculations, are fabricated. We need a cumulative study with accurate numbers.
In addition, there are issues discussed in (#9 TrafPc and Safety) above regarding the dangerous road
situations at the Hardin Flat entrance and the exit proposed to empty onto the Forest route which is
directly adjacent to the Sawmill Mountain Area exit. The current driveway into Hardin Flat cannot
accommodate large tourist busses or sightseeing vans, as it is difPcult to maneuver now with small
amounts of trafPc and would differ from that which is already occurring. The impacts have been deemed
less than signiPcant again, and issues surrounding the secondary exit on federal lands has been ignored.

25-15

Discussion about the cumulative effect of projects on YARTS ridership is concerning. Should the demand
in ridership increase, YARTS could possibly exceed seating capacity on several runs per season. Based
on this impact, the DEIR considers this cumulative impact to be potentially signiPcant. Additionally, if
YARTS determines that more busses are necessary on this route, we will have impacts to additional noise
and pollution which is not discussed in the DEIR. Some may argue that this will decrease the amount of
cars driving into Yosemite, but it simply transfers the problem to another town further down the Highway;
this is not a worthy long-term solution.
Impact 3.8-8 states that implementation of the project, in conjunction with other development, would not
cause inadequate emergency response. The impact is deemed as less than signiPcant yet the DEIR fails
to provide evidence to show that the entire area has been reviewed to guarantee proper access and
evacuation for all Sawmill and Hardin Flat residences, tourists, and other projects in the area.
13. Wild7re
The State Responsibility Area, as mapped by the CA Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
designates the project site in a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” The Under Canvas and Terra Vi
projects both separately and cumulatively create a signiPcant adverse impact by increasing exposure to
wildPre risk.
WildPre is one of the greatest areas of signiPcant impact to Sawmill Mountain Area and surrounding
forest lands. The Under Canvas DEIR repeatedly discounts the fact that they cumulatively intend to
attract thousands of tourists to the area each day. Smokers are allowed to smoke onsite and may wander
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outdoors with cigarettes and potentially cause more Pre threat to the area. Humans are responsible for
igniting a wildPre in Ahwahnee Meadow on July 15th in Yosemite National Park. US Park Rangers and
PrePghters of YNP have investigated seven human-caused wildPres in the park in 2020. That equates to
one per month so far this year. Why would we invite more Pre danger to Sawmill and Hardin Flat?
The proposed plans for YUC campPre pits, stoves, and barbecues exacerbate the potential danger for
wildPre, just as the previous Rim Fire that was started by a campPre. That Pre quickly raged out of control
and burned 257,000 acres in the Stanislaus National Forest and 79,000 acres in Yosemite National Park.
It was devastating for our community. Cabins that have withstood Pve family generations were in danger;
some barely survived the ravaging Qames while others did not.
There are no analyses in the DEIR that evaluate the increased chance of starting a wildPre, the hazards
posed to Sawmill Mountain and Hardin Qat residences created by evacuation onto local roads, nor the
cumulative effects of the Terra Vi project. Stating that the development of the project would not
exacerbate wildPre risks, nor substantially increase the likelihood that the project would expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildPre or the uncontrolled spread of a wildPre is frightening
and unconscionable.
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WildPre is addressed by stating that the project would present a benePt to neighboring properties over
current conditions, since the site’s existing conditions would be improved. It is the property owner’s
(Manly) responsibility to clear out brush and dead trees; we don’t need a new development to take on
their tasks. This is a poor argument for a development to be constructed in a highly hazardous Pre area.
To reiterate: there are no emergency water sources proposed, no sprinklers, no Pre hydrants. During the
intense heat of a wildPre, complete structures burn down and cars melt. Tent fabrics (Ca State Fire
Marshall approved) will not protect anyone. There is no evidence to support the conclusion that the UC
design features or operational practices would be effective in the prevention of wildPre ignition at the site.
As stated in previous categories, the secondary means of access/ egress from the Under Canvas project
will create a serious bottleneck in the evacuation route. The site is not conducive for any occupancy use
that will require two exits as the property does not allow for safe locations of exits that are spaced far
enough apart to meet Pre code regulations.

14. Alternative Locations
Before alternates were even considered, the options were immediately rejected from further evaluation.
The DEIR states that alternatives were considered based on meeting the project objectives. However, the
project objectives are subjective and have not been clearly supported. Please provide documentation
that shows Yosemite has requested UC to provide additional lodging facilities and “camping experience
amenities” for visitors to the park. The proposed property location is not in YNP. Demonstrate how or
why this project would assist the County in meeting public safety, natural hazards, and resources.
The alternatives selected for analysis do not include an option for another site; there are only reduced or
variance options. The public comments provided two alternate locations: A) a previously approved
commercial site on 120 near Smith Station which is closer to public water and sewer and has already
been permitted, and B) “The Scar” in Big Oak Flat which was already graded for a hotel development and
provides both public water and sewer. The Scar has been eliminated because it is “18 miles further from
Yosemite and would result in a greater quantity of vehicle miles traveled.” It’s ironic that these extra trips
are not considered a problem for the current proposed site trafPc.
Each alternative location would be far better in many respects for the project, but were dismissed for
questionable reasons. This is an unfortunate oversight as it makes the most sense to place a project
such as YUC in a location with public water, sewer, and safe access. An actual alternate location should
be proposed and reviewed, not simply project revision alternates.
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The DEIR provides three alternatives with the Prst “Reduced Project” suggesting 75 tent sites rather than
99 tents. Again, the project objectives are mentioned although they have not been substantiated. The
second option is a “Basic Services Campground” suggesting a more traditional campground with a
charcoal grill and campPre ring at each site: 99 tent and RV pads! How can 99 campPre sites be
considered a viable, safe alternative? This doesn’t make sense. The last alternative is “No Project”
option assuming the proposed project would not be constructed. This option would be the safest and
avoid environmental impacts as identiPed in the EIR. As mentioned before, the tree removal or fuel
mitigation operations on site should be handled by the property owner. This should not be misconstrued
as a benePt of building the project and should be maintained regardless.

25-17
cont.

Concluding Summary
Overall, the DEIR appears to assert that every factor is of no concern and of no signiPcant impact without
offering adequate analysis or sufPcient supporting evidence. However, the issues must be addressed.
The proposed Under Canvas project will have signiPcant impacts which cannot be adequately mitigated.
The Cumulative impacts from projects proposed in this area are signiPcant. It is vital that the County,
Planning Commission, Board of Directors, and other Agencies reviewing and commenting on the
proposed projects are looking well beyond the conPnes of the drawings and boundaries of the project
property lines to determine the overall impacts on the surrounding areas now and in the future. We must
all be good stewards of the land.
The two proposed projects, (Terra Vi) with over 100 guest rooms, 7 four-bedroom cabins, 22 employee
apartments and suites, 286 parking spaces, a helipad, bus stop, shopping market, large event space,
multiple out-buildings, swimming pool, 600 guests and several hundred support staff on site, as well as
(Under Canvas) with 99 tent structures, mobile kitchen, dining and reception tent, laundry facility,
swimming pool, another helipad, campPre pits, barbecues, bathrooms and approximately 500 people,
do not suit the lot size or location, and are inconsistent with the character of our community. There are
additional projects proposed for Berkeley Camp and Yosemite Lakes that must also be factored in, as the
cumulative impact would be signiPcant.
In conclusion, there are many categories that require an objective, thorough review and detailed EIR
report updates. I have outlined just some of the key areas that are concerning while there are many more
that must be considered by the appropriate agencies.

Sincerely,

Nancy Constantino

25-18

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 25 Response: Nancy Constantino, July 19, 2020
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Analysis of the topics listed in the commenter’s comment (Cultural and Tribal
Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards, Land
Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, and Population and Housing) were each
evaluated in the 2018 Initial Study for the Project. CEQA Guidelines Section
15063(c)(3) provides that an Initial Study can be used to focus an EIR on the effects
that are determined to be significant. The Initial Study found that for each of these
topics, the Project would have either no impact or a less than significant impact.
Accordingly, these topics were not carried forward for additional analysis in the Draft
EIR. A summary of the Initial Study’s analysis for those topics, together additional
rationale for why these topics were not carried forward for further analysis was
included in Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR.
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Both Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to aesthetics and visual
resources would be less than significant. The principal rationale for those findings
was that all Project facilities would be located 500 feet or more from SR-120, and
would be blocked by intervening topography and vegetation. A detailed response on
this topic can be found in Master Response 5: Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final
EIR. Impacts related to Biological Resources, including impacts related to lighting
and its effects on wildlife, were evaluated in in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less than
significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
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Both Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to Agricultural and Forestry
Resources were evaluated in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR. While the Project would
result in a conversion of the Project site from a focus on timber management to a
focus on recreational use, the Project has been designed to maintain the existing
forest cover largely intact. With implementation of the Project, the Project site would
be capable of maintaining current levels of productivity. In addition, the Project site
would be available for future harvests consistent with the recreational use. Removal
of live trees for the Project would be limited to removal of 45 trees from within the
road right-of-way and those trees which the arborist determined to pose a safety
hazard. This represents less than 3 percent of the total number of live trees on the
developed portion of the Project site. Approximately 1,307 live trees within the
developed portion of the site would remain, as would substantial quantities of live
trees on the undeveloped portions of the site. Consequently, the Project is not
anticipated to result in a loss of capability of the Project site to produce wood
products. Moreover, timber harvesting on private lands dedicated to recreational use
is a common practice and is often necessary to address guest safety and maintain
forest health. Finally, conversion of timberland on the Project site would be the
subject to approval of the Timber Harvesting Plan and issuance of a Timberland
Conversion Permit by CAL FIRE to ensure avoidance and minimization of impacts
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to the environment. Consequently, the limited extent of live tree removal that would
take place with implementation of the Project and the Project’s required compliance
with existing regulations, including approval of a Timberland Conversion Permit,
which would be designed to avoid or minimize impacts to the environment, would
ensure that impacts related to loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use would be less than significant.
25-4

Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
Several points raised in the commenter’s remarks on this topic were incorrect and
require clarification:
1. The commenter incorrectly states that there is no applicable standard for air
pollutants, and therefore the Draft EIR relied on this alleged lack of a
standard to make its finding that the Project would have a less than
significant effect. This is not accurate. As stated on page 3.3-6 of the Draft
EIR, the Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control District (TCAPCD) has
established thresholds of significance for assessing potential air quality
impacts under CEQA, and the analysis in the Draft EIR evaluated the
Project’s emissions against those standards.
2. The commenter suggests that the “measurement system” used in the Project’s
air quality analysis was imprecise. This is not accurate. Emissions estimates
were derived from the CalEEMod model, which is the statewide land use
emissions computer model designed to provide a uniform platform for
government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to
quantify potential criteria pollutant emissions associated with both
construction and operations from a variety of land use Projects. The model
quantifies direct emissions from construction and operation activities, as well
as indirect emissions. The model was developed for the California Air
Pollution Officers Association in collaboration with the California Air
Quality Management Districts. The commenter does not state a preferable
method to this state-wide standard methodological tool. Even under a worstcase scenario, the Project’s annual criteria pollutant emissions were
determined to be a small fraction of the Tuolumne County Air Pollution
Control District’s thresholds for the criteria pollutants it regulates, which
include ROG, NOx, PM10, and CO.
Dispersion modeling was used to determine the localized effects of wood
smoke from the Project’s heating using the U.S. EPA’s AERSCREEN
version 16216 model. AERSCREEN produces conservative concentration
estimates by utilizing worst case meteorological and terrain data. Even under
a worst case scenario, the Project’s impacts to nearby sensitive receptors
were determined be fall below applicable standards. The Project Applicant
has since elected to utilize EPA-certified stoves for the Project, which will
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lower wood smoke emissions even further. The results of additional analysis
can be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.
3. The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR presents no evidence to support its
determination that the distance of the Terra Vi project from the Project site
precludes the cumulative contribution to localized air quality effects. This is
not accurate. As discussed under Impact 3.3-3 on page 3.3-12, methodologies
have been developed for analyzing health risk impacts, and in doing so have
established a 1,000-foot zone of influence from a source beyond which
impacts from toxic air contaminant (TAC) exposure in most common
instances are assumed to be less than significant. Given the absence of a
TAC threshold for Tuolumne County, the Draft EIR’s analysis uses the
highly restrictive Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s methodology
for assessing TAC impacts. The nearest sensitive receptors are located
approximately 1,300 to 1,400 feet from those areas of the Project site that are
proposed for development, and most construction would be concentrated
even farther away from those receptors. Because construction areas of the
Project site would be more than 1,000 feet from the nearest existing sensitive
receptor, construction-related impacts from localized TAC emissions would
be less than significant.
4. The commenter asserts that the Project’s generation of odors was not
sufficiently evaluated, particularly with respect to the Project’s septic system.
As stated in Impact 3.3-4 on page 3.3-14 of the Draft EIR, typical sources of
odor emissions include wastewater treatment plants, oil refineries, asphalt
plants, chemical manufacturing, painting/coating operations, coffee roasters,
food processing facilities, recycling operations and metal smelters. There are
no facilities of these types in the vicinity of the Project site, and none are as
part of the Project. The Project’s wastewater treatment system would be fully
contained underground, and there would be no localized odors associated
with the system. Other sources of odors, such as the Project’s cooking
facilities, would be located more than 1,400 feet from the nearest sensitive
receptor, and any concentrations of odors that could be generated would be
too far removed to present a significant level of impact. Consequently,
potential odor impacts of the Project would be less than significant.
5. The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR did not account for more frequent
power outages in the area that would necessitate more frequent use of the
Project’s standby generator. Table 3.3-3 on page 3.3-11 of the Draft EIR
provides the modeling results of the Project’s emissions. As can be seen in
the table, the Project’s total annual criteria pollutant emissions would be a
small fraction of the applicable threshold, with generator emissions
comprising an even smaller fraction of that amount. The generator could run
continuously every day of the year and still not come close to surpassing that
threshold. As a result, there would be no adverse effect to air quality on the
handful of days that the generator would likely run during the Project’s
operating season.
25-5

We assume that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) comments
to which the commenter is referring are from CDFW’s comments that were
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submitted on the 2018 Initial Study. The Biological Resources evaluation in the Draft
EIR (Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR) was substantially updated to address CDFW’s
comments, and still found that with incorporation of Project design features and
additional mitigation, the Project’s impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be
less than significant. Notably, CDFW provided no comments on the Draft EIR.
With respect to impacts to nesting birds, and as noted on pages 3.4-25 and 3.4-30,
potential impacts to nesting birds are centered on activities that are specifically
prohibited in federal and State law, to include the taking or destruction of active
nests. Accordingly, mitigation that prevents activities that may result in destruction of
nests during the nesting season are suitable and sufficient to protecting active nests.
When it is not possible to construct outside of the nesting season, standard protocols,
as approved by CDFW, call for pre-construction surveys prior to the commencement of
construction activities. These mitigations are effective in minimizing impacts to nesting
birds. As such, the Draft EIR’s mitigation measures regarding this effect are suitable.
The commenter has offered speculation that Project guests will pollute the small
wetland on the site, and that the resource will soon disappear, but offers no clear
description of how or why this destruction would occur, other than to suggest that
guests may throw a cigarette butt or a coin into them, and that such an event would
constitute a significant impact to these resources. This seems an unlikely prospect,
given that the features are ephemeral and are dry for most of the year, and that the
tossing of a cigarette butt or a coin, while unfortunate, would be unlikely to trigger
any regulatory threshold or rise to any level of significance. The Project would avoid
the seasonal wetland and seep on the site, and the Project was specifically designed to
avoid these features. No ground disturbing activities would occur within 100 feet of
the features, and there would be no impact to them.
Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 in the Draft EIR requires the Applicant to demonstrate that
there would be no net loss of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. and state
protected waters/wetlands. With respect to the mitigation of the 0.003-acre impact to
ephemeral drainages from culvert placement, and as specified in the mitigation
measure, final details of the mitigation would be determined during the regulatory
permit process. Per standard agency practice, the exact mitigation ratio would be
determined in consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board
based on the type and value of the waters affected by the Project, but the Project
would be required to compensate for impacted waters at a ratio no less than 1:1.
Compensation would take the form of preservation or creation in accordance with
USACE and/or CDFW mitigation requirements, as required under Project permits.
Preservation and creation would occur offsite through purchasing credits at an
approved mitigation bank, which is the typical procedure when the area of impacts is
so small, in this case about 130 square feet, or about the area of a small bedroom.
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Concerns about the Project’s wastewater system and its effects on water quality,
including down-gradient areas and the South Fork Tuolumne River are fully
addressed in Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Wildlife corridors and the Project’s lack of effect on them are discussed under Impact
3.4-5 on page 3.4-34 of the Draft EIR. As noted there, a substantial portion of the site
(25 acres) would remain wholly undeveloped and undisturbed, and that portion of the
site that would be developed would be occupied by low-density development, with
less than 10 percent of the Project site directly impacted by roadways, tent sites, or
other infrastructure. As an example of the low development intensity as part of the
Project, removal of live trees would be limited to removal of 45 trees from within the
road right-of-way and those trees which the arborist determined to pose a safety
hazard. This represents less than 3 percent of the total number of live trees on the
developed portion of the Project site. Approximately 1,307 live trees within the
developed portion of the Project site would remain, as would all of the live trees on
the undeveloped portions of the site. Accordingly, substantial portions of the site
would remain undeveloped and would essentially continue to function as open space
that could facilitate wildlife movement if it were to occur. In addition, similar habitat
types are abundant in the local area, particularly on National Forest lands that adjoin
the site to the west, south, and east. The reason that the Terra Vi project EIR treated
this issue differently is because it is a very different project than the Under Canvas
Project. The Terra Vi project, for example, would construct large permanent
buildings, parking lots, and roadways that would occupy much of that project’s site.
In contrast, the Under Canvas Project would construct unpaved roadways and small
tent pads, which would be spaced a fair distance from one another to ensure guest
privacy. It can be fully expected that deer moving through the site will be a common
occurrence after the Project becomes operational, just as it is throughout the County,
even in developed areas. Also, the Terra Vi site would be operational year-round,
whereas the Under Canvas Project would be open only seasonally. In short, the Terra
Vi project proposes a development intensity that is substantially greater than the
Under Canvas Project, and the analysis, mitigation, and findings of the Terra Vi EIR
were therefore structured accordingly.
The Project site was surveyed by a qualified biologist. The likelihood of sensitive
species and habitats occurring on the site was determined based on those surveys.
The results of that analysis are summarized in Table 3.4-3 of the Draft EIR. Where
species or habitats were deemed to be present, and where it was determined that
impacts to those species or habitats could occur, mitigation was prescribed. In its role
in the issuance of any permits for the Project (Section 1602 Streambed Alteration
Agreement for the ephemeral water crossings), CDFW will use the Project EIR to
make its own impact determinations. CDFW, acting in its role as a Responsible
Agency under CEQA, was provided the opportunity to review and comment on the
Draft EIR, but declined to do so.
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As presented in Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR, the site was surveyed by a professional
archaeologist for the presence of archaeological and historic resources. None were
found. Consultation with area tribal representatives was initiated by the County, and
no response was received concerning any tribal cultural resources on the site.
The barbeques and canopies referred to by the commenter are not a part of the
Project, and no such facilities are. The “page 663” referenced in the commenter’s
remarks does not exist, so no response is provided to this comment.
The emergency access roadway that would connect with Forest Route 1S09 is an
existing roadway that currently provides the only access to the private property
inholding that comprises the Project site. Access to the site via this roadway is byright via a designated Forest Service roadway. Once the site is developed and new
access to the site from the east is completed, the existing roadway would be utilized
on an emergency-only basis. The Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the entire
Project, including use of the roadway and any minor improvements that may be
required. The biological and cultural resources surveys conducted for the Project
evaluated the secondary access road area. If the Project is approved, the Project
Applicant will work with the Forest Service to secure formal access permits, if
needed, as provided for in 16 USC Sections 532-538.
As stated on page 2-16 of the Draft EIR, the helicopter pad referenced in the
commenter’s remarks would be for emergency use only, and would be located in an
already-cleared area of the site where a helicopter could potentially land in the event
of an emergency, and would not be a permitted heliport as described in California
Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 3554. Regular helicopter use would not occur,
and there would therefore be no impacts to wildlife or impacts from noise, pollution,
or hazards.
25-6

It is unclear the source of the information in this comment, because no references or
citations are provided. Since the commenter’s assertions do not correspond with the
documented record concerning cultural resources and tribal cultural resources for this
site, the EIR concludes that the commenter’s remarks refer to a different project.
As relates to this Project, and as presented in the Initial Study and Section 3.0.3 of the
Draft EIR, a records search for the Project site returned no records of known cultural
resources. The Project site was surveyed by a professional archaeologist for the
presence of archaeological and historic resources. None were found.
Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR also provides an overview of the County’s efforts
concerning tribal consultation. On May 30, 2018, the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) was contacted by email to request a records search of their
Sacred Lands File (SLF) and a list of Native American representatives with cultural
affiliation to the Project area and vicinity. The response from the NAHC was
received on June 14, 2018, stating that the SLF has no record of any resources on the
Project site. The reply also included a list of two Native American representatives
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affiliated with the Project area. On November 5, 2019, the County conveyed AB 52
consultation request letters via certified mail to the identified tribal contacts (Chicken
Ranch Rancheria and Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk). No replies or requests for
consultation were received. The County’s responsibilities under applicable tribal
consultation laws and regulations have been completed in accordance with those
requirements.
Based upon this information, the site presents no particular sensitivities for cultural
resources or tribal cultural resources, as reflected in the findings in the Initial Study
and the Draft EIR.
25-7

The analysis contained within the Initial Study and summarized in Section 3.0.3 of
the Draft EIR determined that the Project would have less than significant impacts
related to seismic risks, liquefaction, and landslides. These issues were thus not
carried forward for detailed analysis in the Draft EIR.
Potential soil erosion from storm events was addressed in Section 3.5, Hydrology and
Water Quality/Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR. As documented there,
the Project would require a Storm Water Construction General Permit (General
Permit 2009-009-DWQ) from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board, which requires that a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) be
prepared for the site in accordance with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) requirements. The construction contractor would be required to
protect surface water quality by preventing eroded material or contaminants from
entering waterways during construction through the use of best management
practices (BMPs). The SWPPP lists potential sources of impacts to surface waters
and BMPs that are being used to minimize the likelihood of those impacts.
Conformance with these erosion control measures in addition to mitigation measures
included in Section 3.5, Hydrology and Water Quality/Utilities and Service Systems,
and Tuolumne County’s Grading Ordinance (Chapter 12.20) would reduce potential
impacts to a less-than-significant level.
The ability of site soils to support the wastewater system without adverse impacts
from runoff was addressed in Section 3.5, Hydrology and Water Quality/Utilities and
Service Systems, as is the site’s soils suitability for supporting the septic system. In
addition to the information contained within the Draft EIR, Master Response 2:
Water Supply, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, provides a detailed discussion of the
tests performed on the site and the wastewater system’s subsequent design, as well as
the lack of impact to nearby water wells and down-gradient uses.
The commenter’s remarks concerning the use of refuse for soil amendments,
composting, and animal feed are unclear. The use of refuse for these purposes is not
for the Project, and there is no mention of these uses in the Draft EIR or any of the
EIR’s supporting appendices. The EIR can only conclude that the commenter’s
remarks reference a different project.
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25-8

For a detailed response concerning Public Services and Wildfire, please see Master
Response 1: Wildfire, and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
The discussion in Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR stating that the Project is not located
within two miles of an airstrip refers to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G IX(e), which
asks if a Project is located within proximity to an airport or airstrip, and if so, would
there would be any potential safety impacts related to such a situation. This
circumstance is not applicable to the Project, since the nearest airport is
approximately 12 miles away. As stated on page 2-16 of the Draft EIR, the helicopter
pad referenced in the commenter’s remarks would be for emergency use only, and
would be located in an already-cleared area of the site where a helicopter could
potentially land in the event of an emergency, and would not be a permitted heliport
as described in California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 3554. Regular
helicopter use would not occur, and there would therefore be no impacts to wildlife
or impacts from noise, pollution, or hazards.
For information on emergency response and evacuation, please see Master Response 1:
Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. The Project does not constitute a “highly
hazardous property use” as alleged by the commenter. To the contrary, the Project as
designed, would implement a long list of fire prevention features that would reduce
the likelihood of wildfire ignitions to a less-than-significant level.

25-9

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated. For a detailed response
concerning the issues raised in each of the commenter’s remarks, please see Master
Response 2: Water Supply, and Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
The Project would avoid the seasonal wetland and seep on the site, and the Project
was specifically designed to avoid these features. No ground disturbing activities
would occur within 100 feet of the features, and there would be no impact to them.
Permanent impacts to 0.003-acre of ephemeral drainages would occur as a result of
Project implementation, which translates to about 130 square feet, or about the area
of a small bedroom. These features are dry for much of the year, and impacts to them
would be mitigated via preservation or creation in accordance with USACE and/or
CDFW mitigation requirements, as required under Project permits. The commenter’s
assertion that the Project would result in destruction and loss of these habitats is
substantially overstated.
With respect to the commenter’s remarks concerning solid waste, the Highway 59
Landfill’s current Solid Waste Facility Permit is set for renewal in 2030. The
designed capacity of the landfill, however, is not expected to be filled until at least
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2065. 28 The Highway 59 Landfill is a large regional facility, and there is more than
ample capacity at the landfill to meet the Project’s needs.
25-10

The commenter’s remarks on Land Use and Planning appear to be based on a land
dispute that is outside of the purview of CEQA, so a response is not provided here.
A Certificate of Compliance for the relevant parcel lot line adjustments, as certified
by the County Surveyor, was issued in 2003, and can be provided to the commenter
upon request.

25-11

The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less
than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, along with the results of
a sight distance analysis that was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road
intersection. As stated on page 3.8-6 of the Draft EIR, the Project was not required to
conduct a traffic study since it would only generate about half the number of trips
required to trigger such a study under either County or Caltrans criteria. As such, a
traffic study was not warranted and is not required.
A detailed response concerning the issue of emergency evacuation can be found in
Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The emergency access roadway that would connect with Forest Route 1S09 is an
existing roadway that currently provides the only access to the private property
inholding that comprises the Project site. Access to the site via this roadway is byright via a designated Forest Service roadway. Once the site is developed and new
access to the site from the east is completed, the existing roadway would be utilized
on an emergency-only basis. The Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the entire
Project, including use of the roadway and any minor improvements that may be
required. The biological resources surveys conducted for the Project evaluated the
secondary access road area. If the Project is approved, the Project Applicant will
work with the Forest Service to secure formal access permits, if needed, as provided
for in 16 USC Sections 532-538.
The commenter has speculated that pedestrians from the Under Canvas and Terra Vi
projects would cross SR-120 between the two projects. This assertion is not
supported. The projects are unrelated, and offer services independent from one
another. Each would have its own parking areas and YARTS stop. There is little
reason to believe that pedestrians would be crossing SR-120 with any regularity, and
a pedestrian crosswalk across SR-120 is not for either project, and would not be
recommended. Even if an occasional pedestrian were to cross SR-120, adequate
unobstructed views are available in either direction to provide for a safe crossing.

28 Merced County Regional Waste Management Authority. Draft EIR for the Highway 59 Landfill Valley Fill Project.

September, 2015. Available at: https://www.mcagov.org/DocumentCenter/View/290/Draft-EIR-for-the-Highway59-Landfill-Valley-Fill-Project?bidId=. Accessed October 2, 2020.
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Further, the Terra Vi site plan includes an emergency vehicular access that links the
resort with SR-120 roughly 175 feet from the Hardin Flat Road intersection.
Therefore, the distance that pedestrians would have to travel along SR-120 would be
relatively short, and would not substantially increase hazards to vehicular and
pedestrian safety.
25-12

Impacts associated with construction and operational noise were evaluated in Section
3.6 of the Draft EIR. A detailed response concerning all of the issues raised in the
commenter’s remarks can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR. The commenter’s alleged quote from the Draft EIR (“the nearest
residence is 1000 feet away and at this distance, operation of the camp and amplified
events is not expected to produce noise.”) is not an accurate quote, and is not
reflective of the Draft EIR’s findings. The Draft EIR makes no claim that the Project
would not generate noise, nor does it make the claim that some level of Projectgenerated noise might not be occasionally experienced by offsite receptors. Rather,
the Draft EIR and the information provided in Master Response 7 make the finding
supported by substantial evidence that any off-site impacts to sensitive receptors
would be below applicable County standards.

25-13

Discussion and analysis of Population and Housing impacts related to the Project is
provided in Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR. Population and Housing impacts under
CEQA relate to projects that would lead to “substantial inducement of unplanned
(emphasis added) population growth in an area” [CEQA Guidelines Appendix G
XIV(a)]. Such substantial unplanned population growth would not occur as a result of
the Project. Development of the site for commercial recreation, along with the
increased population from seasonal workers that the Project could create, were
considered within the assumptions of the County’s 2018 General Plan and were
evaluated the General Plan’s EIR. As such, any population growth associated with
the Project is, in fact, planned, and there would be no significant effect.
The Project’s impacts to housing, including impacts related to employee housing,
was analyzed in Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3-16. The Project
Applicant provides employee housing to its employees by renting a house (or houses)
for use by the employees. The Draft EIR’s analysis found that Tuolumne County’s
rental vacancy rate is about midway between the California statewide vacancy rate
and the national vacancy rate, which demonstrates sufficient rental housing would be
available, as needed.
The amount of parking that will be provided for the Project has been based on
experience with other operating Under Canvas sites with the same operating
characteristics as the Project. There is no reason to believe that the provided parking
will be insufficient.

25-14

Issues related to the provision of emergency service response can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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The requirement to provide fire sprinklers in new developments applies only to
permanent and traditional structures. The canvas tents that would make up the bulk of
the Project are not traditional hard structures, and thus are not subject to the same
requirements as traditional buildings. The portable camp kitchen would be equipped
with a chemical fire extinguishing system, and all guest tents and other facilities
would be equipped with fire extinguishers. For a discussion of the flammability of
the guest tents, please see Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final
EIR, for a discussion of the insignificant fire risk posed by these structures.
CEQA treats impacts to existing recreational facilities in much the same manner that
it does other types of public services, in that it is only concerned with the actual
physical effects of increased usage on existing facilities. The precise significance
criteria used in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, and also in CEQA Guidelines Appendix
G (XVI)(a, b) reads as follows:
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?
The CEQA regulations and applicable case law on this issue are clear this threshold
is concerned only with a project’s physical effects on existing recreational facilities.
Under the criteria, a significant effect would occur only if substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. Visitation by Project
guests to the 759,260-acre Yosemite National Park, which already sees millions of
visitors per year, would not create a substantial deterioration of that facility. Even
when combined, the cumulative combination of projects under consideration in the
vicinity of the Project (Terra Vi Lodge, the Berkeley Tuolumne Restoration project,
and the Thousand Trails/Yosemite Lakes RV expansion) would constitute only a
small fraction of the existing visitors to the park. The same could be said for other
public recreational areas in the region. The documented trend in the increase in
visitation to recreational facilities such as Yosemite National Park and the Stanislaus
National Forest is occurring without the Project, and is not caused by it. These
additional visitors are either already there or are already coming. Based upon these
facts, the Project’s impacts would be less than significant.
For a discussion of the Project’s operational noise impacts, please see response to
comment 25-12, above. The Draft EIR’s determination that the Project’s noise
impacts would be less than significant are supported by substantial evidence.
With respect to the Project’s potential to attract wildlife through improper storage of
food and refuse, Section 2.4.6 on page 2-13 of the Draft EIR provides information on
this subject. As specified there, trash from the guest tents would be collected daily as
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part of normal housekeeping activities. All solid waste produced at the site,
particularly food waste, would be stored in locking wildlife-resistant containers and
then removed from the site by a commercial hauler for disposal at a permitted landfill.
25-15

Transportation impacts of the Project were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR.
A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. In general, these comments appear to repeat
comments that the commenter already has made and to which the Final EIR already
has responded. In addition to the information already contained within Section 3.8 of
the Draft EIR and in Master Response 6, the commenter is referred to response to
comment 25-11.
The commenter states “the driveway” into Hardin Flat cannot accommodate large
tourist busses or sightseeing vans. This assertion is undermined by the fact that
Hardin Flat Road already accommodates large YARTS buses during its operational
season.

25-16

The Project’s impacts related to wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft
EIR. A detailed response concerning the Project’s impacts related to its exposure to
wildfire and the likelihood of wildfire ignition from the Project site is discussed in
Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

25-17

With respect to the Project objectives listed in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR and
elsewhere in the document, project objectives are developed to state the underlying
purpose of a project, and may also discuss the project’s benefits [CEQA Guidelines
Section 15124 (b)]. A clearly defined statement of objectives is intended to help the
lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives that could partially or fully
meet those objectives while lessening the project’s identified significant effects, if
any are found.
Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.

25-18

The commenter has expressed her opinion on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As
presented in each of the preceding responses, the commenter has failed to identify
any instance where the Draft EIR was inadequate or where it made a finding that was
not adequately supported by substantial evidence. Specific responses to the
commenter’s concerns have been provided above, and in the master responses so
referenced. A detailed response concerning opinions related to the Project can be
found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the
Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. All
comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider
the Project.
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Subject:

FW: Proposed Developments along Hwy 120 near Yosemite

From:SharonCoolidge<sharongae@gmail.com>
Sent:Tuesday,July21,20204:58PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:ProposedDevelopmentsalongHwy120nearYosemite


Re: Proposed “Yosemite Under Canvas” (YUC) and
Terra Vi, developments - Hwy 120 corridor


To: Natalie Rizzi, Tuolumne County


July 21, 2020


At first, when I read about the Terra Ve & Yosemite Under Canvas proposed developments I
immediately thought about how such large resorts could be even considered for this geographic area
with so many critical items screaming to be addressed.


I stand with many NOT being in favor of these proposed projects especially without an EIR, when
there is already a major project underway, the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp. This is a huge, $60 million
rebuilding project is only a few minutes away.

26-1



Here is a brief list of what other concerns I have and I don't feel are being addressed and need
MUCH further study:


1. How is the Covid 19 pandemic going to affect the development process and the future viability
of these endeavors. Are these businesses even feasible with what’s going on with the travel &
leisure industries? What if these places get built and then go belly up? Who ends up ‘holding
the bag”?
2. Emergency response of police, fire and medical. Mariposa County I believe required Tenaya
Lodge over near Fish Camp to build & staff their own EMS department. Seems like a good
idea! And make the development owners pay for staffing.
3. Water and sewer - even with the best, most modern engineered systems like the one Rush
Creek Lodge installed had major problems.
4. Traffic, noise and smoke from all the woodstoves
5. Parking problems already in Yosemite - how does 1000+ more even get through the entrance
gate when the Park is already so jammed with tourists. Major holidays already have limits on
vehicles allowed entry. Traffic jams at entrance gates are already miles long with folks sitting
there with their car engines running, just waiting for the chance to clog already crowded roads
in the Park.
6. Employees - there’s a whole nother aspect of what’s going to happen? What about SIP
orders?
7. These types of projects need to be closer to towns where there are already systems in place to
handle a lot of these problems.


You all owe it to the citizens who have voiced their concerns and you need to protect Yosemite
National Park itself to see these issues and problems resolved before approval gets handed out!


1
Signed,
Sharon Coolidge, 6653 Dogtown Rd, Coulterville, CA 95311
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 26 Response: Sharon Coolidge, July 21, 2020
26-1

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the merits of the Project or
whether or not the Project should be developed. A detailed response concerning this
issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on
Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final
EIR. No additional response to this comment is required here. All comments,
however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.

26-2

The purpose of an EIR is not to determine the desirability or economic feasibility of a
particular course of action, but rather to determine and disclose the environmental
effects of implementing that action.

26-3

Impacts related to Public Services and Recreation were evaluated in Section 3.7 of
the Draft EIR. The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the
environmental effects arising from the provision of new or expanded public services
would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found
in Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

26-4

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each
of these topics can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, and Master
Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

26-5

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

26-6

Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were
evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for
transportation-related issues would be less than significant. A detailed response can

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-261

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

2. Comments and Responses

be found in Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
26-7

The meaning of this comment is unclear. No response is required.

26-8

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the merits of the Project or
whether or not the Project should be developed. A detailed response concerning this
issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on
Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final
EIR. No additional response to this comment is required here. All comments,
however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 27 Response: Tom Coolidge, July 24, 2020
27-1

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. Impacts to transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR.
Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Air
Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of
these issues would be less than significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
A detailed response on each of these topics can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire; Master Response 2: Water Supply; Master Response 3: Water Quality;
Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic; and Master Response 8: Wood
Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

27-2

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the merits of the Project or
whether or not the Project should be developed. A detailed response concerning this
issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on
Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final
EIR. No additional response to this comment is required here. All comments,
however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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Letter 28

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dan Courtney <dancourtney.dc@gmail.com>
Friday, July 10, 2020 4:19 PM
Quincy Yaley
Taryn Vanderpan
Re: FW: water quality testing Sawmill Mtn Road

I don't know if my previous message went through. So yesterday after picking up the thumb drive (thank you) I
drove to my buddy's house a few hundred miles away in Paradise CA. This morning I cleared a desk and a few
hours to work on this, including pulling the hydrogeology info to send to my hydrogeologist, Ken Schmidt, and
then opened the thumb drive.
I found nothing but an Initial Study for "Oxbow".
If they are coming by for a thumdrive they might get Terra Vi and YUC.
At this point I do not see any way myself and the other neighbors can adequately review and comment on all
these thousands of pages of materials,
I would like to request a 15 day extension on the YUC comment period and a 30 day extension on Terra Vi.
With COVID 19 already disrupting life and business there is just no way we can provide intelligent feedback
and each of these projects will have substantial impacts on our properties, so these relatively short extensions
will give us a fair chance to review and comment.
Please consider this request and let me know if it's acceptable or if you need a more formal request.
Thank you and have a great weekend,
Dan
On Thu, Jul 9, 2020 at 11:31 AM Quincy Yaley <QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us> wrote:
Taryn-Can you get Dan the documents he needs?

Cds or thumb drives….

Thanks!

From: Dan Courtney <dancourtney.dc@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2020 11:19 AM
To: Quincy Yaley <QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject: Re: water quality testing Sawmill Mtn Road

Hi Quincy, I've been having difficulty opening the link to the EIR's on the County. All that's loading is the
first page with the cover photo and I need to copy and send some segments to our hydrogeologist for his report.
I happen to be in town.
1

28-1

Letter 28

Is there anyway I could pick up either a hard copy, or some other format? For example, a thumbdrive? If you
let me know the file size I could bring in a blank drive to have this copied onto.
Of course I need the reports for both projects, YUC and Terra Vi.
I'm copying Natalie as well.
I'm only in town for another hour so I will try calling as well.
Dan Courtney
(858) 337-7019

On Mon, Jun 17, 2019 at 3:02 PM Quincy Yaley <QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us> wrote:
Dear property owner,

Recently, the Environmental Health Division sent a letter regarding the County’s actions to assess
groundwater conditions at the Terra Vi project site and inquired if you would be interested in providing access
to your domestic well for water quality sampling. Please see the attached letter.

If you are interested in having your water tested, please contact Christy McKinnon at 209-533-5633 or
CMckinnon@co.tuolumne.ca.us no later than July 1, 2019. There is no charge for the test, and the information
would be used to evaluate impacts to water quality that may result from the project.

For general questions about the Terra Vi project, please contact Quincy Yaley at 209-533-5633.

If you feel you have received this letter in error please disregard. If you are able to forward this
communication to the property owner that would be appreciated.

Thank you,

Quincy Yaley

2

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 28 Response: Dan Courtney, July 10, 2020
28-1

This comment requested an extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-267

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

Letter 29

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Monday, July 20, 2020 3:33 PM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW:


From:DanCourtney<dancourtney.dc@gmail.com>
Sent:Monday,July20,20203:15PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;TracieRiggs
<TRiggs@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;kathleenhaff2020@gmail.com;BOSMembers<bosm@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:

TuolumneCountydecisionmakers,IamaneighboringpropertyowneradjacenttotheManlyproperty.
I,andmanyofmyneighborsandinterestedparties,havebeenstrugglingtodigesttheDEIRpreparedforYosemite
UnderCanvas,whichIunderstandisthelargestDEIReverinthehistoryofTuolumneCounty.
Thatis,untiltheTerraViDEIRwasdistributedatroughlythesametime.
InadditiontotheobviousbutvaliddelayscausedbyCOVIDtheinformationpostedontheCountywebsiteismissing
criticalreportsandwasapparentlychangedatsomepointafterbeingposted,creatingconfusionandadditionaldelays
aswehadtoessentiallystartovertoinsurewewereusingthelatestdata.
BelowisanemailIjustsenttoNatalieRizzi.
Pleaseconsiderthisrequest.Ibelieveitisreasonableandwillprovideyourconstituentswithamorereasonable
opportunitytoreviewandcommentwithoutsignificantlyimpactingthetimeframeoftheproject.
Thisisanimportantreviewandit'sinallofourbestintereststogetitright.
Pleasereview:

Natalie,Ijustspokewithmyhydrogeologist,KenSchmidt,andheinformedmethattheDEIRpostedforYosemiteUnder
Canvasdidnotincludethepumptestlogs&pumptestresultswhicharetypicallyprovided.
Apparentlyhisfirm,KenttheSchmidtandAssociates,requestedthisinformationlastweekbutwassentdrillinglogs
fromGeosciencewhowascontractedbyHansjifortheTerraViproject.,ratherthanWaterResourcesIncwho
performedthepumptestsforYosemiteUnderCanvas.
Mr.SchmidttoldmebothAppendixDandAppendixFarestillmissingfortheYosemiteUnderCanvasDEIR.
Withoutthisstandardinformationheisnotabletoperformacompleteanalysis.
Asyouareaware,therequirementtoprovethereissufficientwatertosustainthisdevelopmentwhilenotdepleting
thewatersupplyforthesurroundingarea,includingtheproposedTerraVihotel/resortisoneofthemostcritical
factorsanddecisionpointsfortheproposeddevelopment.
ThereforeIwouldliketorequestanextensionoftimeonthedeadlinetoprovidecommentsontheYosemiteDEIRfor
fivebusinessdaysfromthedatethiscriticalinformationisprovidedtothehydrogeologistandallotherinterested
parties,bothprivateandgovernment.
Pleaseletmeknowifthisisacceptable.

Sincerely,
DanCourtney
11250SawmillMountainRoad(alongtheManlynorthwestpropertyline)
Groveland,CA95321



1
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29-2

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 29 Response: Dan Courtney, July 20, 2020
29-1

This comment requested an extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.

29-2

The Draft EIR and its associated appendices were available on the County’s website
during the Draft EIR’s public circulation period. The supplemental materials
requested in this comment were supplied to the commenter.

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-269

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

Letter 30

Ms.QuincyYaley
CommunityDevelopmentDirector
TuolumneCounty




















July20,2020

DearMs.Yaley,pleasereviewthefollowingcommentletterI’msubmittingonthe
DraftEnvironmentalImpactReportfortheproposedYosemiteUnderCanvas
project.
Therearesomanyproblemswiththisapplicationthatit’sdifficulttodecide
wheretostartsoIsupposeI’llstartatthebeginning.
FrommyresearchI’vegatheredthatin1991theTuolumneCountyBoardof
SupervisorsvotedtosupportaGeneralPlanAmendmenttoreͲzonethesubject
propertyfromTimberPreserve(TPZ)toCommercialRecreation(CK)basedonan
InitialStudy.
Thepropertyatthattimewasasingleapproximately139acreparcel(APN68Ͳ
120Ͳ57).
TheapprovaldocumentattachedasExhibitAbringsupsomeinterestingpoints
includingthefactthatCEQArequirestheleadagencytoobtainanEIRunless
thereis“nosubstantialevidenceinlightofthewholerecordbeforethelead
agency,thattheProjectmayhaveasignificantimpactontheenvironment(Public
ResourceCode21080(c)(i).
However,theInitialStudydidmentionthepossibilityformultiplesignificant
impactsincluding,butnotlimitedto:
Adverselyimpactingtimberproduction.
BeinglocatedinanExtremeFireHazardzone.
ArequestbyFish&Gameforawildlifesurvey.
Distancefromemergencyservice.
Impactstowildlife.

30-1

Letter 30

AestheticimpactstotheHwy120corridorthroughtheNationalForestleadingto
theNationalPark.
TuolumneCountyFireDepartment’sstatementthattheproject“maycreatea
significantadverseimpactasfarasTCFD’sandCDF’sabilitytoprovidefire
protectionwithinthisarea.”
TheInitialStudyreportedthattheTuolumneCountyFireDepartmentindicated
thatthesitereceivesyearroundstructuralfireprotectionfromSmithStation,and
seasonal(June1ͲNovember1)fromCalFire/Groveland.Theresponsetime
from“FirstDueEngineCompany”is20+Ͳminutes.
Isthisstillthesituation?IstheSmithStationfirestationstillmannedyearround
forstructuralfireprotection?
Ifnot,howcouldtheresponsetimefromGrovelandbeevencloseto20minutes?

ItalsoappearstheCountydidnotobtaininputfrommanyofthekeyagencies
includingCalTrans.

Thestudyalsostates:
Page5:ItisthepolicyoftheStatetodiscourageexpansionofurbanservicesinto
Timberland.

Page6:ConclusionthezonechangedoesnotconstituteUrbanDevelopmentand
nourbanservicesarerequiredfortheprojectorfuturedevelopment.

Question:Howdoyoudeveloplargescalemotel/hotel/resortcomplexes
withouturbanservices?

GeneralPlanFireHazardRatingoftheprojectsiteisExtreme.


30-1
cont.

Letter 30

Nomajordeermigrationcorridor.(Thereisnoquestiontherearelargeherdsof
MuleDeermigratingthroughthispropertyatthistime).

Pg.8Yearroundspringandephereraldrainages.

Pg.9AppropriateGeneralPlanlanduseisLargeLot&RuralResidential.

TheInitialStudythenmakesthecasethatbecauseHwy120’sunderlyingzoningis
designatedParksandRecreationasaretwosmalladjacentparcelssouthofHwy
120andcontiguoustosubjectproperty(IbelievethisreferstothetwopullͲover
lanesforHwy120–moreontheselater)thefindingscanbemadetheproperty
canberezonedtoCommercialRecreation.Tomethatsoundslikealittlebitofa
stretch.
ThereisnomentionofthefactthispropertysitsrightinthecenterofaSeventy
Five(75)yearoldwellestablishedHomesteadercommunityconsistingofwell
overThirtymultiͲgenerationalREͲ2,REͲ5andA10/RRproperties.
Manyofthesefamilypropertiesareintotheirthirdgenerationandatleastone,
theErickson’s,areintotheirfifthgenerationhere.

TheneteffectofReͲZoningthispropertyfromTimberPreservetoCommercial
RecreationwithoutthebenefitofanEnvironmentalImpactReviewwastodeprive
theneighboringpropertyowners,thecommunityasawhole,theCountyandthe
surroundingenvironmentoftheabilitytoconsiderallofthepotentiallysignificant
negativeimpactslistedintheInitialStudy,andpossiblymore.

Thenextsignificantentitlementactiononthispropertywasthedivisionofthis
singleapproximately139acreparcel(APN68Ͳ120Ͳ57)intofourrelativelysimilar
sizelotsbetween2003and2004throughalotlineadjustment.

30-1
cont.

Letter 30

InformationpertainingtothisCountyaction,anallegationintoapossible
violationoftheSubdivisionMapsActandanongoingrequestforinvestigation
wassubmittedtotheCountyduringtheScopingstudybutapparentlywasnot
includedinthisover2,000pageDEIR.

30-1
cont.

ThenetimpactofthislikelyministerialprocesswasfortheCountytoonceagain
deprivetheneighboringpropertyowners,thecommunityasawhole,theCounty
andthesurroundingenvironmentanykindofNoticeandtheopportunityto
examinethepotentialimpactofthisdivisionofland.

Fastforwardto2015–2016.ArecordedCFIPagreementisbroughttomy
attention.
I’veattachedaCaliforniaForestImprovementAct(CFID)GreenhouseGas
ReductionFund(GGRF)agreementforaFederalGrant(ExhibitB).
Thisdocumentwassignedandsubmittedbythepropertyownerlessthanfive
yearsago,acoupleofyearsafterTheRimFire,andincludesthefollowing
information:
Objective:Establishfullystockedforestconditionscapableofcarbon
sequestrationandlongtermtimberproduction.Establishmentofplantedconifer
plantationsandmaintainhealthyproductivestandsintothefuture.

Pg.13.
Approximately30acresofthenortheastportionwasplantedat300treesper
acreandaspotsprayaroundseedlingswasdone.Theremainingareahad
adequatenaturalregenerationandwasnotplanted.

Theareahasahistoryofwildfireactivity.The1987ComplexFire,RoggeFire
1995,andtheRimFire2013allburnedmajorportionsoftheTuolumneRiver
watershedeitherburningorthreateningtheproperty.
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TheproximityoftheparcelstoHwy120,amajorStatehighwayandthenorthern
accesstoYosemitePark,addtotheimportanceofcreatingasafeandaesthetic
forestlandscape.

TheTuolumneRiveralongwiththeotherperennialwatercoursesprovide
valuablewildlifehabitatforanumberofspeciesincludingdeer,bear,wildturkey,
andgraysquirrels.Thelandownerswanttoinsurethesevaluesbyimproving
foresthealthandreducingcurrentfuelloadlevels.

WhencombinedwithotherpropertieswithintheTuolumneRiverWatershed,this
projectwillhelpprotectwaterquality,aesthetics,andwildlifevalueswithinthe
overallwatershed.

Pg.14:Treeestablishmentandsurvivaltoafullystockedtimberstandwillallow
forcarbonstorageonsite.Longtermthestandwillbegrowntomaturityand
managedfortimber.Treeswillbelefttogrowonsitetorotationage60Ͳ100
years.Asharvestsoccurregenerationwillbeencouragedtomaintainaviable
timberstand.Treeswilloccupythesiteandtimbervolumesperacreare
expectedtobemaintainedbetween15and40MBF/ac.

Oncetreesareestablishedshadewilldeterthegrowthofbrushyfuelsand
plantationmaintenancewillgreatlydecreasehazardousfuelbuildupsthatleadto
largewildfires.

Pg.15:Thelandowneriscommittedtomanagingtheparcelforlongtermforest
andagriculturaluse.Currentzoningisruralallowingfortheselanduses.

Thepromotionofamatureforestwillprovideadiversityofhabitatforwildlife.


30-2
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TheareaislocatedwithintheVeryHighFHSZinTuolumneCounty.

Thisprojectisdesignedtoachievethefollowing:

1) Establishviableforestedcondition.
2)Restoreandimproveforesthealth.
3)Protectingwaterqualitybymaintainingvegetativedebrisandminimize
potentialformovementofherbicidesdownstreamthroughuseofno
applicationbufferstrips.
4)Helpreducetheriskofcatastrophicstandreplacementwildfiresthrough
maintenanceandestablishmentofforestedlandscapes.

Pg.4:ParticipantcertifiesthattheparcelofforestlandtowhichtheForest
ImprovementProgramapplieswillnotbedevelopedforusesincompatible
withforestresourcesmanagementwithin10yearsfollowingrecordationdate,
asexplainedbelow.IftheparcelofforestlandiszonedotherthanTPZ,
pursuanttoprovisionsofChapter67(commencingwithSection52200)ofPart
1ofDivision1ofTitle5oftheGovernmentCode,aLandͲUseAddendumshall
besignedbytheParticipantandshallbeincorporatedinandmadeapartof
thisagreement.SaidLandͲUseAddendumshallberecordedintheofficeof
theCountyRecorderofthecountyoftheaffectedlandandshallbeacovenant
runningwiththeland.

Pg.10:(d)NumberofacresundertheManagementPlan:149

Howistheprojectareazoned?Checkoneofthefollowingandanswer
pertinentquestions:TPZAgriculturePreserveOther:AE


30-2
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IsthereaConservationEasement,CC&R’s,orapetitionforrezoningfrom
TPZtootheruses,existing,underway,orcontemplated,whichwould
restrictresourcemanagementactivitiesfortheperiodoftimeduringwhich
thegrantisadministered(10years)?YesNoX

WillthelandowneragreenottoputCFIPlandtoanyuseincompatiblewithforest
resourcemanagementfor10years?YesX


SoafterreadingandanalyzingthesedocumentsI’mnowsittinghereasking
myself“isthishotel/recreationlandoristhistimberland?

Next,May,2019.
IcallthePlanningDepartmentonaMondaytoconfirmdetailsforacommunity
meetingthatdayfortheadjacentproposedTerraVihoteldevelopment.I’mtold
themeetingisWednesday.Thenwerealizethat’sforaPlanningCommission
Meetingwheretheagendaactionitemsistovoteon:
HARDINFLAT,LLC,
1.SiteDevelopmentPermitSDP18Ͳ002toallowthedevelopmentofa99unit
luxurytentcampground(“glamping”)siteandsupportingfacilitiessuchasa
mobilekitchen,diningandreceptiontent,laundryfacility,swimmingpool,and
bathrooms.
2.AdoptionofaMitigatedNegativeDeclaration/InitialStudypursuanttoSection
15074oftheCaliforniaEnvironmentalQualityAct.

Weshareapropertylinealongthenorthsideoftheaprox.139acresandARE
HEARINGABOUTTHISDEVELOPMENTFORTHEFIRSTTIME,THREEDAYSBEFORE
IT’SSETFORAPLANNINGCOMMISSIONVOTE,BYACCIDENT.

30-2
cont.

Letter 30

ThisisdespitethefactthatIhadpreviouslymetinpersonwiththeCounty
PlanningDepartmentoneyearearlierandexpressedinterestinpotential
developmentsonthatsiteandexchangedemailcorrespondence.
YetwewerenotnotifiedofthePlanningCommissionHearing,theInitialStudyor
eventhesubmittalofanApplicationoneyearprior.
AndnowthislargescalecommercialdevelopmentissetforPlanningCommission
approvalinacoupleofdays.NONEofthemanyneighborsIcontactedhad
receivedNoticeorevenheardapeepaboutthisproject.
FortunatelytheCountypulledtheitemfromthePlanningCommissionagenda
andlaterconsentedtorequiringanEIRafterreceivingobjectionstoanApproval
ofsuchalargedevelopmentwithsubstantialimpactsbasedonthefindingsofjust
anInitialStudy.PleaseseetheattachedletterfromAttorneyEllisonFolkofShute,
Mihaly&WeinbergerdatedMay14th,2019(thedaybeforethescheduled
PlanningCommissionMeeting)–ExhibitC.
Butthesurroundingresidentialcommunitywasalmostonceagaindeprivedofthe
opportunitytoevaluateandrespondtothemany,manyimpactsofthislarge
commercialdevelopment.

Speakingofwhich,herearejustafewofthesubstantialnegativeimpacts:
Water:
Pleaseseetheattachedletter(ExhibitD)fromtophydrogeologyexpertKenneth
Schmidt(BioattachedasExhibitE).
Mr.Schmidt’sconcludedthattheDEIRstatementthattheproposeddevelopment
doesn’tappeartoplaceaburdenontheavailablegroundwatersupplyinthe
projectvicinitywasnotsupportedbythereport.
Infactthepumptestinghadseveralmajorfailuresincluding,butnotlimitedto:
Theyfailedtoestablishaproperdischargeareaforthepumpedwaterandit
appearssomeofitwasallowedtopercolateandberecycledduringthepumptest
thusdefeatingtheentirepurposeofdeterminingwhetherthewaterlevelinthe
wellscouldnaturallyrecoverwhilebeingpumped.

30-3
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There’sreallynoneedtogofurtherasthetestisaFailrighttherebuttheyalso
didnotconductpumptestingsimultaneouslywiththeproposedTerraViHotel
Resortonthenorthsideofthesite,therebyfailingtoevaluatethecumulative
impactofbothdevelopmentsonthewatersupply.

30-3
cont.

There’smorebutit’salreadyafailedtest.Next:

Fire:
Thisimpactissoobviousit’sbarelyworthdiscussing.Justtheconceptofinserting
severalhundred“glampers”intothemiddleofanExtremeFireHazardZone/dry
forestandgivingeachofthemawoodburningstovetofoolwithduringthedry
seasonisreasonenoughtoDisapprove.
Nottomentionthisareaispronetofrequentfiresandhasbeenburnedin:
TheRimFireof2012
TheRoggeFireof1995
TheComplexFireof1987
Again,inthe1991InitialStudytheTuolumneCountyFireDepartment’sstated
thattheproject“maycreateasignificantadverseimpactasfarasTCFD’sand
CDF’sabilitytoprovidefireprotectionwithinthisarea.”
AndthatwaswiththeSmithStationFireStationyearͲroundanda20minute
responsetime,plustheyrequireda1,250gpm20psifiresystemwhichcould
operatefortwohoursanda150,000gallondedicatedwatertank.
Istherelessriskoffirenowthanin1991?AllreportsI’vereadsaythereisnowa
greatlyheightenedriskoffire.
IkeephearingaboutCalͲFire’splanstofreezedevelopmentsinthehighfirerisk
areas.Isthisrushtoapprovetheprojectforthepurposeofbeatingthose
restrictions?
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Traffic:
ThecumulativeimpactofthisprojectcombinedwiththereͲopeningofBerkeley
Camp,expansionofYosemiteLakesandproposedadjacentTerraViMUSTbe
evaluatedwithaTrafficStudyaswellasthedesignofHwy120toallowpullͲouts
forYARTS,turnlanesonbothsidesofHwy120andacenterlane.

30-5

CalTranswasapparentlynotconsultedinthe1991zonechangetocommercial
buttheymustbenow.

Sewage:
Eventhetopofthelinesewagetreatmentcentersfailandtheconceptofagiant
leechfieldforadevelopmentofthisscaleisdisgusting.Whathappenswhenthe
wastecannotpercolate,andwheredoesitgowhenitdoespercolate?
ItwilllikelyendupintheWildandScenicTuolumneRiver.

30-6

It’spreposteroustothinkthereisnosubstantialimpactcreated.
Whenitfails,thenwhat?Howdoesthatgetremovedfromtheriver?
ThereareconfirmedreportsofCOVID19inthewaterexitingYosemiteValley.

EcoͲFriendly:
HowEcoͲFriendlyisittodestroyaforestofmaturetreeswhichwereamongthe
relativefewintheareatosurvivetheRimFire,adjacenttotheboundaryofa
NationalForest?

30-7

Thebottomlinehereisthat,yes,TuolumneCountyneedsadditionalrevenue.But
atwhatpointdoyousacrificewhatyou’reallabout?
Thisprojectwillhaveaseveredetrimentalimpactonthesceniccorridorinto
YosemiteNationalPark.
Itcreatesserioussafetyandenvironmentalimpactswhichcannotbemitigated.

Letter 30

Thisisthewrongplaceforalargecommercialdevelopmentofthisscale.
TherearealternativelocationswhichareservedbytheGrovelandCommunity
ServiceDistrictwithrunningwater,sewage,incloserproximitytothescarce
emergencyservices.Theselocations,including“TheScar”andtheDeardorfer
propertyalongHwy120nearSmithStation,willgeneratethesametaxrevenues
fortheCountywithoutdestroyingthisbeautifulbutfragileenvironmentand
puttingsomanylivesatrisk.

ThezonechangetoCommercialRecreationwasperformedalmostthirtyyears
agowithoutanEIR.Conditionshavechanged.Indeed,itseemsimpossibleforthis
sitetonowsatisfytheconditionsofthe1991approval.
ThepropertyhascontinuedtobeutilizedasTimberlandtheentiretimethrough
current.ThereiscurrentlyaTimberHarvestPlanproposed.
IurgetheCountytoputasidethetemptationofsubstantialTOTincomefora
minuteandlookatthisproposedprojectsolelywithregardstoit’smeritsvrsit’s
potentiallyextremelyseriousnegativeimpacts.
Findamoreappropriatelocationforthelodgingestablishments.
Allowthepropertyownertoobtainthefinancialrewardtheydeservethrough
profitablydevelopingthesiteincharacterwiththelongͲtermexistingresidential
communityitsitsinthecenterof.
Conductafeasibilitystudytoexamineotherpotentialuses,suchascreatingsingle
familyhomestoblendinwiththeneighborhoodandtoassistwiththeCounty’s
seriousaffordablehousingcrisis.
Afterall,theresnoguaranteethisprojectwillbesuccessfulorsurviveformore
thanafewyears.Thenwhat?
PLEASEconsideralltheinput,observationsandsuggestionsyouarereceiving
fromyourconstituentsandtaxpayers.



30-7
cont.
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Sincerely,

DanCourtney
Trustee,TheJacquelineCourtneyTrust
Ownerof11250SawmillMountainRoad
Groveland,CA95321






2. Comments and Responses

Letter 30 Response: Dan Courtney, July 20, 2020
30-1

The Initial Study referred to by the commenter was part of a Mitigated Negative
Declaration that was adopted in 1991. The time to appeal that decision has long since
expired. Any appeals or litigation associated with that action were litigated and
resolved, or could have been litigated and resolved, long ago, and the issue is no
longer germane to the current Project application. Accordingly, no response
concerning that document is provided here.

30-2

This comment raises several issues regarding the Land Use Addendum and California
Forest Improvement Program (CFIP) Agreement entered into by Robert Manly for
the lands owned by Hardin Flat LLC on which the Yosemite Under Canvas Project
would be developed. The commenter correctly points out that the recorded Land Use
Addendum includes a commitment not to develop lands subject to the CFIP Project
Agreement for uses that are not compatible with forest resource management. The
issues raised are related to the process landowners and CAL FIRE utilize when lands
covered by a CFIP Project Agreement are subsequently developed.
From a process perspective, a Land Use Addendum is filed with the local County
Recorder upon submission of the first invoice for a practice (not a plan), and is
effective for ten years. The intent is to provide constructive notice that the CFIP
Project exists and must be maintained. The requirement for a Land Use Addendum
applies only to non-Timber Production Zone (TPZ) zoned lands. The Project site’s
western parcel is zoned Commercial Recreation (C-K), and the eastern parcel is
zoned Commercial Recreation (C-K) and Open Space-1 (O-1). However, the Project
development footprint largely would avoid portions of the eastern parcel within the
Open Space District.
In the event a CFIP Agreement is violated through development inconsistent with
forest management, the State is entitled to a refund of any cost-share payments which
have been made, with interest, pursuant to Section 4797.5 of Public Resources Code.
The Project Applicant has been advised of the need to inform CAL FIRE of the
Project. The letter to the landowner was included on page 667 of the Timber
Harvesting Plan (THP), which was included as Appendix D of the Draft EIR. Also
included in the THP on page 648 was a map showing the CFIP Project treatment
areas. Based on the map and on-the-ground observations by the Registered
Professional Forester who prepared the THP for the Project, the Project would impact
only a small portion of the actual on-the-ground CFIP Project work that occurred
south of SR-120.
CAL FIRE will evaluate the need for reimbursement based on its existing regulations
and objective evaluation of the extent to which the Project is compatible with forest
resource management. For the development footprint associated with the Project, the
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growing and harvesting of timber is listed as a permitted use for the C-K district
pursuant to the Tuolumne County Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 17.31, Section
17.31.020).
Tree removal under the Project would be very limited as would be impacts to areas
treated under the CFIP. CAL FIRE has advised the landowner that a determination of
the reimbursement amount will be deferred until certification of the EIR and approval
of the associated THP. The Project would impact only a small portion of the actual
on-the-ground CFIP Project work that occurred on the site. From a CEQA
perspective, resolution of the reimbursement due to the State is a process-related
issued related to the CFIP Agreement and Land Use Addendum, and is not an
environmental effect.
30-3

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, which addresses
each of the points raised in the commenter’s attached letter from Dr. Kenneth
Schmidt, as well as additional issues raised by other commenters.

30-4

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to
Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant with identified
mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on these topics can be found in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

30-5

The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less
than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, along with the results of
a sight distance analysis that was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road
intersection. As stated on page 3.8-6 of the Draft EIR, the Project was not required to
conduct a traffic study since it would only generate about half the number of trips
required to trigger such a study under either County or Caltrans criteria. As such, a
traffic study was not warranted and was not required.

30-6

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

30-7

Impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 5: Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-283

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

2. Comments and Responses

Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.
The remaining portions of this comment express the opinion of the commenter on the
merits of the Project or whether or not the Project should be developed. A detailed
response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the
Project or Opinions on Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No additional response to this comment is required
here. All comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they
consider the Project.
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Letter 31

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:30 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: YUC DEIR Ltr
Dan Courtney Comment Letter - YUC 7-20-20.docx; DC Signature Page YUC DEIR
7-20-20.pdf; Gene Pfieffer Ltr Re Manly 1991 zoning change.pdf


From:DanCourtney<dancourtney.dc@gmail.com>
Sent:Tuesday,July21,20205:08AM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:Re:YUCDEIRLtr

Natalie,itdoesn'tlooklikeallmymessagesandattachmentswentthro.
I'mtryingagainwithmycommentletterandExhibitA:

DanCourtney

OnTue,Jul21,2020at12:05AMDanCourtney<dancourtney.dc@gmail.com>wrote:
Natalie,pleaseseeattached,
Dan

1
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Letter 31

State of California
Memorandum

To:

FAS/Landowner

Cc:

DAO/SCO

The Natural Resources Agency

Date:
December 17, 2015
Telephone: (916) 651-6660
E-Mail:
Aaron.Mills@fire.ca.gov

Jeff Calvert
Federal Grant Analyst / AFAS
File
From:

CA Dept of Forestry & Fire Protection

Subject:

CFIP Contract – 8GG14302; Gregory Robert Manly – APPROVED
Attached are two (2) originally signed of the above mentioned CFIP contract
agreement which has been properly approved. Please forward one (1) original to the
Landowner at your earliest convenience.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Thank you.

Aaron Mills
Staff Services Analyst
Grants Management Unit
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
CFIP AGREEMENT
(Rev. 2015)

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY
AND FIRE PROTECTION

CFIP Agreement 2015 GGRF
Page 2 of 4

WHEREAS, under the provisions of the California Forest Improvement Act of 1978, State
may enter into cost-sharing agreements with eligible Participants who will undertake forest
improvement work upon his/her land; NOW, THEREFORE,
1. In consideration of the forest improvement work to be performed by the Participants, as
described in the attached Project Summary, State will reimburse costs incurred for the
purpose of undertaking forest improvement work on those lands designated. The maximum
amount of reimbursement is the amount stated in Project Summary, “MAXIMUM
REIMBURSEMENT”. Reimbursement will be made for actual cash expenditures and for
goods or services beyond Participant’s matching contribution requirement. Reimbursement
for such goods and services shall be made in accordance with the State’s prevailing rates,
provided, however, reimbursement shall not exceed the State’s adopted maximum per-acre
(or other unit of measure) costs or Participant’s actual costs, whichever is less for the forest
improvement practices. Expected revenues from products generated will reduce
reimbursement and no more than 100% of out of pocket costs are to be recovered.
2.

This agreement is conditional upon appropriation and availability of funds for purposes of this
contract. In the event such funds are not available in the Budget Act for the fiscal year
concerned or are insufficient to carry out the purpose of this agreement, each party agrees to
release the other party from all obligations. Funding of the work is also subjected to annual
funding decisions. IF FUNDED, NOTICE TO THE PARTICIPANT BY THE STATE WILL BE
MADE. NO WORK MAY COMMENCE WITHOUT THIS NOTICE.

3. Participant shall promptly submit records at intervals and in such form as State may request.
Payment by the State shall be made after an on-site inspection and approval of the
practice(s). The Participant shall submit a CFIP Invoice for payment to the local Forestry
Assistance Specialist (FAS) of the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. A
final CFIP Invoice shall be submitted no later than 45 days after completion or expiration of
this agreement, as specified on the Project Schedule.
4. The Participant agrees to make immediate monetary restitution of any paid funds for any
disallowance of costs or expenditures or unauthorized activities which are disclosed through
audit or inspection by the State. If Participant does not complete the five acres of minimum
practice(s) of forest improvement work as described and required in Section 1527.1, Chapter
9.5, Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) by the end of the term specified
herein, all sums previously paid by State shall immediately become due and payable to
State.
5. Participant shall comply with all local and State fire and safety laws.
6. The Project Description, Project Schedule, Environmental Checklist, RPF Checklist, LandUse Addendum and Management Plan are deliverables due prior to commencement of
ground practices. Work started prior to the execution of this agreement will not be eligible for
funding under the terms of this agreement. Project costs eligible for assistance shall be
determined upon the basis of the criteria set forth in Chapter 9.5 of Title 14 of the CCR.
7. Participant shall permit periodic site visits by a representative of the State to ensure program
compliance.
8. Participant agrees to indemnify, defend, and save harmless State, its officers, agents and
employees from any and all claims and losses occurring or resulting to any and all
contractors, subcontractors, suppliers, laborers, and any other person, firm or corporation
furnishing or supplying work services, materials, or supplies in connection with the
performance of this contract and from any and all claims and losses occurring or resulting to
any person, firm, or corporation who may be injured or damaged by the Participant or any
agent or employee of Participant in the performance of this agreement.
9. The Participant, and the agents and employees of Participant, in the performance of this
agreement, shall act in an independent capacity and not as officers, or employees or agents
of the State.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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(Rev. 2015)

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY
AND FIRE PROTECTION
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10. This agreement may be amended, or terminated by mutual consent; it may also be
terminated by State or Participant upon the giving of written notice to the other party thirty
(30) days in advance.
11. Failure by the Participant to comply with the terms of this agreement shall be cause for the
suspension of all obligations of the State.
12. Participant certifies that title to the land upon which forest improvement work will be
performed is vested in the persons named in this agreement and that land is under the
control and possession of the person(s) named in this agreement.
13. Participant certifies that the parcel of forestland to which the Forest Improvement Program
applies will not be developed for uses incompatible with forest resources management within
10 years following recordation date, as explained below. If the parcel of forestland is zoned
other than TPZ, pursuant to provisions of Chapter 67 (commencing with Section 52200) of
Part 1 of Division 1 of Title 5 of the Government Code, a Land-Use Addendum shall be
signed by the Participant and shall be incorporated in and made a part of this agreement.
Said Land-Use Addendum shall be recorded in the office of the County Recorder of the
county of the affected land and shall be a covenant running with the land.
14. The Participant agrees to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
Workers' Compensation, and all other state and federal laws applicable to the work carried
out pursuant to the proposed forest resource improvement project.
15. The Participant, by signing this agreement, does swear under penalty of perjury that no more
than one final unappealable finding of contempt of court by a federal court has been issued
against the Participant within the immediately preceding two-year period because of the
Participant’s failure to comply with an order of a federal court which orders Participant to
comply with an order of the National Labor Relations Board (Government Code Section
14780.5).
16. Participant shall keep such records as State shall prescribe, including records which fully
disclose (a) the disposition of the proceeds of state funding assistance, (b) the total cost of
the project in connection with such assistance that is given or used, (c) the amount and
nature of that portion of the project cost supplied by other sources, and (d) any other such
records as will facilitate an effective audit. All records shall be made available to the State for
auditing purposes at reasonable times. Such accounts, documents, and records shall be
retained by the Participant for at least three years following project termination.
17. During the performance of this agreement, Participant and its subcontractors shall not
unlawfully discriminate, harass or allow harassment, against any employee or applicant for
employment because of sex, race, color, ancestry, religious creed, national origin, physical
disability (including HIV and AIDS), mental disability, medical condition (cancer), age (over
40), marital status, and denial of family care leave. Participant and subcontractors shall
insure that the evaluation and treatment of their employees and applicants for employment
are free from such discrimination and harassment. Participant and subcontractors shall
comply with provisions of the Fair Employment and Housing Act (Government Code, Section
12900 et. Seq.) and the applicable regulations promulgated thereunder (California Code of
Regulations, Title 2, Section 7285.0 et. Seq.). The applicable regulations of the Fair
Employment and Housing Commission implementing Government Code, Section 12990 (a-f),
set forth in Chapter 5 Division 4 of Title 2 of the California Code of Regulations are
incorporated into this agreement by reference and made a part hereof as if set forth in full.
Participant and its subcontractors shall give written notice of their obligations under this
clause to labor organizations with which they have collective bargaining or other agreement.
The Participant shall include the nondiscrimination and compliance provisions of this clause
in all subcontracts to perform work under the agreement.

18. Participant certifies under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California to have,

unless exempted, complied with the non-discrimination program requirements of Government
Code Section12990 and California Code of Regulations, Title 2 Section 8103.
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19. Section 7(b) of the Privacy Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-579) requires that any federal, state or
local governmental agency which requests an individual to disclose his social security
account number shall inform that individual whether that disclosure is mandatory or
voluntary, by which statutory or other authority such number is solicited, and what uses will
be made of it. The State requests each participant’s social security account number on a
voluntary basis. However, it should be noted that due to the use of social security account
numbers by other agencies for identification purposes, the State may be unable to approve
agreements without the social security account number. The State uses social security
account numbers for the following purpose: reports to the Department of Fair Employment
and Housing, Internal Revenue Service, and Franchise Tax Board.
20. The Participant acknowledges that a conflict of interest with the State does not exist pursuant
to provisions in Division 2, Chapter 2, Article 8, Sections 10410 and 10411 of the Public
Contract Code.
21. The Participant states the information in the Management Plan and/or Management Plan
Addendum (Project Description) is proprietary information and claims privilege against its
disclosure pursuant to Evidence Code 1060.
22. The contractor or grant recipient hereby certifies compliance with Government Code Section
8355 in matters relating to providing a drug-free workplace. The contractor will:
1. Publish a statement notifying employees that unlawful manufacture, distribution,
dispensation, possession, or use of a controlled substance is prohibited and specifying
actions to be taken against employees for violations, as required by Government Code
Section 8355(a).
2. Establish a Drug-Free Awareness Program as required by Government Code Section
8355(b), to inform employees about all of the following:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

The dangers of drug abuse in the workplace;
The person’s or organization’s policy of maintaining a drug-free workplace;
Any available counseling, rehabilitation and employee assistance programs; and
Penalties that may be imposed upon employees for drug abuse violations.

3. Provide as required by Government Code Section 8355(c) that every employee who
works on the proposed contract or grant:
(a) Will receive a copy of the company’s drug-free policy statement, and
(b) Will agree to abide by the terms of the company’s statement as a condition of
employment on the contract or grant.
23. Contractor shall comply with all federal requirements established under 28 code of
Regulations, Part 36, and Americans with Disabilities Act, in order to make programs
accessible to all participants and to provide equally effective communications.
24. In addition to the terms and conditions of this agreement, the Addendum for Greenhouse
Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF) Grants Projects is hereby incorporated and made part this
agreement.
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8GG14302
Gregory Robert Manly
Manly CFIP
ADDENDUM – GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROJECTS
I.

SPECIAL PROVISIONS
1. Grant funds shall be used on projects with the primary goal of reducing greenhouse
gases (GHGs) and furthering the purposes of AB 32 (Chapter 488, Statutes of 2006),
California’s Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.
2. Grant funds shall be used on projects limited to specific activities as described in
GHG Grants Procedural Guides.
3. Greenhouse gas reduction must be calculated using a GHG quantification
methodology that has been developed or approved by ARB.
4. Grantee shall report project and benefits information when requested by the State
(e.g., GHG reductions, disadvantaged community benefits, energy/water savings,
and other co-benefits).
5. Grantee shall maintain accurate and detailed records documenting project
description, project location, and schedule, GGRF dollars allocated, and leveraged
funds throughout the duration of the project.
6. Failure of Grantee to meet the agreed upon terms of achieving required GHG
reduction may result in project termination and recovery of funds.
7. Grant funds used on Urban and Community Forestry projects shall adhere to the
following:
a. Must contain a tree planting component.
b. Must be located in or provide direct, meaningful and assured benefits to
a disadvantaged community, if approved as part of the project and as outlined
in the Urban and Community Forestry Grants Procedural Guide.

II.

MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
All Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF) projects are required to monitor and
report on carbon flux. This includes direct emissions, avoided emissions and
sequestration. All such emissions should be monitored and reported separately.
In addition, the Urban & Community Forestry and Forest Legacy Program Grants have
to monitor and report on other metrics. Monitoring should be done at sufficient intervals
to allow periodic reporting per the specific requirements of the individual grant program.
Carbon flux should be expressed as the difference between the pre-project baseline
and the in-progress or completed project at the end of the given monitoring period.
1
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This will require the establishment of a pre-project baseline from which direct emissions,
avoided emissions and sequestration can be periodically measured throughout the
crediting period1 on the project area. Emissions and sequestration measurements
should be expressed as metric tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent [MTCO2e]. Net
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) benefit of the project will be determined by the sum of the
GHG emissions reductions and sequestration less any GHG emissions resulting from
project implementation. All other metrics should be reported in the appropriate units of
measure.
The reporting requirements should determine the timing and frequency of
monitoring actions as described in Table 1.
a. TABLE 1 GGRF GRANT REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
Grant Program
What to
Reporting
Report
Frequency
Urban & Community
1, 3, 6, 9, 10,
Quarterly, At
Forestry
11, 12, 13, 14,
Completion
15, 16, 18, 19,
20
Fuels Reduction
2, 3, 4, 6, 9, 10 Annually, At
Completion
Reforestation Services
2, 3, 6, 9, 10
Annually, At
Completion
Forest Legacy
2, 3, 5, 6, 9, 10, Annually, At
11, 12, 13, 17,
Completion
19, 20
Forest Pest Control
2, 3, 6, 7, 9, 10 Annually, At
Completion
Demonstration State
2, 3, 6, 8, 9, 10 Annually, At
Forests Research
Completion

Report Due
January 1, April 1,
July 1, September
1, At Completion
September 1, At
Completion
September 1, At
Completion
September 1, At
Completion
September 1, At
Completion
September 1, At
Completion

b. GGRF GRANT REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
1.
Increased carbon sequestration through tree growth.

1

2.

Increased carbon sequestration through tree growth and timberland
management.

3.

GHG emissions resulting from project implementation actions (fuel reduction
activities, timber harvesting, sanitation harvesting, site preparation, research
activities, etc.)

4.

Avoided GHG emissions resulting from reducing hazardous fuel load
potential that could lead to large wildfires.

The crediting period is the time period over which the project accrues GHG benefits.

2
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5.

Avoided GHG emissions resulting from retaining the forest and avoiding
conversion to another use.

6.

Avoided GHG emissions resulting from utilization of the removed trees or
other vegetation for biomass energy, solid wood products or other products.

7.

Avoided GHG emissions resulting from preventing spread of disease to
healthy forests by selectively removing pest- or pathogen-infected trees.

8.

Avoided GHG emissions resulting from research activities.

9.

Estimated net GHG benefit achieved to date.

10.

Estimated net GHG benefit for entire project to date [provide total MTCO2e
over the project life].

11.

Project status [provide one of the following: (a) started during reporting
period; or (b) in progress.]

12.

Project activities completed [e.g., milestones achieved].

13.

Additional project benefits and results [if applicable, provide estimated
totals, if available,
or qualitative descriptions, of the following: (a) vehicle miles traveled
reductions; (b) open space or greenbelt creation or preservation; (c) wildlife
habitat preservation; (d) tons of biomass generated from forest easements
and delivered to a renewable energy facility; (e) tons of harvested wood
generated from forest easements and delivered to a mill; and (f) property
acquired to be repurposed as an urban forestry project site.]

14.

Number of trees planted and location.

15.

Vegetation planted and location.

16.

Maintenance activities conducted.

17.

Verification that the land is still being managed in accordance with the terms
of the forest conservation easement.

18.

Verification that the site is still being maintained in accordance with the
terms of the grant agreement.

19.

At completion, summarize project accomplishments, including benefits to
disadvantaged communities.
3

Letter 31

8GG14302
Gregory Robert Manly
Manly CFIP
20.

III.

At completion, summarize co-benefits for entire project [if applicable, e.g.,
vehicle miles traveled reductions; open space creation or preservation;
wildlife habitat preservation].

PROGRAM ACKNOWLEDGEMENT/RECOGNITION
All projects funded both fully and partially by the GGRF must clearly display, identify
and label themselves as being part of the “California Climate Investments” program.
The acknowledgement must contain the “California Climate Investments” and CAL FIRE
logos as well as the following statement:
“Funding for this project provided by the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection as part of the California Climate Investments Program.”
A draft of the acknowledgement must be approved by the STATE prior to publication.

4
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AND FIRE PROTECTION
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CFIP APPLICATION
Page 1 of 3

CALIFORNIA FOREST IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
APPLICATION
CFIP Project Number: 14-GHG-CFIP-01-0054
1.

Enter the name(s) of all landowners as they appear on the deed. (Use attachment if necessary).
Name:

Bob Manly

Phone Number(s):

209-984-0468
Day

Address:

P.O. Box 130
Street or P.O. Box

Moccasin
City

Name:

Evening
Ca
State

95347
Zip

Phone Number(s):
Day

Evening

Address:
Street or P.O. Box

City

Name:

State

Zip

Phone Number(s):
Day

Evening

Address:
Street or P.O. Box
2.

City

State

Zip

Responsible person to be contacted:
Name:

Bob Manly

Phone Number(s):

209-984-0468
Day

Address:

3. (a)
(b)

P.O. Box 130
Street or P.O. Box

Moccasin
City

Does the landowner own 5,000 acres or less of forestland in California?
20 acres or more of forestland?

Yes

Yes

Evening
Ca
State

95347
Zip

No

No

(c)

Is the total area proposed for each ground practice 5 acres or more?

(d)

Number of acres under the Management Plan: 149

(e)

Project area timber site productivity is:

(f)

Has the project area been damaged by natural causes within the last 10 years?

I

Yes

No

N/A (Wildlife/Conservation)

Total ownership size: 149

II

III

IV

V
Yes

No

4. (a) How is the project area zoned? Check one of the following and answer pertinent questions:
TPZ
(b)

Agriculture Preserve

Oth
er:

AE

Is there a Conservation Easement, CC&R’s, or a petition for rezoning from TPZ to other uses, existing, underway, or contemplated, which would
restrict resource management activities for the period of time during which the grant is administered (10 years)?
Yes
No
If yes, explain:

(c)

List all land uses permitted under this zoning. Indicate existing land uses on Management Plan Map.
List specific use(s):

(d)

Timber Production

Will the landowner agree not to put CFIP land to any use incompatible with forest resource management for 10 years?
Yes
No
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CALIFORNIA FOREST IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Landowners:

Bob Manly
P.O. Box 130
Moccasin, CA 95347
(209) 984-0468

CFIP #: 14-GHG-CFIP-01-0054
Legislative Districts:

State Senator - #14, State Assembly - #25, Congressional - #19

Objective
Establish fully stocked forest conditions capable of carbon sequestration and long term timber production.
Establishment of planted conifer plantations and maintain healthy productive stands into the future.
Site
This property is located in SE ¼ SE ¼ Section 26 Township 1 South, Range 18 East, Tuolumne County
(37.821792oN, 119.960909oW). The project consists of two parcels separated by the Cal Trans easement
along Highway 120. These parcels are in the Big Creek planning watershed (calwater 2.2 #6536.800201)
that is classified as high risk by the FRAP assessment team. The 14,197.1 acre watershed is part of the
broader Tuolumne River watershed that is also classified as high risk. The South Fork of the Tuolumne
River runs ¼ mile south of the property. The 2013 Rim Flat fire burned through the majority of the two
parcels. The portion north of Highway 120 burned at high intensity and the area south of the highway
burned at lower intensity except for a couple of isolated pockets. There are green trees throughout and
surrounding the units. Approximately 77 acres of the area were burned at high intensity. This project is
located in the footprint of intensively burned area. Salvage timber operations were conducted following the
fire and were completed in the spring of 2014. Reforestation under a NRCS contracted was conducted in
the winter of 2014-15. Approximately 30 acres of the northeast portion was planted at 300 trees per acre
and a spot spray around seedlings was done. The remaining area had adequate natural regeneration and
was not planted. A follow-up herbicide treatment in the summer of 2015 is scheduled for the entire burned
area. The area is in need of additional reforestation replanting and follow-up herbicide treatments to
achieve adequate survival levels of conifers. The sites have extensive bear clover and oak competition.
With the current drought mortality of planted and natural seedlings is expected. Replanting on 15 acres,
10% of the total is expected. The area has a history of wildfire activity. The 1987 Complex Fire, Rogge
Fire 1995, and the Rim Fire 2013 all burned major portions of the Tuolumne River watershed either
burning or threatening the property.
The project is along Hwy 120 between the North and South forks of the Tuolumne River just west of
Harden Flat, a major summer recreation area. This project will complement fuel reduction work completed
by the Forest Service on bordering land to the west and south of the unit. The proximity of the parcels to
Hwy 120, a major State highway and the northern access to Yosemite Park, add to the importance of
creating a safe and aesthetic forest landscape.
The Tuolumne River along with the other perennial watercourses provide valuable wildlife habitat for a
number of species including deer, bear, wild turkey, and gray squirrels. The landowners want to insure
these values by improving forest health and reducing current fuel load levels.
When combined with other properties within the Tuolumne River Watershed, this project will help protect
water quality, aesthetics, and wildlife values within the overall watershed.
Project
This project proposes three cultural treatments to maintain and improve habitat conditions on the property.
Individual treatment areas are shown on the attached map and acreages are listed in the summary below.
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x

Preparation of mini-management plan. The parcel is not covered by any management plan and
will need a mini management plan to meet the long term management plan requirement.

x

RPF supervision for a total of 92 acres, 20 to be paid at $150/ac and 72 at $75/ac.
1. 77acres of chemical follow-up.
2. 15 acres of chemical site prep and trees and planting. These operations will be conducted
together and RPF supervision will be combined.

x

77 acres will be treated with Follow-up herbicide (low). The entire area will be treated in the
summer of 2016. Application shall be a directed foliar herbicide treatment. Application will be
by backpack sprayer and follow Pest Control Recommendations made by a registered Pest Control
Advisor. Work will be conducted by a licensed Pest Control Company and follow all appropriate
EPA regulations.

x

15 acres site pre (low). This will consist of chemical spot treatment around seedlings replanted in
understocked areas as a result of mortality. Application will be by backpack sprayer and follow
Pest Control Recommendations made by a registered Pest Control Advisor. Work will be
conducted by a licensed Pest Control Company and follow all appropriate EPA regulations.

x

Trees and Planting (Average). This operation will consist of planting trees in understocked areas.
Operation will be conducted in the winter of 2015-16. Seedlings will be grown from local seed
and be 1-0 stock. Operation will be supervised by PRF and tree handling will be done to insure
seedlings protection from adverse conditions.

Greenhouse Gas Affects
x

Tree establishment and survival to a fully stocked timber stand will allow for carbon storage
on site. Long term the stand will be grown to maturity and managed for timber. Trees will be
left to grow on site to rotation age 60-100 years. As harvests occur regeneration will be
encouraged to maintain a viable timber stand. Trees will occupy the site and timber volumes
per acre are expected to be maintained between 15 and 40MBF/ac.

x

The project will reforest the currently understocked area resulting from the Rim Fire.
Historically chaparral vegetation types burn from wildfire every 10-20 years. Establishment
and future management of invading brush levels and stocking will decrease the potential for
and intensity of a wildfire. Once trees are established shade will deter the growth of brushy
fuels and plantation maintenance will greatly decrease hazardous fuel buildups that lead to
large wildfires.

x

Control of stocking as well as competing brush will increase the vigor of trees. Competition
for nutrients and water will be less providing for a healthier tree able to increase growth as
well as repel insect attack.

x

As the stand grows and timber gets to merchantable size periodic harvests will occur. Trees
harvested will be used for wood products and store carbon offsite in homes or other wood
products. This offsite storage will last for an anticipated several decades adding to the carbon
benefits.

x

Emissions from the project will be a result of operating the hand tools and crew mobilization
in the herbicide application. Emissions from reforestation activities are estimated at 6.93 tons
of carbon using COLE 1605B evaluation.

x

The project will sequester a net 2,130.02 tons CO 2 over the 40 year crediting period and
2,607.16 tons CO 2 over the 100 year project life. A worksheet summarizing these
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calculations is attached. Also attached is the COLE 1605 report. Calculations were made
using the COLE program. A 100 km radius was used to obtain adequate plot numbers.
Timber type was Mixed Conifer and Dunning site class I to III. Only above ground carbon
was counted as site preparation will not disrupt the soil and no deep tilling is planned.
x

If this project was not implemented the project site would continue to be subject to periodic
stand replacement wildfire as fuel loading would be extreme. The 2,607.16 tons of carbon
stored over the life of the project would be zero in the no project scenario as the probability of
keeping fire out of the area for that length of time in heavy fuel conditions is not likely.

x

The landowner employs an RPF to maintain forest health implement management operations.
Annual inspections will be made to assess project status. Several photo points will be
establish to provide visual evidence of changes over time. The landowner has demonstrated
his commitment to long term management through a long history of resource management.

x

The landowner is committed to managing the parcel for long term forest and agricultural use.
Current zoning is rural allowing for these land uses. Development to other uses would require
applications to the county and waiting periods.

x

Co-benefits of the project include the establishment of jobs for the local community. The
project will provide approximately 1,000 hours of employment. The promotion of a mature
forest will provide a diversity of habitat for wildlife.

x

The project is along Hwy 120 a major thoroughfare for tourism in Tuolumne County.

x

The landowner has maintained the area in well stocked conditions for decades. The
landowner has already committed significant resource to begin reforestation activities.

x

The applicant is ready to conduct work immediately after approval.

x

The area is located within the VeryHighFHSZ in Tuolumne County.

x

Biomass was removed during the commercial timber harvest and residual material will not be
removed.

This project is designed to achieve the following:
1) Establish viable forested condition.
2) Restore and improve forest health.
3) Protecting water quality by maintaining vegetative debris and minimize potential for movement of
herbicides downstream through use of no application buffer strips.
4) Help reduce the risk of catastrophic stand replacement wildfires through maintenance and
establishment of forested landscapes.
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CFIP Carbon Calculation 2015
Project:
Manly
Project #: 14-GHG-CFIP-01-0054

Gross Carbon Stored (tonnes of C/hectare)
(live and Dead COLE Report)
Conversion to tons of CO2 per acre

Crediting Period
(40years)
28.03

Project Life
(100 years)
32.20

41.65

47.85

-13.90

-13.90

Net tons/ac

27.75

33.95

Acres

77.00

77.00

2,136.95

2,614.09

-6.93

-6.93

2,130.02

2,607.16

1.486
Carbon removed in Site Prep
(light to medium Shrubs)
tons/acre

Total CO2 /acre
Emissions from Site Prep (light Brush Cover)
0.09 t/ac
Project Onsite tree carbon (tons)
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COLE 1605(b) Report for California ﬁltered for Forest
Type: California mixed conifer; Site Productivity
Class: 225+ cuft/ac/yr , 165-224 cuft/ac/yr, 120-164
cuft/ac/yr, 85-119 cuft/ac/yr; Stand Origin: Planted
COLE Development Group

∗

June 3, 2015

1

Abstract

This is a standard report produced by COLE, The Carbon Online Estimator. COLE
is an online package that was developed under a cooperative agreement between NCASI
and the USDA Forest Service, RWU-4104 in Durham, NH.
∗

NCASI: http://www.ncasi2.org/, USDA Forest Service: http://www.fs.fed.us/ne/durham/4104/

1
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Introduction

This report includes numerous tables that portray various components of forest carbon.
A carbon map is given to show the distribution of aboveground carbon. The map also
shows approximately where the FIA plots were located that contributed data to this
report. Each plot is assigned to a hexagon (each hex covers 2428 hectares), which is
colored to indicate the amount of carbon at that location.
This report is based on data from the states and counties that were selected. The
tables may be useful for 1605(b) reporting, but it is important to consider the nature of
the data before using these tables. The data originate from USDA Forest Inventory and
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Analysis (FIA) plots that are part of an annual forest inventory system. Therefore they
are a representative sample from forest land in the U.S. The database for COLE includes
all plots in the most recent FIA evaluation group for each state. This report reﬂects the
forest type and site characteristics of stands within the selected region that also meet the
ﬁlter criteria. The COLE data set is derived from the public FIADB and is updated on a
regular basis. The format of the tables and the methods used to develop them are similar
to those in (Smith et al. , 2006).
Any ﬁlters that were selected by the user will impact the tables. Filters can be
used to specify characteristics of your land within the limitations of the ﬁlter variables.
For example, you could generate 2 reports to examine diﬀerences in total forest carbon
between private and public land. To do this, set the Ownership Group ﬁlter to Private
and generate a report. Go back to the Filters tab and select public ownership groups.
Generate another report. Now you can compare the diﬀerences in carbon stocks. This
method can be applied using any of the ﬁlters. Consult the COLE Filters Tab Help File
for details on ﬁlter availability and use.
Data provided in these tables will generally not be valid for reporting on forests outside
of the U.S. unless the conditions of the forest are consistent with conditions and forest
types covered by the tables.

3

Regional Carbon Tables

The following tables are made from data from the counties selected in California. Each
of the 8 columns in the tables are deﬁned as follows:
1. Mean volume: volume of growing stock.This is derived by converting net cubic foot
volume per acre (VOLCFNET) from the FIADB to cubic meters per hectare.
2. Live tree: carbon in boles, crowns and coarse roots of live trees dbh at least 2.5cm.
This is derived by multiplying the dry biomass variable (DRYBIOT) in the FIADB
by 0.5 to get carbon. Foliage and root carbon is estimated with equations (Jenkins
et al. , 2003). Units are metric tonnes per hectare.
3. Standing dead tree: carbon in boles, crowns and course roots of standing dead trees
with dbh at least 2.5cm. Units are metric tonnes per hectare. This is estimated
analogously to live tree carbon, except foliage is excluded.
4. Understory: carbon in boles, crowns and coarse roots of trees (dbh less than 2.5cm),
shrubs and bushes. Units are metric tonnes per hectare.
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5. Down dead wood: carbon in woody debris (includes logging residue and coarse
woody debris larger than 7.5 cm diameter), stumps and coarse roots of stumps.
Units are metric tonnes per hectare.
6. Forest ﬂoor: carbon in ﬁne woody debris (dbh less than 7.5 cm), litter, ﬁne roots
above mineral soil. Units are metric tonnes per hectare.
7. Soil organic: organic C (including ﬁne roots) in the surface 1 meter. Excludes coarse
roots. Units are metric tonnes per hectare.
8. Total nonsoil: sum of carbon contained in live tree, standing dead tree, understory,
down dead wood and forest ﬂoor pools. Units are metric tonnes per hectare.
The COLE database values for live tree and standing dead carbon are derived from
a combination of FIA data and published equations. The FIA data provide a total
gross biomass oven dry weight (DRYBIOT) value for each tree in the FIA database
(Anonymous , 2007). DRYBIOT gives the total above ground biomass for a tree 1.0 inch
and larger including all tops and limbs, but excluding foliage. DRYBIOT is multiplied
by 0.5 to convert it to carbon. Carbon in foliage and roots is then estimated for each
tree using published equations (Jenkins et al. , 2003). Live tree carbon is the sum of
0.5*DRYBIOT+foliage+roots. Dead tree carbon is 0.5*DRYBIOT+roots. These tree
carbon values are summed for each plot and expanded to represent per hectare values.
The data for the other carbon components, i.e. forest ﬂoor, down dead wood, and soil
organic, is estimated at the plot level using methods developed for Smith et al. (2006).
Mean volume comes from what FIA calls VOLCFNET, which is net cubic foot volume
and is provided for each tree in the FIA public data base.
The tables are derived from the COLE database by ﬁtting an equation to the data for
the selected region. Therefore, the tables are presenting expected values rather than raw
data averages. Any ﬁlters that are in place aﬀect the data used to ﬁt the table equations.
The equation used for mean volume, live tree carbon and standing dead tree carbon has
the form y = a(1 − e−b∗AGE )3 , which is the well known Von Bertalanﬀy growth equation.
The a-coeﬃcient gives the asymptote, and the b-coeﬃcient controls the rate of approach
to the asymptote. One can compute the time it takes to reach a certain percentage of the
asymptote with the following equation, t(p) = −log(1 − p1/3 )/b, where p is the desired
proportion and b is the estimate for the b-coeﬃcient. The coeﬃcient values are given
at the bottom of each carbon stock column. The assumption is that the trend for these
components begins at 0.0 at age 0 and eventually asymptotes.
Other carbon components follow diﬀerent trends which are estimated using methods described in (Smith et al. , 2006). Understory will generally decline over time as
the canopy matures. The following equation is used to estimate understory, underC =
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liveT reeC ∗ ec1 −c2 ∗ln(liveT reeC) , where liveTreeC is the estimate for live tree carbon, and
c1 and c2 are coeﬃcients that must be estimated from the selected COLE data.
Tables are given for each forest type for both reforestation and aﬀorestation. It is
assumed that the following carbon component trends diﬀer for reforestation and afforestation: down dead wood, forest ﬂoor, and soil organic. Down dead wood trends
for aﬀorestation are estimated with ddCA = r ∗ liveT reeC, where r is a coeﬃcient that
is estimated from the selected data. Reforestation down dead trends are estimated with
ddC = ddCA + d1 ∗ e−age/d2 , where d1 and d2 are coeﬃcients that must be estimated and
age is stand age. Adding an additional component for reforestation accounts for the fact
that there would be down dead wood following a clearcut harvest.
Forest ﬂoor carbon after aﬀorestation is modeled as f f CA = f1 ∗ age/(f2 + age).
Forest ﬂoor carbon after reforestation requires an additional component to account for
the fact that there will be residual forest ﬂoor carbon following a clearcut. It is modeled
as, f f C = f f CA + f3 ∗ e−(age/f4 ) , where f1 , ..., f4 are coeﬃcients that must be estimated
from the data.
The soil organic carbon value in the reforestation table is based on the assumption that this component will remain relatively constant over time. For aﬀorestation,
it is assumed that soil organic carbon will start oﬀ at 75% of the reforestation value
and
 gradually increase to thereforestation value. This is modeled with socA = soc ∗
2
0.75 + 0.25 ∗ (1 − e−(age/50) )
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Table 1: Carbon Stocks by Age Class for California
Age
Class

Mean
volume

years m3 /hectare
0
0
5
2.72
10
11.84
15
22.87
20
32.54
25
39.88
30
45.06
35
48.55
40
50.86
50
53.31
60
54.32
70
54.73
80
54.89
90
54.96
100
54.98
a
55
b
0.09
se
25.89
n
5

Live Dead Under Down Forest
tree
tree story dead
ﬂoor
wood
tonnes carbon/hectare
0 0.58
0 18.96 34.76
1.02 0.58
5.34 16.65 34.76
4.86 0.58
5.75 15.11 34.76
10.11 0.58
4.9 14.06 34.76
15.28 0.58
4.35 13.25 34.76
19.65 0.58
4.01 12.53 34.76
23.07 0.58
3.8 11.84 34.76
25.61 0.58
3.67 11.17 34.76
27.45 0.58
3.58 10.53 34.76
29.65 0.58
3.49
9.37 34.76
30.72 0.58
3.44
8.39 34.76
31.22 0.58
3.42
7.61 34.76
31.46 0.58
3.42
6.99 34.76
31.57 0.58
3.41
6.51 34.76
31.62 0.58
3.41
6.15 34.76
31.66
0.08
9.76

Soil

Total
non
soil

49.8
49.8
49.8
49.8
49.8
49.8
49.8
49.8
49.8
49.8
49.8
49.8
49.8
49.8
49.8

54.29
58.35
61.06
64.41
68.21
71.53
74.05
75.79
76.9
77.85
77.89
77.59
77.2
76.83
76.51
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Table 1 shows the regression-based volume and carbon pool estimates by age class for
the entire area you have selected, as noted in the table title. Table 1 is based on reforestation assumptions. The number of plots used in calculating the regression is denoted at
the bottom of the table as row n. The se value is the residual standard error, provided to
help you judge the strength of the relationship between stand age and the various carbon
pools. However, many of the carbon components lack regression coeﬃcients. Coeﬃcients
and standard errors are provided for the components that are estimated with the Von
Bertalanﬀy equation, i.e. the Mean volume, Live tree, and Standing dead columns. No
coeﬃcients are given for the remaining components, since they are only loosely tied to
the actual FIA data. The remaining component values are largely based on models and
assumptions.
Table 2 is the mean value of the volume and carbon pools for all forest types occurring
over the entire area you selected. The next set of tables giving carbon components by
forest type are not generated unless there are at least 20 plots. Sample size by forest type
in Table 2 is shown in column n.
Table 2: Carbon Stocks by Forest Type for California
Forest
Type

California
conifer

mixed

Mean
volume

Live Dead
tree tree

m3 /ha
21.3

10.7

0.6

Under
story

Down Forest
dead
ﬂoor
wood
tonnes carbon/ha
7
13.5
34.8

Soil

Total
non
soil

n

49.8

66.5

6
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Regional carbon tables by forest type

The following tables are broken down by forest type and given for reforestation and
aﬀorestation assumptions.
There are 2 reasons that a forest type listed in Table 2 is not broken out in the
following series of tables.
1. Sample size is less than 20. The regression needs at least 20 samples to produce a
reliable estimate.
2. Missing values in the data may prevent the regression from converging. This is
especially important for a forest type that has close to the 20 sample threshold
explained above.
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Carbon Map

The carbon map gives an indication of the distribution of above ground carbon by coloring
hexagons that cover each state. Each FIA plot that contributed data to this report is
assigned to a hex. Hexes that aren’t ﬁlled in contributed no data to this report. A hex is
left out of the analysis because it was (1) not selected for inclusion or (2) it has no data
in the COLE data base (it might be a non-forest area). It is important to look at this
map to understand what data were included when the tables were made for this report.
It is possible that 2 reports with exactly the same title were, in fact, made with data from
diﬀerent parts of the state. The report title indicates the state(s) and the ﬁlters that were
applied. The carbon map deﬁnitively indicates the FIA plots that were included.
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Figure 1: Hex map of Total Aboveground Carbon (metric tons/hectare) for California
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396 HAYES STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

ELLISON FOLK

T: (415) 552-7272 F: (415) 552-5816

Attorney

www.smwlaw.com

Folk@smwlaw.com

May 14, 2019
Via Electronic Mail Only
Natalie Rizzi
Community Resources Agency
2 South Green Street
Sonora, California 95370
Re:

Under Canvas Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study

Dear Ms. Rizzi:
On behalf of the Sawmill Road Neighbors, we have reviewed the Initial
Study and Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) prepared
in connection with the proposed Under Canvas Glamping Project (“Project”) in
Tuolumne County. We submit this letter to express our legal opinion that: (1) the MND
for the proposed Project fails to comply with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq., and the
CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15000 et seq.
(“Guidelines”), and (2) the County must prepare an environmental impact report (“EIR”)
before proceeding with the Project. I request that this letter be included in the
administrative record for this Project and that it be submitted to the Planning Commission
prior to its May 15 hearing.
The MND fails to include the information and analysis necessary to
evaluate the Project’s impacts, and it does not provide sufficient evidence or analysis to
support its conclusions concerning many environmental impacts. Similarly, many of the
mitigation measures proposed in the MND are inadequate and will not address the
Project’s significant environmental impacts. The Project will also have significant
cumulative environmental impacts—in particular, those that will combine with effects
from the Terra Vi project for which the County recently issued a Notice of Intent to
Prepare an Environmental Impact Report. Cumulative impacts from these two projects
include water supply and water quality impacts, fire impacts both to users of the projects
and through increased likelihood of fire, air quality impacts, and traffic.
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Moreover, we are concerned that the limited notice provided by the County
failed to provide adequate notice to affected members of the local community. Many
nearby neighbors did not receive notice of the Project, even though County staff was
aware of their interest in the Project and its potential cumulative impacts with the Terra
Vi project. Therefore, we request that the County notify all residents and affected
businesses in the community of the Project and that it prepare an EIR before approving
the Project.
I.

CEQA Legal Standard

It is well settled that CEQA establishes a “low threshold” for initial
preparation of an environmental impact report (“EIR”), especially in the face of
conflicting assertions concerning the possible effects of a proposed project. Pocket
Protectors v. City of Sacramento, 124 Cal. App. 4th 903, 928 (2005).
CEQA provides that a lead agency may issue a negative declaration and
avoid preparing an EIR only if “[t]here is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole
record before the lead agency, that the Project may have a significant effect on the
environment.” Pub. Res. Code § 21080(c)(1) (emphasis added). A lead agency may adopt
a mitigated negative declaration only when all potentially significant impacts of a project
will be avoided or reduced to insignificance. Pub. Res. Code § 21080(c)(2); Guidelines §
15070(b). A mitigated negative declaration will also be set aside if the proponent’s
conclusions are not based on substantial evidence in the record. Sundstrom v. County of
Mendocino, 202 Cal. App. 3d 296, 311 (1988).
An initial study must provide the factual basis, with analysis included, for
making the determination that no significant impact will result from the project.
Guidelines § 15063(d)(3). In making this determination, the agency must consider the
direct and indirect impacts of the project as a whole, Guidelines § 15064(d), as well as
the project’s cumulative impacts. See City of Antioch v. City Council of Pittsburg, 187
Cal. App. 3d 1325, 1333 (1986).
An agency must prepare an EIR whenever it is presented with a “fair
argument” that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, even if there is
also substantial evidence to indicate that the impact is not significant. No Oil, Inc. v. City
of Los Angeles, 13 Cal. 3d 68, 75 (1974); Friends of B St. v. City of Hayward, 106 Cal.
App. 3d 988, 1002 (1980); Guidelines § 15064(f)(1). Where there are conflicting
opinions regarding the significance of an impact, the agency must treat the impact as
significant and prepare an EIR. Stanislaus Audubon Soc’y v. County of Stanislaus, 33
Cal. App. 4th 144, 150-51 (1995) (an EIR is required if a project will result in reasonably
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foreseeable indirect physical changes that may have a significant adverse effect on the
environment); Guidelines § 15064(f)(1).
II.

The County Must Prepare an EIR That Analyzes the Potentially Significant
Effects of the Proposed Project.

An agency must prepare an EIR for a proposed project whenever
substantial evidence in the administrative record supports a “fair argument” that the
project may have significant impacts on the environment. Guidelines §§ 15064(a)(1),
(f)(1). A fair argument can be made that the Project, which will replace open space with a
subdivision, will have potentially significant impacts on biological resources, fire, and
water supply. Furthermore, the Project will add to cumulatively significant environmental
impacts resulting from a number of past, present, and future projects in the region. For all
of these reasons, as discussed below, the County is required to prepare an EIR.
A.

The MND Fails to Adequately Analyze or Mitigate Potential Impacts to
Groundwater,

The MND fails to demonstrate that adequate water supply exists to serve
the needs of the project. Although the MND asserts that water for the Project will be
supplied by a well on the project site, nothing has been done to determine whether
adequate supplies exist to supply water for the Project. As a result, the MND fails to
adequately address the environmental setting for the Project with respect to water supply,
and it fails to evaluate potentially significant impacts from groundwater use for the
Project. It is not enough to say that if sufficient groundwater is not available to serve the
Project, the County will modify the Project description to allow for hauling of water to
the Project site. As currently designed, the Project will rely on a well for water. The
County has an obligation to determine the impacts of supplying groundwater from that
well, including whether the well will adversely impact wetlands on the Project site and
whether it will adversely impact neighboring properties. This issue cannot be deferred to
future analysis and mitigation, as currently proposed. Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino
202 Cal. App. 3d 296 (1988) (County improperly deferred analysis of water supply
impacts for new hotel project.)
B.

The Project Will Result in Significant Adverse Impacts to Biological
Resources.

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife submitted comments on the
MND that are highly critical of its failure to adequately analyze and mitigate impacts to
biological resources on site. Although the County has proposed some modifications of
mitigation measures, the fundamental problem remains that—despite the
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acknowledgement that numerous special status species could occur on the project site—
the County has deferred its analysis of potentially significant impacts to these species.
Simply surveying before construction is not enough where the Project has already been
designed. Without information regarding the location and extent of sensitive species on
site, it is not enough to say that these species will be avoided when the MND does not
even disclose if the site design would interfere with existing species, and if it does,
whether the plan could be modified without causing other environmental impacts.
C.

The MND Fails To Adequately Analyze Wildfire Impacts.

The Project will expose new resort visitors and existing residents to
increased and significant wildfire hazards that must be addressed in an EIR. The project
site is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The area has burned in the past
and likely will burn again in the future. Yet, the MND contains only a conclusory
discussion of wildfire impacts and assumes that any potential issues can be addressed
simply by two mitigation measures—one related to construction equipment and the other
requiring development of a fire protection and evacuation plan. There is no evidence to
support the conclusion that these vague and ill-defined measures will be effective.
First, the County needs to grapple more directly with the introduction of
people, as well as fire pits and stoves into this extremely fire prone area. The MND
contains no analysis of how the increased numbers of visitors and staff at the project site
would (a) increase the chance of starting a wildfire or (b) increase the hazards for the
existing population attempting to evacuate on local roads. Nor is there any discussion of
increased fire risk from the Project, combined with the increased risk from the Terra Vi
project. Recent experience with California wildfires has shown that the only effective
way to reduce wildfire risks is to not permit new development in wildfire prone areas.
See attached articles.
Finally, the County’s consultant incorrectly states that CEQA does not
require an analysis of the impact of fire hazard on users and employees of the Project. See
Master Response 3. Where a project will exacerbate existing hazards, CEQA does require
an analysis of those increased hazards on users of the Project. California Building
Industry Ass’n. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal. 4th 369 (2015);
CEQA Guidelines 15126.2(a). That the County would dismiss the need to evaluate these
impacts at all is a telling indication of its failure to address this serious impact.
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D.

There is a Fair Argument that the Project Will Have Significant
Cumulative Impacts.

CEQA requires a discussion of the environmental impacts, both direct and
indirect, of the proposed project in combination with all “closely related past, present and
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.” Guidelines § 15355(b); see also Pub.
Res. Code § 21083(b); Guidelines §§ 15021(a)(2), 15130(a), 15358. The discussion of
cumulative impacts must “reflect the severity of the impacts and the likelihood of their
occurrence” (Guidelines § 15130(b)), and must document its analysis with references to
specific scientific and empirical evidence. Mountain Lion Coalition v, California Fish &
Game Comm’n, 214 Cal. App. 3d 1043, 1047, 1052 (1989). A lead agency must prepare
an EIR if a project’s possible impacts, though “individually limited,” may be
“cumulatively considerable.” Pub. Res. Code § 15064(i).
Extensive case authority highlights the importance of a thorough
cumulative impacts analysis. In San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society v. Metropolitan
Water District, 71 Cal. App. 4th 382, 399 (1999), for example, the court invalidated a
negative declaration and required preparation of an EIR for the adoption of a habitat
conservation plan and natural community conservation plan. The court specifically held
that the negative declaration’s “summary discussion of cumulative impacts is
inadequate,” and that “it is at least potentially possible that there will be incremental
impacts . . . that will have a cumulative effect.” Id.
The MND fails to analyze the Project’s cumulative impacts in light of
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. In particular,
the MND contains no meaningful analysis of the impacts of the Project in connection
with the Terra Vi project—a 140 unit hotel and resort project—located just across the
street. For example, the MND simply assumes that the Project will not have cumulative
biological impacts because its individual impacts will be confined to the project site. This
conclusion fails to take into account cumulative impacts caused by increased
development and its interference with wildlife movement and habitat. The development
of both projects could reduce available habitat, increase human-wildlife interactions, and
noise in the project area. Even if the Project’s individual impacts were not significant—a
conclusion that is not supported by the evidence—the combined impacts of both projects
and their substantial intensification of human activity will be significant.
The MND also fails to analyze the cumulative water supply impacts from
the present Project combined with increased water demand from the Terra Vi even
though both projects will substantially increase water demand in the area. Finally, even
though the traffic and air quality impact analyses may take into account existing traffic
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and air pollution emissions, there is no evidence that the MND evaluated the increased
traffic and air pollution resulting from both the Project and the Terra Vi project.
Because the MND does not analyze the potential for cumulative impacts in
light of these past actions and future projects, it cannot possibly conclude that there will
be no significant cumulative impacts. Accordingly, the County must prepare an EIR to
evaluate whether the Project’s impacts will be cumulatively significant.
III.

Conclusion

For all of the reasons explained above, there is fair argument that the
Project will have significant impacts on the environment and therefore the Project may
not be approved on a mitigated negative declaration.
Very truly yours,
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

Ellison Folk
cc:
1118750.1

Mary Beth Campbell, Sawmill Road Neighbors
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We came, we planned, we were wrong
Pete Parkinson, AICP

Y

ou are all too familiar with the headline
by now: California Is Burning.
Last fall, more than 6,000 homes were
destroyed in Sonoma, Napa, and Mendocino
counties (including my own home near Santa
Rosa). Homes went up in flames in rural, suburban, and urban settings, including 3,000
homes lost within the city limits of Santa Rosa.
CalFire had designated some of those areas
as very-high wildfire hazard; others (including
my neighborhood) were considered “only”
moderate wildfire hazard. Still other areas —
like the suburban Coffey Park neighborhood in
Santa Rosa where over 1,300 homes were lost
— were not considered wildfire hazards at all.
This year has brought no relief. As I write
(in mid-August), we’ve seen new wildfires
Journey’s End mobile home park, with the Hilton Santa Rosa burning in the background,
sweep into the city of Redding and threaten
10/9/2017, 9:11 AM. My mother-in-law lived at Journey's End, and it had been our
Yosemite National Park. The Mendocino
evacuation plan destination.
Complex, the largest wildfire in California
history (eclipsing a record set only a few months ago in
We need to rethink our approach to development
Ventura and Santa Barbara counties) continues to burn
in fire-prone areas and wildfire hazard mitigation.
45 miles north of Santa Rosa.
The firestorm that swept into our Santa Rosa community
Wildfire hazards have been a consistent theme in my
last October has fundamentally changed my thinking about
career as a planner and planning director in three northern
development in California’s fire-prone landscapes. Now, 
California counties (Napa, Sonoma, and Santa Cruz). I have
months post-catastrophe, let me offer a few lessons learned
overseen the preparation of General Plan Safety Elements,
from one planner’s perspective.
Local Hazard Mitigation Plans, and regulatory codes that
Since the state’s “Fire-Safe” standards were adopted in
addressed the full range of hazard management strategies,
the early 1990s, communities and developers have relied on
including road access, water supply, defensible space, and
standards focused on adequate water supply for fire-fighting,
structural design. The underlying theme of these efforts was
adequate road access (getting firefighters in and residents
a belief that wildfire risks can be managed to an acceptable
out), and structural protection measures like interior fire
level of public safety, if not eliminated altogether. In fact,
sprinklers and the “hardened” structures prescribed under the
I cannot recall any development project that was denied,
2008 Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) building standards.
or where the density was substantially reduced, because of
Even today, developers propose increasing residential density
known wildfire hazards.
in fire-prone areas by relying on evacuation plans and
(continues on page 16)
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We came, we planned, we were wrong
Pete Parkinson, AICP. One planner’s wildfire experience changed
his views. Page 1

Autonomous vehicles, pedestrians, and cities
John David Beutler, AICP. Pedestrians fought it out with cars
and trucks on the streets of the early 1900s. By the late 1920s,
the cars had won. We’re in the early rounds of a similar battle
as technologists call for the control of pedestrians to meet the
needs of AVs. Page 7

Director’s note
Sharon Grewal, AICP. Daylong symposium on ‘Autonomous
Vehicles and the City,’ Oct. 15. • There’s still time to register
for the 2018 Chapter Conference in San Diego, Oct. 7–10
• New on the Northern Section Board. Page 3

A Healthy City for All
Suzanne Lennard, Ph.D. (Arch.) The 56th International
Making Cities Livable Conference (Portland, OR,
June 17–21, 2019) has issued a call for papers. Page 9

‘State of the Nation’s Housing,’ 2018
HUD USER. At the root of the affordable housing shortage
ARE outdated zoning and land use regulations. For low-income
families and individuals, subsidies are critical for easing cost
burdens. Policymakers can speed the development of affordable
housing and insulate the affordable housing stock from foreign
investors through public housing, community land trusts, and
deed restrictions. Page 4

Planning news roundup
• A new Starbucks may be a proxy for gentrification • The
benign neglect of California’s forests is ending • Lower East
Bay housing moves forward • Blocking development prices
residents out of neighborhoods they want to preserve
• Chicago Architecture Center empowers young people to
shape their city • Pubic transport should be free • Healdsburg
to limit downtown hotels, require affordable housing
• Building housing on flood plains is another sign of growing
inequality • What the Berlin Wall can teach us about urban
development • The jobs-housing hamster wheel • Cooling
the Concrete Jungle. Pages 10 and 21–25

Expanding California’s leadership in diversifying
the planning profession
Miguel A. Vazquez, AICP, and Linda C. Dalton, PhD., FAICP.
A brief exploration of issues associated with diversity in the
profession, especially the role of California planners and their
professional organizations (APA California, the California
Planning Roundtable, and the California Planning Foundation)
in moving forward the profession’s efforts to address diversity,
inclusion, and equity. Page 5
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APA California 2018 awards and Northern winners
announced
Northern Section is home to nine of the 28 winners.
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Where in the world
If you have traveled here, write and let us know.
Photo by Aliza Knox Page 6

“How long are Californians commuting? On average, Californians have relatively modest commute times, although a significant number spend considerable time traveling to and from work. Close to half (45%) of Californians commute for less than half an
hour round-trip on a typical workday. About one-quarter (26%) travel between 30 minutes and one hour, while 22% report travel
times of between one and two hours round-trip. Few Californians  report travel times in excess of two hours round-trip on a
typical workday. Average commute length varies drastically by region. More than 63% of residents of the San Joaquin Valley [but
only] 40% of those in the Bay Area have a round-trip commute that is under half an hour.” —PRRI 2018 California Workers Survey,
http://bit.ly/2NBXUUD, page 36. The survey provides a portrait of the working lives of Californians, via a random probability survey of
3,318 California residents. The survey focuses on how experiences differ by region, race and ethnicity, gender, age, educational status,
and other characteristics. Interviews were conducted online in both English and Spanish between May 18 and June 11, 2018.
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Director’s note
Sharon Grewal, AICP

Autonomous Vehicles and the City
Northern Section is proud to support the second national
Autonomous Vehicle Symposium hosted by The University
of San Francisco. The daylong symposium will focus on
the many ways that technology and innovation are
reshaping our cities’ transportation, economics, and
environment. We’ll hear from national leaders in business,
policy, and academia on how cities will innovate in the
new mobility future. Attendees will participate in policy
workshops focused on design and management strategies
that they can apply in their own work. The symposium
takes place on October 15 from 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. at the
University of San Francisco McLaren Conference Center.
See page 6 for more information and to register.
Also, APA National has just released PAS Report 592,
“Planning for Autonomous Mobility,” by Jeremy Crute,
Timothy Chapin, Lindsay Stevens, AICP, and our very
own William (Billy) Riggs, PhD, AICP, LEED AP. The
84-page report previews coming changes and advises planners on how to prepare for and manage the transitions
needed to ensure that their communities reap the benefits
— and avoid the pitfalls — of AV technology. The report
is free to !0! members and can be downloaded from the
National APA website at http://bit.ly/2NTdZp0.

the past three years. The opening reception will be held
Sunday evening, October 7, aboard the historic USS
Midway. Meet your old friends and make new ones while
enjoying a grand party among vintage WWII aircraft.
Todd Gloria — Assembly Member from the 78th District
and current majority whip — will give the opening
keynote. Dr. Mary Walshok, an associate vice chancellor
at UCSD, will give the closing keynote. Come celebrate
the 70th anniversary of the California Chapter and earn
all the AICP CM credits you need. Register now at
http://bit.ly/2PIwvRG.

Diversity in the planning profession
The American Planning Association is committed to
providing opportunities for all to achieve excellence in
planning by fostering diversity and inclusion in the
organization and the planning profession. APA is
committed to being responsive to changes in communities
and the challenges being faced in achieving just, equitable,
and inclusive communities. Of course, it helps to have
diversity and empathy in our own firms and agencies.
Linda Dalton, FAICP, and Miguel Angel Vazquez,
AICP, discuss “California’s leadership in diversifying the
planning profession” on page 5.

Northern Section winners of 2018 Chapter awards
We are excited to applaud and announce the nine 2018
California Chapter award winners from Northern Section.
You can see the list and read quotes from the winners on
page 13. As Section Director, I’m extremely proud of our
awardees. Congratulates to all; I can’t wait to celebrate
your achievements at the 2018 California Chapter
Conference in San Diego, October 7–10. We send you
our best wishes for success with the National awards,
which will be presented in San Francisco April 13–16.

New Board members
At our September 6th Board Meeting, Northern Section
appointed Libby Tyler, FAICP, as Ethics Director,
Sunny Chao, as Sustainability Director, 3HANNON (AKE,
AICP, in the new post of Distance Education Coordinator,
and Tom Holub as Webmaster. We are privileged to have
them share their professional experience in support of all
we do for you and the planning profession in Northern
California. You’ll find photos and brief bios in “Who’s
where” on page 11.
If you’re interested in getting involved in our activities
and programs and helping your colleagues and the profession, or if you would just like more information regarding
our committees and vacant board positions, please contact
me at director@norcalapa.org. I

And speaking of the 2018 Chapter Conference
in San Diego
You can see the program-at-a-glance at
http://bit.ly/2PG24eG. The San Diego Section and the
Chapter’s VP of Conferences, our own Hanson Hom,
AICP, have been working tirelessly on the conference for
Northern News
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‘State of the Nation’s Housing,’ 2018
HUD USER, http://bit.ly/2MMLUiR
The Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard
University (JCHS) recently released its annual “State
of the Nation’s Housing” report for 2018 (view or
download at http://bit.ly/2KT5Gau). This year’s
report marks the 30th anniversary of the center’s
comprehensive research on trends in the U.S. housing
market. To celebrate the report’s release, JCHS held a
panel discussion on June 19, 2018, at the National Press
Club in Washington, DC, with housing experts and
economists who reflected on the strides made since the
release of the first report in 1988 and the challenges
that remain. The panelists discussed current trends in
the housing market, demographic shifts, and solutions
to increase the affordable housing supply. (Video
1:30:12 at http://bit.ly/2KTkeXJ)

Current housing trends
Daniel McCue, senior research associate at JCHS,
began the discussion with an overview of the rental
market and homeownership trends presented in the
report. Median rental housing costs have grown steadily
for decades while median renter incomes have remained
relatively stagnant. As a result, nearly half (47.5 percent) of the nation’s renters are cost burdened, spending more than 30 percent of their income on housing.
Vacancy rates in high-end rentals have increased, but
vacancy rates for low-cost rentals have declined.
Although rental demand and construction of multifamily units increased following the Great Recession,
a shortage of low-cost units persists. Unlike multifamily
rental housing, the construction of single-family housing
has slowed because of a shortage of buildable land,
rising construction costs, and shifts in demand and
personal preferences.
According to the report, baby boomers and millennials
will drive housing demand and construction in the future.
Seniors aged 65 and older make up a large share of
homeowners, and many prefer to age in place
(http://bit.ly/2KTR2j7), which will reduce turnover in
the housing market. As a result, more construction will be
needed to increase housing inventory. In addition, seniors
will need to modify their homes to better meet their needs
as they age. Chris Herbert, managing director of JCHS,
stated that housing experts should consider seniors’ wishes

Northern News

to “age in community” close to familiar services, social
networks, medical facilities, and neighborhood amenities.
Millennials are fueling an uptick in household growth,
although at a slower rate than past generations at the same
ages. Yet homeownership rates among young adults aged 25 to
34 are lower than they were 30 years ago, not only because of
rising housing costs but also because higher education
attendance rates have increased and marriage and
childbirth rates have decreased. The 2017 homeownership
rate for young adults has declined by 6.3 percent since
1987, with student loan debt hindering prospective buyers’
chances of qualifying for mortgages and negatively
impacting credit scores if they default. Young adults
repaying student loans may also have difficulty saving for a
downpayment and transitioning from renting to owning.
(continues on page 17)
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Expanding California’s leadership in diversifying
the planning profession
Miguel A. Vazquez, AICP, and Linda C. Dalton, PhD., FAICP

For the past two years or so, the topic of diversity has taken
center stage nationally at levels not seen since the civil
rights movement. Its meaning and impacts on economic,
political and social structures seem to be debated on a
daily basis. Fueling such debate is our nation’s tumultuous
history bound by centuries of demographic shifts, territorial
expansion, advances in technology, cultural diffusion,
and policymaking.
It is not uncommon today to find tech giants like
Apple and Google as well as everyday corporate brands like
Starbucks, Target, and Johnson & Johnson dedicating time
and resources to foster cultures of diversity and inclusion
within the workplace and out into their service areas.

Reaching this milestone did not happen by accident.
This achievement builds upon the advocacy of trail blazing
planners from every corner of the nation, who for decades
have expressed the need for our profession to focus on the
issues affecting those feeling — and living — marginalized.
While this article does not address every diversity trait suggested in the APA’s definition, gender and race data provide a window into understanding diversity trends.
This article briefly explores some issues associated with
diversity in the profession — including findings from Dr.
Linda Dalton’s research on the subject — with a particular
focus on the role of California planners and their professional organizations (APA California, the California
Planning Roundtable, and the California Planning
Foundation) in moving forward the profession’s efforts to
address diversity, inclusion, and equity.

APA Diversity Vision Statement
The American Planning Association is committed to
providing opportunities for all to achieve excellence
in planning by fostering diversity and inclusion in
the organization and the planning profession. The
American Planning Association is committed to being
responsive to changes in communities and the challenges being faced in achieving just, equitable and
inclusive communities where the rights to life, liberty
and the pursuit of happiness are achievable by all.

APA Diversity Snapshot
First, we need to acknowledge that nationally, APA has
made significant progress in advancing women, but has
lagged in expanding participation by African American,
Asian American, Latinos, and other minority groups, as
shown in the figure below.

Similarly, for the first time in its history, the American
Planning Association (APA) recently adopted a Diversity
and Inclusion Strategy (http://bit.ly/2N5zgP5) which
includes a detailed definition of what diversity means
to APA:
“Diversity is an inclusive concept which encompasses,
but is not limited to, RACE ethnicity, class, gender, age,
sexuality, ability, educational attainment, spiritual beliefs,
creed, culture, tribal affiliation, nationality, immigration
status, political beliefs, and veteran status. With greater
diversity, we can be more creative, effective, and just, and
bring more varied perspectives, experiences, backgrounds,
talents, and interests to the practice of planning and to the
communities we serve. We recognize that achieving diversity
and inclusion is an evolutionary process that requires an
ongoing renewal of our commitment.”

Some of the patterns in the 40-year period can be
explained by age and experience. In 2016 less than 30
percent of APA planners with 20 or more years of experience were women, and 7 percent were minorities. Planners
entering the field recently are more diverse at 45 percent
women and 15 percent minority.
(continues on page 18 )
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Autonomous Vehicles and the City
A Symposium Developing Policies and Plans for Livability
The University of San Francisco is hosting the
second national autonomous vehicle symposium in
San Francisco in collaboration with UC Davis, the
Mineta Transportation Institute, Fehr & Peers, and
Arup. The daylong symposium will focus on the
many ways technology and innovation are
reshaping transportation, economics, and the
environment in our cities.
National leaders in business, policy, and
academia will discuss how we can innovate cities in
the new mobility future. Attendees will participate
in policy workshops focused on design and management strategies that policy makers and planning
Waymo hybrid minivan undergoing testing in Los Altos, 2017.
practitioners can apply in their own work.
Photo: Daniel Lawrence Lu, CC-BY-SA-4.0
The symposium will be held Monday, October 15,
For more information and to register, go to
from 8 a.m. – 6 p.m., at the University of San Francisco
http://bit.ly/2LESmqH. AICP CM credits pending. I
McLaren Conference Center, 2130 Fulton Street,
San Francisco.

Where in the world

Photo: Aliza Knox(Answer onpage 12)
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Autonomous vehicles, pedestrians, and cities
John David Beutler, AICP

Autonomous vehicles (AVs) have a pretty good safety
record already, and we can reasonably expect that they’ll
be more reliable than cars driven by humans. AVs
will not become distracted, sleepy, bored, angry, or
intoxicated. Their sensors will see in all directions and
their reflexes will be fast. When they tailgate, it will
be called platooning and it will save space on the road
and energy.
So it was a jolt when an AV being tested in Arizona
struck a pedestrian this year. We could rationalize it as
an indication of immature or flawed technology or
manufacturing, like a bolt that snaps and brings down
a bridge. But that was not entirely the case. Maybe
more surprising than the crash was that the car saw
the woman before it killed her.
Pedestrians have close encounters with vehicles all the time. How will that
The AVs are coming
change as AVs become more common? Photo by author.
Members of the planning and urban design profession
misidentification will happen less frequently, but there
are thinking about the many potential effects of
will always be uncertainty. And safety will never be the
autonomous vehicles on our cities — positive and
only concern for AVs, any more than it is for human
negative, large and small. AVs might induce sprawl,
drivers, who may speed in a school zone because they’re
reduce the need for parking, exacerbate air pollution,
late for a meeting. Will there be something to stop a ridecreate congestion, reduce transit usage, and impact equity.
hailing company from dialing down the safety to trim a
That said, amidst an iPhone-like technological
few seconds from each ride if it can save money and raise
optimism and while occupied with the other continuing
the share price?
demands on our professional attention, we are largely
letting the technology firms and car companies drive us
Is there a correct response to AVs?
toward the looming AV future. For most of us, AVs will
In my work, we are considering the design issues posed by
be the first physical robots with which we interact, and we
AVs at the neighborhood, city, and regional scale (Chicago
really don’t know what to expect. It’s common to imagine
example, https://bit.ly/2oa0FkW). But no matter how the
being inside an AV, watching movies, catching up on our
city is designed, if AVs operate carelessly, aggressively, or
reading, eating, or sleeping. Very little is being suggested
unpredictably, they will diminish our public spaces:
about what it will be like walking or cycling, facing an
Pedestrians fought it out with cars and trucks on the
AV at the crosswalk. As it’s coming toward you, is the AV
streets of the early 1900s. By the late 1920s, with the
seeing you (think Arizona)? What calculations are being
invention and outlawing of jaywalking, the cars had
made in its electronic brain?
won (https://bit.ly/2FAuSkQ).
Why did the AV hit a person it saw?
Unsurprisingly, we’re in the early rounds of a similar
battle
as technologists call for the control of pedestrians
Imagine the process of a computer driving a car as being
to meet the needs of AVs (https://bloom.bg/2LGVAdl;
similar to a smart phone’s autocorrect function rather than
https://bit.ly/2onaKeC). This time we need to start with
to a calculator solving an equation. The AV is reacting to
a set of rules — something that works for everyone and
conditions on the fly and with imperfect information. To
establishes how robot drivers must behave on our streets
prevent the car from stopping at every drifting shopping
— if we are to protect both our sense of safety and our
bag, it is programmed to ignore objects that have a lower
actual safety. Traffic laws may punish lawbreaking, as
probability of being human — which leads us to Arizona
(https://bit.ly/2wn3175). As the technology improves,
(continues on next page)
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Autonomous vehicles, pedestrians, and cities (continued from previous page)
we saw this year in San Francisco when an AV was
ticketed for allegedly failing to respect a pedestrian’s right
of way (https://bit.ly/2ws7X7m). But we need something
more foundational, more akin to Asimov’s Laws of
Robotics about the relationship of robots with humans
(http://bit.ly/2LewZMB).
I suggest these five principles as a starting point:

We will need city officials, traffic engineers, pedestrian
and bicycling activists, health experts, psychologists, and
equity advocates to assist in setting the rules. This is not
because of the ethical concerns about tech companies
acting in their own interests, but because they have different goals than do the many important groups in society, and
those groups need to be at the table. We need a public conversation about the rules on our near-future streets, and we
need an entity — one with the ability to make the rules —
to convene that conversation.
Early efforts to form cooperative relationships with AV
companies have had mixed results (See CityLab,
https://bit.ly/2Fj3OGg). Though there are efforts underway like the Autonomous Vehicles Perspective Paper by
MTC and ABAG (https://bit.ly/2LzoAU4) that seek to
address AV issues, the focus is too broad to address the
fundamentals of behavior and safety. A fragmented local
response could well lead to federal preemption that, in
turn, may serve the corporations more than the most
vulnerable users of our streets.

1. An autonomous vehicle must conform its behavior
to the safety, comfort, and expectations of people
outside the vehicle.
2. Humans must be made aware when a vehicle
is under autonomous control.
3. Before it may move at any speed, an autonomous
vehicle must be a minimum of five feet from any
outside human.
4. An autonomous vehicle must signal its intentions
to people outside the vehicle but must not
command them in any way.
5. A non-occupant must be able to control an autonomous vehicle, at a minimum to cause it to stop.

A future history
With AVs running in the streets, will the planners of 2070
regret our inaction? Will we be like the city builders and
officials who enabled the proliferation of automobiles in the
early 20th Century but failed to see how the auto would
diminish our cities, our environment, our health, and our
public spaces? (See http://bit.ly/2BzbuXo.) Or will the
denizens of 2070 congratulate us on our foresight?
Let’s not wait for more tragedies like Arizona. Let’s not
wait to work out the terms of our relationship to AVs after
they’re ubiquitous. Let’s find a way to come together and
develop a structure for this important relationship among
humans, streets, and AVs.

(For background on this list, see my article in The Urbanist
;Seattle=, https://bit.ly/2woMqMV.)

Etiquette for robots
Whether or not you agree with these particular rules, we
need standards for AVs beyond the laws that now apply to
vehicular movement and traffic safety. If every AV manufacturer or operator has its own rules and its own expectations of pedestrian and bicycle behavior, we on the street
will never know what to expect. We do not want a world
where we need to know what brand of AV is approaching
to know whether it’s safe to cross the road.
Generally, the federal government regulates vehicle
safety and the states register vehicles and license drivers.
As both the vehicle and driver, the AV can fall through
the cracks. The current federal administration has taken
a hands-off stance. According to the U.S. Department of
Transportation, “the Department’s preference is for regulations that are non-prescriptive, performance-based, and
seek to enhance safety whenever possible” (emphasis in
the DOT original, https://bit.ly/2oj9LvQ). Is “whenever
possible” good enough? Given the locations of many of the
companies involved and much of the testing, it seems that
the essential work will happen at the state and city levels,
perhaps specifically in California and the Bay Area.

Northern News

John David Beutler, AICP, has
worked at the intersection of urbanism,
land use, and transportation for the last
18 years. He is a senior urban designer
at SOM in San Francisco, having
joined the firm in 2015. Beutler holds
a master’s degree in city planning from
UC Berkeley and a B.S. in entrepreneurial management from Missouri
State University. You can reach him
at johnbeutler@hotmail.com. I
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Call for papers: A Healthy City for All
56th International Making Cities Livable Conference, Portland, OR, June 17–21, 2019
Suzanne Lennard, Ph.D. (Arch.)

We rejoice that many cities now are becoming healthier
— making great improvements in sociable, walkable, and
bike-friendly streets, public transit, fine-grained mixed use,
high density, human scale housing, and access to community places, nature, and healthy food. At this conference
we anticipate presenting the best models around the world,
both in presentations and in design competition.
These improvements are not reaching the population
groups most in need. The poorest neighborhoods suffer
the greatest health problems. Many cities face an unprecedented housing affordability crisis, gentrification, and
increasing homelessness. We especially want to hear from
you if you are introducing innovative strategies to improve
poor neighborhoods, rein in housing commodification,
and end homelessness.

A full list of topics and a submittal form are available
in the Call for Papers at http://bit.ly/2OOC5BF.

Design awards competition
The 2019 IMCL Design Competition jury will consider
all submissions that speak to designing a healthy city for
all. Projects that emphasize health, equity, community,
and sustainability are actively sought, and will be given
particular consideration. The review procedure will be
conducted by blind peer review.
Projects may be in design or already constructed, but
must be real projects commissioned with the intention to
build. There are no restrictions as to where these projects
may be located. For details see http://bit.ly/2ONgbyB.
The conference will be held at the Sentinel Hotel,
614 SW 11th Avenue, Portland. For information about
the program, and to register, go to http://bit.ly/2OJZMuB.
AICP CM available (40+).

Presentation of papers
Papers are invited from practitioners and scholars in
planning, urban design, architecture, landscape architecture, and urban affairs on such topics as public health and
planning in city government and education, access to
nature, public places for social life, a healthy urban fabric
for 10-minute neighborhoods, sustainable and equitable
housing, combatting inequitable gentrification, strengthening ethnic and cultural diversity, transforming suburbs into
walkable neighborhoods, and maintaining city identity, to
name a few.

Suzanne H. Crowhurst Lennard
is the co-founder and executive director
of International Making Cities Livable
Conferences, since 1985. She holds
an M.Arch and a Ph.D. (Arch.) from
UC Berkeley, and was a lecturer in the
university’s Department of Architecture,
1971–77. I

“Who you know? How Californians get jobs. More than half (54%) of Californians say that their
personal connections, such as close friends, family members, or coworkers, did not help them get
their current or most recent job, compared to 37% who say that their personal connections did
help them. Young Californians (ages 18 – 29) are notably more likely than seniors (ages 65 and
older) to have received help from their friends or family in securing their most recent job. Nearly
four in ten (39% of) young Californians, compared to only about one-quarter (26%) of California
seniors, say that their personal connections helped them get their current or most recent job.”
—PRRI 2018 California Workers Survey, http://bit.ly/2NBXUUD, page 34. The survey provides a portrait
of the working lives of Californians, via a random probability survey of 3,318 California residents. The
survey focuses on how experiences differ by region, race and ethnicity, gender, age, educational status,
and other characteristics. Interviews were conducted online in both English and Spanish between
May 18 and June 11, 2018.
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Planning news roundup
Excerpts linked to the original articles
A new Starbucks may be a proxy for gentrification
CNBC, September 4, 2018
Thomas Franck, https://cnb.cx/2MUyx4k • “A new
Harvard Business School paper used Yelp data to find
that the entry of each Starbucks into a ZIP code is
associated with a 0.5 percent increase in housing prices
within a year.
“This data point is revealed in a broader study on
gentrification by the Harvard Business School that relied
on information from Yelp and the United States Census.
“It’s not clear whether housing prices are rising due
to the Starbucks opening itself or simply because more
affluent customers that would go to the coffee chain
Graphic from “Gentrification: A Timeline,” Next City, http://bit.ly/2PC80p4
have moved into the area.
“Harvard economics professor Edward Glaeser said
“ ‘The presence of a Starbucks is far less important
Yelp data reveals it may be the latter. The study found that
than whether the community has people who consume
each 10-unit increase in the number of reviews is associated
Starbucks,’ Glaeser writes in the paper. ‘Consequently,
with a 1.4 percent increase in housing prices in the ZIP code.
we think that this variable is likely to be a proxy for
“ ‘The most natural hypothesis to us is that restaurants
gentrification itself.’ ”
respond to exogenous changes in neighborhood composition,
not that restaurant availability is driving neighborhood
change,’ the paper concludes.

The benign neglect of California’s forests is ending
Gov. Jerry Brown was involved in negotiations on SB 901 and is expected to sign it
Los Angeles Times, September 2, 2018
five years to thin the forests, cut brush, and set
controlled burns.
“It also eases rules for cutting trees on private property ...
to give private property owners more incentive to do preventive work and reduce the fire risk on their land.
“It’s also a recognition that California has 15 million
acres of forests in need of some kind of restoration. Even
with $1 billion in new funding, the public sector can’t
cover the cost of all the work that is needed. The challenge
will be ensuring that environmental and public safety interests, not commercial interests, drive the state’s policies on
forest management.”

Editorial, HTTPSLATMS-7::HU • “Decades of fire
suppression have allowed forests to grow dense; management
practices have led to more intense and destructive fires that
are more dangerous to people living near the forests and more
damaging to air quality.
“That’s not all. Healthy forests are among nature’s most
powerful carbon sinks, absorbing carbon that would otherwise
contribute to global warming. Cutting trees helps only if you
cut the right ones.
“California lawmakers [have taken] an important and
reasonable step toward reducing wildfire risk. The plan provides $1 billion from the state’s cap-and-trade program over

(The news roundup continues on page 21)
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The display of calling cards from firms
offering professional services appears in
every issue of Northern News. Fees paid
by the firms for this service help defray
the costs of this newsletter.

Who’s where
Amanda Eaken, director of transportation
and climate for the Natural Resources
Defense Council and director of transportation for the Bloomberg American Cities
Climate Challenge, has been named to the
San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency Board of Directors. She holds a
master of city planning from UC Berkeley
and a bachelor’s degree in ecology from
Dartmouth College. At NRDC, she has led efforts to implement
SB 375, California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate
Protection law.
Sunny Chao has been appointed to the
Northern Section Board as Sustainability
Director. As an associate planner with the
City of Los Altos, Chao was project manager
of their Climate Action Plan. She holds a
B.A. in urban studies from UC Berkeley.
Chao studied sustainable urbanism in Asia
and organized a public exhibition, Ecotopia
Asia, at the National University of Singapore.
Shannon Hake, AICP, has been named
as Northern Section’s Distance Education
Coordinator, a new position. She lives in
Oakland and works at WSP as the project
manager for the Bay Area Carpool Program.
Hake served for six years on APA’s National
Capital Chapter Board of Directors, where
she was also chapter president. She holds
both a master’s and a bachelor’s degree in
urban and environmental planning from the University of Virginia.
Tom Holub has been appointed Webmaster
for Northern Section. He is the founder and
principal of Totally Doable Consulting, a
strategic and technology firm consulting to
nonprofits and the public sector. From 2000
to 2013, Holub was the Director of
Computing for the College of Letters &
Science, Dean’s Office, UC Berkeley. He
holds a B.A. in urban studies from UC
Berkeley and lives in Oakland. Holub blogs on social issues
related to urban cycling at https://bike-lab.org.
(continues on next page)
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Who’s where (continued from previous page)
Ned Thomas, AICP, is now Planning
Director, City of Milpitas. Previous positions
include division manager, City of San Jose
Environmental Planning team; community
planning director, Windsor, California; and
principal planner, Henderson, Nevada.
Thomas holds a master’s in urban planning
and design from Harvard and a B.S. in
geography from Brigham Young University.
Libby Tyler, PhD, FAICP, a resident of
Albany, CA, has been appointed to the
Northern Section Board as Ethics Director.
She recently retired from the position of
community development director/city planner for Urbana, Illinois. Tyler is very familiar
with the AICP Code of Ethics, having prepared and presented ethics training sessions
at three Illinois State Section meetings
(2012–2014). She holds a PhD in regional planning from the
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, a master of landscape
architecture in environmental planning from UC Berkeley, and a
B.A. in environmental conservation from the University of
Colorado, Boulder.
Courtney Wood, AICP, has joined Alta
Planning + Design as Planning Associate in
the Oakland office, focusing on Safe Routes
to School programs and bicycle master plans.
She brings more than 10 years of experience
in long-range planning and community
engagement, including four years at Michael
Baker International in Oakland and four
years at RBF in Irvine. Wood holds a B.S. in
urban and regional planning from Cal Poly Pomona. I

Answer to Where in the world (Page 6`)
Darwin, Northern Territory, Australia, with the Convention Center at
right seen against a third of the Darwin skyline. A city of about 146,000,
Darwin is the smallest, most northerly of Australia’s capital cities. In
February 1942, warplanes of the same Japanese air fleet that had bombed
Pearl Harbor, dropped a considerably larger number of bombs on Darwin.
Photo: Aliza Knox
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Northern SectionT
4UBUFAward winners
announced
At 5 pm on Monday, Oct. 8, at the California Chapter conference in
San Diego, APA California will recognize the best in planning around
the state. The jury reviewed 61 submittals and is granting 28 awards.
Of those 28, nine awards are being presented to projects, firms, or plans
in the Northern Section of the chapter. Here are those award winners,
along with a quote obtained by Northern News. Please cheer on the
award winners at the conference!

AWARD OF EXCELLENCE
Academic Award
Newark Old Town Urban Design Concept Plan
City and Regional Planning, Cal Poly San Luis Obispo
“The student team was creative and inspired the community
to think of what was possible. The city council funded a Specific
Plan — a process now underway — to implement many of the
concepts.” —Terrence Grindall, Assistant City Manager,
City of Newark

AWARD OF MERIT
Best Practices
SB 1000 Implementation Toolkit
California Environmental Justice Alliance (CEJA) and PlaceWorks
“Creating the toolkit challenged us to collect and synthesize an array
of tools already available for socially equitable and environmentally
just planning. We really enjoyed preparing this guide for planners
and communities across California.” —Cliff Lau, Project Planner,
PlaceWorks

AWARD OF MERIT
Comprehensive Plan, Large Jurisdiction
Propel Vallejo General Plan 2040
City of Vallejo
“Propel Vallejo General Plan 2040 recognizes the city’s eclectic,
artsy, working class character. It reaches out and connects with
the community in a way that gives them ownership of the vision.”
—Afshan Hamid, Acting Planning Director, City of Vallejo

AWARD OF EXCELLENCE
Comprehensive Plan, Large Jurisdiction
Belmont General Plan Update, Belmont Village Specific Plan,
and Climate Action Plan
City of Belmont, Dyett & Bhatia
“Together, these plans highlight our responsibility to economic
growth within our transit corridor. Their comprehensive, self-mitigating policies endeavor to improve sustainability and quality of life.
We appreciate the recognition!” —#ARLOS DE -ELO #OMMUNITY
$EVELOPMENT $IRECTOR #ITY OF "ELMONT
(continues on next page)
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Northern SectionT 4UBUFAward winners
announced(continued from previous page)
AWARD OF EXCELLENCE
Emerging Planning and Design Firm
SITELAB urban studio
“In these exciting and challenging times for cities, we are thrilled
to be honored for the work we love to do: building places and
opportunities for community from the ground up.”
—Laura Crescimano, Co-founder and Principal, SITELAB urban studio

AWARD OF EXCELLENCE
Grassroots Initiative
Pop-Up Care Village
SITELAB Urban Studio, Lava Mae
“SITELAB’s inclusive, collaborative, and thoughtfully guided process
perfectly mirrored Lava Mae’s commitment to rapid prototyping. It
created a solid foundation to prove our model with the first
iteration.” —Doniece Sandoval, Founder and CEO, Lava Mae

AWARD OF EXCELLENCE
Transportation Planning
West Contra Costa High-Capacity Transit Study
West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory Committee
“We truly appreciate this recognition. We hope it raises the study’s
profile, so we can find funding to implement these transit improvements along one of the most congested corridors in the Bay Area.”
—Leah Greenblat, WCCTAC Project Manager

AWARD OF EXCELLENCE
Hard-Won Victory
Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan
City of Palo Alto, PlaceWorks
“Palo Alto is thrilled to be recognized for this collaborative and
thoughtful process, as well as for the incredible amount of hard work
that went into the preparation and adoption of the city’s new
Comprehensive Plan.” —Elena Lee, Senior Planner and staff project
manager, City of Palo Alto

AWARD OF MERIT
Urban Design
Healdsburg Citywide Design Guidelines
Winter and Company, Boulder
“We’re thrilled to be recognized for an aspirational and practical
document that acknowledges the importance of design and
community participation in maintaining Healdsburg’s unique
sense of place.” —Maya DeRosa, AICP, Planning and Building
Director, Healdsburg. I
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FEMA agrees to shrink Newport Beach coastal flood zone by
more than half. Newport Beach has persuaded the Federal
Emergency Management Agency to exclude about 2,700 properties
in the coastal part of the city from updated flood maps. Owners in
parts of the Balboa Peninsula, Balboa Island, and West Newport
won’t need
flood insurance,
saving up to
about $3,700
each in premiums QFSyear,
thecity esti
mates.City staff
worked on the
rollback for two
years, showing
FEMA that municipal infrastructure such as seawalls and sand
bermson the beach protected more of the waterfront and adjacent
neighborhoods than the federal agency’s models predicted. The
city thisyear added nine-inch concrete caps to Balboa Island’s
publicly maintained seawalls, which are about 80 to 90 years old, at
a cost of about $1.8 million to get a few more years out of the
barriers. A long-term plan shows the city building full new walls
over several years starting in 2026. )JMMBSZ%BWJT -PT"OHFMFT5JNFT 
IUUQTMBUNT-G2ZQ

Calling card advertisements support the
Northern News. For more information on
placing a calling card announcement and
to receive format specifications, contact:
advertising@norcalapa.org

The first quieter megacity, thanks to electric vehicles. Because
of how 4IFO[IFO developed, with skyscrapers filling in the spaces
between rural farm communities, about half the city’s residents
are urban villagers, who don’t necessarily require their own cars.
The new Shenzhen has a mix of electric buses, electric bikes and
scooters, electric taxis, and even electric dump trucks. Although
the city arrived late to urban noise, the shift to EVs that China has
been pushing more than any other country has put Shenzhen at
the leading edge of something unprecedented: the quietercity.
—Blake Schmidt, Bloomberg Businessweek, https://bloom.bg/2Pu1hgS

Will the State’s wildfire package suffice? “Questions remain about whether the bills [approved by the legislature at the
end of August], if signed into law, will do enough to protect communities where more Californians live. ‘There’s too much
focus on the rural areas, in my view,’ said Michael Wara, a climate researcher at the Stanford Woods Institute, who also cited
the challenge of local resistance to tree thinning. ‘What needs to happen is a community-level change. That’s the challenge.’ ”
—John Myers, The Los Angeles Times, https://lat.ms/2wEBZot
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8FDBNF XFQMBOOFE XFXFSFXSPOH (continued from page 1)
“shelter in place” strategies to protect new residents. While
these measures will no doubt provide some measure of
increased safety, they are not enough, in my view, to offset
the risks. Here are four specific points based on my experience in Sonoma County during the fires:

issue seriously while others easily slipped into an “outof-sight-out-of-mind” complacency. Now, of course, the
whole community is charged up about this issue and
“defensible space” is a new buzzword. But if experience
is any indicator, that enthusiasm will fade, and owners
will become more interested in a nice-looking landscape
than in protecting themselves against a hazard that is
difficult to comprehend if you haven’t lived through it.

• Evacuation plans are essential, but events rarely
unfold according to plan, especially during a winddriven firestorm. Residents in some Santa Rosa neighborhoods spent nearly two hours in their vehicles,
crawling along in traffic trying to get to safety — and
this was in areas where the roads were built to full
urban standards. In my rural neighborhood, with twolane roads with shoulders, some had to make their way
to safety by driving overland and through fences as
flames, fallen trees, and downed power lines blocked
the roads. Some had to abandon their cars and literally
run for their lives. I have friends in north Santa Rosa
who left their home before it caught fire, only to have
their way blocked by a fallen tree. They called their
kids to say goodbye but thankfully were saved two hours
later by the heroic actions of two CHP officers. Simply
put, the speed, intensity, and expansive scope of the
firestorm that hit Sonoma County last fall completely
overwhelmed many evacuation routes.

• Increasing density in rural, fire-prone areas
increases the likelihood of a catastrophic fire
by adding fuel (buildings, landscaping, vehicles) to
the natural landscape, and creates significant risks
for residents in and near such developments. Hazard
mitigation and “Fire-Safe” standards help, but they do
not offset the risk and may only create an illusion of
safety. The fire hazards in some areas of our
state are simply too great to allow additional
residential development.

We planned for the worst we could expect.
It wasn’t enough.
We plan for what we can envision. It turns out our vision
was insufficient. Our understanding of fire-dependent
ecosystems, historical fire behavior, and the experience of
wildland fire experts informed our pre-fire planning efforts
in the North Bay. As planners and as local government
decision makers, we thought we had adequately anticipated
the hazards and had planned accordingly. We were wrong.
As emergency responders (and like almost every public
employee), we trained and exercised for scenarios we
thought were “worst case.” We were wrong about that too.
What happened in the North Bay fires last October
exceeded everyone’s vision and prudence, and we’ve seen
similar catastrophes play out up and down the state since
then. We have been given severe lessons on the risks of
putting ever more people in harm’s way. Those lessons
need to work their way into our General Plans, zoning,
and everyday planning practice — and soon.

• Sheltering in place is a last-resort strategy. The
WUI standards for new buildings increase the odds of a
building surviving a wildfire, but relying on a hardened
structure to protect whole communities in a known
fire-prone area is the height of hubris and callousness.
In Santa Rosa’s Fountaingrove neighborhood, homes
that were built to WUI standards appeared to fare no
better than those built before those standards. This
needs more investigation, but it is testimony to the
power and intensity of the wind-driven fire, the likes
of which we had not imagined. The lesson is that we
cannot engineer our way out of every hazard. We also
need to think about the psychological cost. I’ve spoken
with people who sheltered in place and are grateful to
have come through safely, but they suffered a traumatizing and terrifying experience. PTSD is now a community-wide issue in Sonoma County. Sheltering in place
is a last resort, not a “plan.”

Pete Parkinson, AICP, is the president of
APA California. He was Environmental
Coordinator for Santa Cruz County from
1984–1996. From 1996 until he retired in
2013, Parkinson worked for Sonoma
County’s Permit and Resource Management
Department and was its director for 11
years. He is currently consulting on projects
for public agencies in Sonoma County. You
can reach him at
pete.parkinson54@gmail.com I

• Defensible space is critical to protecting communities in fire prone areas. Every county and most cities
have their own rules about vegetation management
that, if followed, definitely reduce fire risk. But defensible space requirements are only effective if they are
implemented and maintained over the long-term.
Before the fires last fall, some property owners took this
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‘State of the Nation’s Housing,’ 2018 (continued from page 4 )
housing more affordable. From 1987 to 2015, the number
of very low-income renters increased by 6 million as the
number of those assisted increased only to 950,000. George
McCarthy, president and chief executive officer of the
Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, spoke about the need to
implement safeguards to reduce competition between the
investment market — which profits by quickly renovating
housing and raising rents beyond the financial means of
existing residents — and the shelter market. With housing
choice vouchers and low-income housing tax credits as the
primary rental assistance programs in the shelter market,
McCarthy suggested that policymakers identify ways to
speed the development of affordable housing and insulate the
affordable housing stock from foreign investors through public
housing, community land trusts, and deed restrictions.

Affordability challenges and solutions
Rising construction costs, land prices, and regulatory
barriers (http://bit.ly/2KV2Em3) have made developing
new affordable housing difficult. Former HUD Secretary
Shaun Donovan stated that the issue at the root of the
affordable housing shortage is outdated zoning and land use
regulations. Americans are dealing not only with income
inequality but also with geographic stratification, in which
low-income and higher-income groups live in disparate
areas of cities and suburbs. Donovan emphasized the role of
state and local governments in overriding zoning codes and
increasing transportation options to allow more minorities
and low-income families to live and work in higher-opportunity areas. Herbert of JCHS said that one strategy states
can adopt is to develop “as of right” districts to expand
the supply of affordable housing. Reducing local zoning
regulations to allow the construction of accessory dwelling
units, increasing infill development, lowering permit costs,
relaxing parking requirements, and instituting density
bonuses for developers are other strategies that states
can implement.
The low level of single-family housing construction
and for-sale inventory coupled with the rise in home prices
places homeownership out of reach for many Americans.
The increase in home prices also raises downpayment and
closing costs, which can be even harder to finance than
monthly housing payments. The homeownership rate
among African Americans lags behind that of other racial
groups, and the black-white homeownership gap has
widened by 29.2 percentage points. To bridge this gap,
Donovan emphasized the need to focus on fair housing,
housing finance, and the broader challenges of structural
disadvantage and discrimination in the housing market.
Adding to the supply of affordable housing would help lower
costs for renters, but for low-income families and individuals,
subsidies are also critical for easing cost burdens and making

Ways forward
Eric Belsky, director of the Division of Consumer and
Community Affairs at the Federal Reserve, noted the larger
economic consequences of income stagnation amid high
housing costs. Cost-burdened households have less money
to spend on other goods and services and struggle to save
for retirement or emergencies. Critical to avoiding a
national housing crisis, Donovan emphasized, is rebalancing
priorities and linking revenues directly to the scale of the
problem. The supply of low-cost housing needs to keep pace
with low-income residents’ demand. Addressing structural
and geographic disadvantages is critical to ensuring that
low-income residents and minority groups can access neighborhoods of opportunity. Increased coalition building,
streamlined regulatory codes, housing finance reforms, and
other measures can help increase low-income families’
access to affordable housing.
Ed. note: You can also view or download the “State of the
Nation’s Housing” report for 2018 (44 pages, 5.6 MB) from
our Northern Section website at http://bit.ly/2OKBh0s. I

AVs: Modeling disruptive trends. “It is important to understand how private sector market forces are
changing travel decisions and behavior. … Without government action, the private sector business model
for TNCs and MAAS generates revenue based on miles of travel, minutes of travel, demand levels, and choice
of vehicle/service. Hence, the private sector is currently incentivized to increase the use of vehicles while the
public sector [has] focused on reducing vehicle miles of travel (VMT) to improve sustainability. … As vehicles
become more automated and connected, they offer greater potential to increase roadway capacity.
The increase will come from shorter headways, less weaving, and more stable traffic flows. Roadway
capacity will increase first on freeways and expressways, then on major arterials.” —Ronald T. Milam, AICP,
and William (Billy) Riggs, AICP, Meeting of the Minds http://bit.ly/2wAE3Ok
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Expanding California’s leadership in diversifying the planning profession (continued from page 5)
planners were more likely to be involved in land use without community development, while the reverse was true
for planners of color. White planners also engaged in
environmental planning more often than planners of color.
In sum, we can’t just expect the planning profession to
become more diverse by “aging out” mature planners as they
retire. What accounts for the success of women in planning
— and is any of it applicable to planners of color? We need
to know what happens to planning students of color after
they leave the university — where they work, what their
career paths are like, what professional organizations support them, and where they succeed (and where they do
not). We need to consider how planning is portrayed and
perceived outside the immediate profession, especially by
professionals and leaders of historically underrepresented
groups/communities.

However, when we look at the academic ‘pipeline’ into
the profession, there is a critical gap between the diversity
of students in planning schools vs. their participation
in APA.
About 30 percent of recent planning students are racial
minorities whereas (as noted above) 15 percent of planners
with less than 5 years of experience are racial or ethnic
minorities (student data from the Planning Accreditation
Board).
The patterns vary significantly across the U.S. In four
states (Alaska, Hawaii, Idaho, and Montana) half or more
of the planners were women in 2016; whereas in nine states
less than one-third were women (Kansas, Mississippi,
Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, Rhode Island, South Dakota,
Utah, and West Virginia). Generally, the southern and
western regions employ more planners of color in comparison with New England, mid-Atlantic, and north central
regions of the country.

California
At 45.6 percent, the involvement of women in planning in
California is greater than the national average for APA
members in 2016. Ten other states employ higher proportions of women, but the sheer number of women in planning in California exceeded their combined total in 2016.
California leads the nation in the ethnic diversity of the
profession: APA California members represent 13 percent
of all APA members, but 27 percent of racial and ethnic
minority planners nationwide. While Hawaii employs a
higher percentage of planners of color (at 34 percent),
California has many more planners. The following figure
shows the share of planners of color in states with “majority
minority” populations.

A Note Regarding Data
APA, the Planning Accreditation Board, and other
planning organizations could do a more thorough
job of collecting data and following planning
careers. To date, data is only available for traditional
definitions of gender and for racial/ethnic background
(often grouped as “white” or “non-white”), and not
for other dimensions of diversity included in APA’s
broaddefinition.
Comparative data for trend analysis is very problem
atic. U.S. Census definitions continue to evolvF with the
addition of multiple race options and with an increase
in the number of respondents to surveys who decline to
answer questions about raceor ethnic heritage.
Further, APA and PAB have handledcounting Latinos
differently, so their data are not directly comparable.
The discrepancies are sufficiently large to call for
action while concurrently working toward more
systematic and comparable data.
We also know from Dr. Dalton’s research that women
and minority planners were more likely to see their work as
nontraditional than men/white planners. And planners who
considered their work to be nontraditional were less likely
to find APA relevant to their careers.
Further, the nature of professional practice for women
and planners of color differs distinctly from white men even
among those who belong to APA. For example, white
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Demographics certainly help explain this relative success,
yet California out-performs other “majority minority” states
except Hawaii. And Proposition 209 (1996) prohibits
California’s public institutions from affirmative action.
(continues on next page)
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Expanding California’s leadership in diversifying the planning profession (continued from previous page)
Pioneer), Bill Anderson, FAICP (APA Past-President who
among other things appointed California Planners to serve
on the national APA Diversity Task Force), and Connie
Malloy, Anna Vidal and Miroo Desai, AICP (who were
instrumental in organizing the eight Chapter sections to
form a Diversity and Inclusion Committee and in coordinating the annual Diversity Summit at the State conference).
More recently, under the leadership of planner Miguel A.
Vazquez, AICP, APA adopted its first diversity and inclusion
strategy. The list of California planning leaders advancing
an agenda of a more just and equitable planning practice
continues to grow.
In short, our preliminary findings suggest that individual
leadership, role models, mentors, and diversity sessions at
state and section conferences and meetings have contributed to creating a more supportive culture for planners
of color and women in California. Over several decades,
their numbers have grown and sustained a movement that
has landed in APA’s court to examine and to take a stand
and actions pertaining to diversity, inclusion, and equity in
the planning profession and practice.

Leadership on Diversity from California Planners
Aside from the demographic trends, the diversity transformation in the planning profession at the state and national
levels has been fueled by the active engagement of various
California planners. In many respects, such evolving
engagement can be traced back to the devastating civil
unrest in Watts in 1965. According to APA California
Historian Steve Preston, communities of color formed
organizations — the Watts Community Labor Action
Committee, United Neighborhoods Organization,
TELACU, Spanish-Speaking Unity Council, community
design centers, and L. A.’s Barrio Planners to name a
few — to represent their communities. Pioneers include
Dr. Ed Blakely, Alvin James, Yukio Kawaratani,
Dr. Leo Estrada, Frank Villalobos, and others.
Planners increasingly turned to questions of equity,
although those early efforts often lacked the depth of
understanding required to address racism and economic
injustice. Only after the 1992 civil unrest in Los Angeles
did a California chapter initiative lead National APA to
launch its Agenda for America’s Communities, and a
tradition of diversity summits continuing today.
In terms of gender diversity, early planning pioneers
from the 1940s and 1950s including Mary Robinson Gilkey,
Gloria S. McGregor, Minnie Ruth, Marilyn M. Pray, and
Betty Croly, FAICP, were instrumental in shaping APA
California. APA California has elected seven women as
president: Gloria McGregor, Janet Ruggiero, FAICP, Reba
Wright-Quastler, AICP, Collette Morse, AICP, Jeri Ram,
AICP, Brooke Peterson, AICP, and the incoming President
Julia Lave Johnston. The work of Carol Barrett, FAICP,
regarding planning ethics and women in planning, has also
supported diversity in the profession. And APA in 2018
posthumously recognized Margarita McCoy, FAICP, as a
Planning Pioneer, in part for her role as an instrumental
mentor for many California planners.
More contemporary members who have carried the
torch and have combined gender and racial equity as the
propeller for diversity and inclusion at APA include planners such as Jeannette Dinwiddie-Moore, FAICP, and
David Salazar, AICP (co-authors of APA’s California
Membership Inclusion Plan), Linda Tatum, FAICP, Hing
Wong, AICP (first Asian-American elected as APA
California President), James Rojas (Latino Urbanism

What more should California do?
Within California, there is significant variation by region
(IE Core Based Statistical Area, or CBSA) for both
women and planners of color. In 2016 more than half of
the APA planners in the Bay Area (San Francisco and San
Jose CBSAs) were women, while the percentage was lower
inland and in Southern California. The disparity for
planners of color is greater, ranging from about 16 percent
in the Sacramento CBSA to nearly 42 percent in RiversideSan Bernardino in 2016.

(continues on next page)
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Expanding California’s leadership in diversifying the planning profession (continued from previous page)
Our preliminary study suggests that the success factors we
listed above have been ad hoc or fragmented rather than
systematic or institutionalized. Therefore, we recommend
the following:

Linda C. Dalton, PhD, FAICP,
is professor emerita of City and Regional
Planning at California Polytechnic State
University, San Luis Obispo, where she
also served as chief planning officer.
She is an emeritus member of the
California Planning Roundtable and
former board member of the California
Planning Foundation. Her work has earned
awards from the American Planning Association, Association of
Collegiate Schools of Planning, and Planning Accreditation Board.

• Regular, visible coverage of all aspects of diversity
in section newsletters and CalPlanner magazine,
including profiles of prominent planners from all
backgrounds;
• Regular sessions regarding diversity in planning
during “prime time” at state conferences  with
assured CM credit for attending and participating
in such sessions;

Miguel A. Vazquez, AICP, currently
serves as the American Planning
Association’s Diversity Committee Chair
and as Healthy Communities Planner for
the Riverside University Healthy SystemPublic Health. He is an active member
of the California Planning Roundtable
and received the 208 APA President’s
Award to honor his work to advance
diversity and inclusion initiatives.

• Encouragement of a diverse range of planners to
assume leadership at the section and state levels;
• Recognition of leadership contributions to diversity
in section and state awards programs, including
scholarships for planning students;
• Formal mentoring for planners of color and planners
from other minority groups, involving and connecting experienced planners with planning students
and young professionals; and

Sources:
APA: https://www.planning.org/diversity

• Tracking planning students from California’s
many planning programs and reporting their
career progression.

APA/AICP Planners Salary Survey 2016: http://bit.ly/2N42qya
PAB Data Library: http://bit.ly/2Nd9gBL
US Census – occupations: http://bit.ly/2N6TGHy

The United States of America is a diverse nation
unlike any other in the world. Geographers would explain
that, over the course of history, North America has
changed as a result of cultural diffusion, advancements in
technology, and a European race for hegemony. Today, the
ripple effects of that experience manifest in our daily work.
Facing inequities — unjust and unfair practices — is by
far the most challenging aspect of the planning profession.
Sometimes it is hard to talk about it, and sometimes easy
to forget. Bringing these issues to the forefront is essential,
as they are in many respects the root causes of many
planning dilemmas.
Diversity in the planning profession is a portal into
the conversation.
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Dalton, Linda C., “Preparing Planners for the Breadth of Practice:
What We Need to Know Depends on Whom We Ask,” Journal
of the American Planning Association 73(1), Winter 2007.
Myers, Dowell, “Diversity and Aging in America; Shifting
demographics provide a new opportunity for planning leadership,”
Planning, March 2013.
Preston, Steven, and J. Laurence Mintier, 70 Years’ Success
and Counting, 70th Anniversary Commemorative Publication
(Sacramento: California Chapter, American Planning
Association), October 2018. I
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Planning news roundup
Lower East Bay housing moves forward
San Francisco Business Times, August 31, 2018
Fiona Kelliher, http://bit.ly/2Nao6J5 • “As renters
flee San Francisco and Silicon Valley, East Bay cities
from Concord to Fremont have positioned themselves
as cheaper alternatives for Bay Area professionals.
“With Newark about three-quarters of the way to
meeting a 2,500-unit goal on new waterfront development, Integral #ommunities and Trumark (omes
have received approval for 331 units under the Bay
side Newark plan. Formerly known as the Dumbarton
Transit Oriented Development plan, the plan was
approved in 2011.
“Union City has poured over $163 million of public
money into revitalizing the neighborhood surrounding
BART, with an additional $850 million from the
private sector invested or planned to develop new
housing. A public park and a promenade leading to
a new eastern entrance to the BART station have been
completed.
“Windflower Properties started leasing out Union
Flats, a 243-unit apartment development next to
BART. Rents range from $2,315 to $3,310 for one- or
two-bedroom units. Windflower, which exclusively
develops transit-oriented sites, has approvals for
another 443 units directly adjacent to Union Flats.
That project is pushing for a 2020 opening date.
“Other new developments nearby include MidPen
Housing at Station Center (157 affordable units, the
result of a public/private partnership with funding from
the city, county, and state); AvalonBay Communities
(438 units), and Essex Property Trust (282 units).”

(continued from page 10)

Blocking development prices residents out
of neighborhoods they want to preserve
CityLab, August 28, 2018
Joe Cortright, http://bit.ly/2BYejBD • “In city after city, we
see … current residents … at city council or planning meetings
objectING to new development ... @so our neighborhood will stay
the same.
“Slowing or stopping new ... housing development has
exactly the opposite ... effect. It constricts the housing supply,
drives up rents, and fuels displacement.
“I profiled Oakland’s Uptown and Fruitvale neighborhoods
(http://bit.ly/2BT7mS6). Both experienced almost identical
increases in rents and home values as the city boomed. Fruitvale,
which has built more housing, has seen dramatically less
demographic change. Uptown, which has built almost no
new housing, has seen its population shift.
“If you don’t build new housing, you intensify the shortage,
raise rents, and amplify displacement. People associate new
buildings with new residents, and assume that if new housing
isn’t built, new people won’t show up, or they’ll go somewhere
else. That’s not the case.
“A big reason some low-income neighborhoods are seeing
development pressure is because wealthier urban neighborhoods
and suburbs generally have been effective in deploying
NIMBYist regulations that block development.
“In the game of musical chairs that is the urban housing
market, the only way to make sure that all people find a place to
sit — IE not be displaced — is to add more chairs. Research
on the subject, notably by California’s Legislative Analyst Office
— and confirmed by skeptical academics at UC Berkeley’s
Urban Displacement project (http://bit.ly/2BY2sTS) — is that
building more market-rate housing reduces displacement.”
(The news roundup continues on next page)

“Safe, affordable housing is necessary to improve health. CityHealth, an initiative of the de Beaumont Foundation
and Kaiser Permanente, assesses the largest US cities on nine evidence-based policies that can create healthier
communities that thrive. Recognizing housing as a determinant of health and overall quality of life, CityHealth spent
more than a year considering a range of pragmatic policy options available to city leaders that could improve the
quality, availability, and affordability of housing in urban settings. It found that no single policy is a cure-all for the highly
variable housing challenges facing cities, but that inclusionary zoning is one tool that must be part of a larger and more
comprehensive toolbox, ensuring safe, stable, and affordable housing. It is an important indicator of a city’s commitment
to producing affordable options alongside new development and growth. CityHealth identified four key criteria that
should exist in a comprehensive inclusionary zoning policy: have an inclusionary zoning law in place, require program
evaluation, apply to projects of at least 10 units, and mandate that at least 20 percent of the total number of units in a
development are affordable.” —Shelley Hearne, Brian Castrucci, Loel Solomon, Health Affairs, http://bit.ly/2BzVwMG
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Planning news roundup
Chicago Architecture Center empowers
young people to shape their city

Public transport should be free
We don’t put coins in street lamps or pay by the
minute in public parks.

WTTW Chicago, August 27, 2018
Daniel Hautenger, http://bit.ly/2LvSo41 • “Only 19
percent of registered architects in the United States are
women. Three percent are Latino, and 2 percent are
African American.
“The Chicago Architecture Center
(http://www.architecture.org) aims to address that lack
of representation and to empower the wider public to
engage in the architectural and urban planning
decisions that affect their lives.
“Using ‘No Small Plans’ as a starting point
(http://bit.ly/2LwiTXc), CAC runs community design
workshops, and partners with teachers to integrate the
graphic novel into curricula at schools throughout the city.
“For older kids with ambitions to enter architecture or
urban planning, CAC offers a Teen Fellows program for
women and young people of color (http://bit.ly/2BV9cCa)
that starts during their sophomore year of high school.
“Sixteen Fellows begin to learn the fundamentals of
architecture, meeting every other Saturday during the
school year. Over summer, they begin with urban planning
and community design. Their second year focuses on urban
planning and paid summer internships. The Fellows program ends in the fall of the Fellows’ senior year, when CAC
helps them with their portfolios and applying to college.
“ ‘The most important thing is to inspire the feeling that
they belong in this set of fields that has been hard to enter
if you’re someone of color, if you’re a woman. We’re helping
them along on a journey, and we’re there for them,’ says
Gabrielle Lyon, CAC’s Vice President of Education
and Experiences.”

Jacobin, August 24, 2018
Wojciech Kębłowski, • “The number of cities experimenting
with fare-free public transport (FFPT) is on the rise.
“FFPT exists in ‘full’ form in at least 96 of the world’s cities
and towns for the vast majority of local public transport routes
and services, for the vast majority of users, and for most of the
time. In at least 138 other cities, fares are suspended either for
specific areas, modes of transport, or periods of the day or year.
“Commerce, the Los Angeles suburb, reportedly first used
full FFPT in 1962. Today, FFPT exists in 27 U.S. localities:
small urban/rural areas (EG Edmund, Oklahoma; Kootenai
County, Idaho), university campuses (Chapel Hill, North
Carolina; Macomb, Illinois) and natural parks and tourist
resorts (Crested Butte and Estes Park, Colorado).
“A plethora of fare-free systems have emerged in Europe,
particularly in Poland (21) and France (20). Many European
municipalities justify FFPT as a strategy for reducing car use
(EG Avesta, Sweden; Bełchatów, Poland), car-related pollution and noise (Tórshavn, Faroe Islands), as a policy helping
disadvantaged groups (Lubin, Poland; Colomiers and
Compiègne, France), or to re-define collective transport as
common good (Aubagne, France; Mława, Poland).
“Tallinn, Estonia, at 430,000 inhabitants, is the largest city
to currently host a ticket-free program. Still, transport experts
seem convinced that fare abolition is irrational, senseless, and
irresponsible.”
Hat tip to Direct Transfer. Read more at http://bit.ly/2PbfwXI.
(The news roundup continues on next page)

Palo Alto needs help at the top. iPalo Alto’s Chief Transportation Official
Joshuah Mello has resigned, leaving the city with a vacancy in one of its most
critical and challenging positions. Prior to coming to Palo Alto, he worked as a
consultant at Alta Planning + Design. His departure adds to the growing list of
vacancies at the highest level of City Hall. The positions of city planning director,
public works director, and chief financial officer are now being filled on an
interim basis. The city will also have a vacancy at the top of its utilities department when its general manager takes over as city manager in December.”
—Gennady Sheyner, Palo Alto Weekly, http://bit.ly/2wzFDQG
1BMP"MUP$JUZ)BMMGSPN6OJWFSTJUZ"WFOVF
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Healdsburg to limit downtown hotels, require affordable housing
The Press Democrat, August 23, 2018
Kevin Fixler, http://bit.ly/2LA3lkY • “Amid a growing
public outcry over the proliferation of hotel rooms downtown, Healdsburg’s city council has asked staff to draft an
ordinance banning any more hotels in the town’s central
retail hub.
“In addition, the ordinance would require hotel developers to create one affordable housing unit for every five hotel
rooms built, or pay a fee toward a fund aimed at creating such
housing.
“The decision requires council endorsement at later
public meetings.
“Healdsburg had 387 hotel rooms at the start of the year,
including 142 downtown, according to the city. By year’s end
the total number is expected to balloon to 548 across the city

— a 42 percent increase. Another 178 rooms are in the
pipeline, ultimately bumping the city’s total to 856 rooms
in the coming years.
“[Our] ‘small-town charm is a very delicate thing,’
Councilwoman Leah Gold said. ‘So why in our right minds
are we talking about approving any hotels at all? We don’t
need any more hotels right now. It’s time to be responsible
and take a pause.’
“Mark Luzaich, owner with wife Marie of the small
Duchamp Hotel downtown, asked what the new limits would
mean for existing hotels like theirs, which had long-term
plans of adding to its six guest rooms. The envisioned
ordinance would prevent Duchamp’s expansion.”

Building housing on flood plains is another sign of growing inequality
The Conversation, Aug 21, 2018
Deborah de Lange, http://bit.ly/2BCFSQA • “Flood
plains are easy to build on because they are flat and, in cities,
they tend to be close to amenities. Yet ... irresponsible choices made by elites, at Waterfront Toronto for example, leave
unsuspecting, lower-paid professionals in dangerous circumstances with rising insurance costs and potentially bad investments. That’s because future flood insurance may become
prohibitively expensive or insurers may decide not to cover
high-risk properties.
“Research shows that densely populated areas are more
vulnerable — the same disaster affects more people in dense
environments.
“New York City is going to build a wall around the lower
part of Manhattan and add a park. The Dutch are using

public space to absorb floodwater. New Orleans is building
parks to double as reservoirs for floodwaters, on the advice
of the Dutch.
“Meanwhile, new Toronto lakefront condominium developments are proceeding on flood plains historically contaminated by heavy metals, oil, and coal. ‘Workforce housing’ is
a required part of the plan. Middle-income professionals are
expected to settle in the waterfront condominiums so that
they can be closer to where they work.
“However, the waterfront area remains a flood plain
and is affected by storm surges. We have also seen streetcars
submerged in water recently with people trapped inside.
What’s left of Toronto’s waterfront should be public parks,
not condominiums billed as ‘workforce housing.’ ”
(The news roundup continues on next page)

BART housing bill on governor’s desk. Under AB 2923, “BART could develop tens of thousands of homes on property
it owns near stations. The bill requires that BART replace any parking spaces eliminated with parking options elsewhere.
The BART board has until July 2020 to formally adopt its guidelines. Affected cities would be required to bring their own
zoning laws into compliance with BART standards or allow the agency’s rules to govern development on its property.
17 Bay Area cities and the League of California Cities registered oppositionto the bill.” —The California Report, KQED,
http://bit.ly/2BUacGH
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What the Berlin Wall can teach us about urban development
Chicago Booth Review, August 21, 2018
http://bit.ly/2BCZ2Wx • “Economic activity isn’t evenly
distributed across geographical space. This is reflected in the
existence of cities [and] the concentration of economic
functions in specific locations within cities, such as
Manhattan in New York and the Square Mile in London.
“When Berlin was divided at the end of the Second
World War, the western part lost access to the heart of the
city; when the wall came down in 1989, the city was reunified. The researchers tracked the fortunes of West Berlin,
which remained a market economy during the 41-year period of division, collecting data on employment, population,
and rents between the 1930s and the 2000s.
“They find that property prices and economic activity in
the eastern side of West Berlin, close to the historic central

business district in East Berlin, began to fall when the city
was divided. Then, after reunification, the same area began to
redevelop: West Berlin suddenly had access to all the knowledge and public resources in the resurgent central business
district it had been denied. This spurred development in these
areas, raising land prices close to the central business district
and demonstrating the positive effect of exposure to density
in neighboring areas.
“The model ... has practical applications for urban planners making decisions on infrastructure and housing. [It] also
makes it possible to simulate what will happen to places that
are close to proposed new infrastructure, what the potential
economic spillovers to other locations may be, and ... when
improving one area is likely to hurt another area.”

Cooling the Concrete Jungle
CityLab, August 20, 2018
Linda Poon, http://bit.ly/2BFoyKQ • “Finding shade isn’t
always easy in Dallas, Texas. Though home to the 6,000-acre
Great Trinity Forest, there’s a dearth of trees in the rest of the
city. And the urban heat island effect has made Dallas one of
the fastest-warming cities in the United States.
“ ‘If we continue to add impervious surfaces and remove
trees, we could have an urban heat island that covers almost
half the city,’ said the director of operations and urban
forestry at the Texas Trees Foundation.
“The Foundation [started] mapping Dallas’s tree cover in
2015. Aerial imagery captured the overall canopy, and the
team physically counted the species of trees in a sample of
more than 600 plots. On average, Dallas has 29 percent
canopy coverage. Some neighborhoods have less than
10 percent.

“[The] team’s map combines heat, health, equity, flood
zones, and pedestrian and biking safety data. They targeted
areas that show high health disparities, public schools that
have little to no shade, and places with high foot traffic and
pedestrian deaths.
“The Texas Trees Foundation’s report (81 pages,
http://bit.ly/2BA6jXh) suggests that the city will need to
increase its tree canopy by about 5 percent (roughly 300,000
trees) to make a dent in curbing the heat island effect.
“ ‘Part of what we’re doing,’ said the Texas director of the
Nature Conservancy, ‘is generating the science to connect the
dots between trees, vegetation, mental health and well-being,
and things like asthma.’ ”
(The news roundup continues on next page)

“What I learned on the city council. There’s no question that serving as a local elected official in California has gotten a lot
harder over the past decade or two. And, mirroring what’s happening at the national level, the ability to get things done locally
has gotten much more difficult. Local politics is getting more ideological and the divisions in every city are getting starker.
A disagreement on policy is one thing, but one [citizen] declared — in the subject line of his email — AGive me plastic bags or
give me death! … But maybe the most important thing is simply to help people see political and civic life in their town as a
shared effort that includes not just the elected officials but everybody else as well. That’s where the hope lies: When ordinary
people from various backgrounds are inspired to step out of their own world and into the wider world of civic involvement.”
—Bill Fulton, Zocalo Public Square, http://bit.ly/2wyqEGA.
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The jobs-housing hamster wheel
Shelter Force, August 20, 2018
Rick Rybeck, http://bit.ly/2BEHDgl • “Housing affordability appears to be a conundrum. Housing prices tend to be
low in communities where job opportunities and/or compensation levels are low. But even relatively ‘cheap’ housing in
these communities might not be affordable if household
members are unemployed or earning low wages. Contrarily,
where job opportunities are more robust in terms of number
and compensation levels, housing prices tend to be very high,
leaving many households struggling to afford decent housing
if they have average or even above-average incomes.
“Many communities are stuck on a jobs-housing hamster
wheel where increasing job opportunities and higher wages
appear to be canceled out by a matched increase in housing
prices and rents.
“It is not the price of lumber, bricks, or labor that
accounts for high or low housing prices. The controlling

factor most often is the price of land. If public goods and
services are tied to particular locations and are well designed
and well executed, these areas will rise in value.
“Many economists from widely divergent perspectives
agree that returning publicly created land value to the public
sector and recycling them for public purposes — known as
land value return and recycling or LVRR — could have
significant benefits. For example, LVRR encourages more
compact development, which is more sustainable both
environmentally and fiscally.
“LVRR is typically overlooked or underutilized as a
revenue source. More robust utilization of LVRR could
substitute for taxes on privately created building values. It
could lead to more real estate development activity resulting
in both increased employment and more affordable housing,
thereby overcoming the jobs/housing conundrum.” I

“These California counties have the highest
concentration of homes vulnerable to wildfire.
Deadly wildfires, once again, have pushed the
conversation about the risk of living in some parts
of California to the forefront. A new analysis by
insurance data provider Verisk Analytics shows
that more people are in danger than you might
think. More than 2 million homes — about 15
percent of all housing units in the state — have
high to extreme risk of wildfire damage, according
to the New Jersey-based firm. In seven counties,
mostly in Northern California, more than two-thirds
of all homes were in jeopardy. Verisk Analytics used
three factors to determine risk, including how close
a property is to forests, shrubs and trees; whether it
is near hilly or mountainous terrain; and if it is hard
to reach and isolated. In the case of the northern
counties, the risk will be higher because homes
Bre often dispersed at the edge of a wildlandarea,
said Lenya Quinn-Davidson, a Eureka-basedfire
advisor for the University of California Divisionof
Agriculture and Natural Resources. Quinn-Davidson
said many homes actually burn not fromthe front
of the fire but from embers landing onnearby
shrubs or roofs filled with debris.”
— Michael Finch II, Sacramento Bee
http://bit.ly/2BEnWoQ
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Climate Changed

California’s WildÛre Epidemic Is Blamed on Bad
Building Decisions
By Christopher Flavelle
November 14, 2018, 1:00 AM PST

Experts say the state should strengthen already tough codes
Fires spur misgivings: ‘Why the heck did you all build there?’
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California’s deadly wildƓres have a straightforward solution, experts say: stop building homes in
places that are likely to burn -- and make homes that already exist in those areas a whole lot
tougher.
That approach, wildƓre and climate policy experts are quick to add, would be expensive and
unpopular, especially in a state with both a housing shortage and stunning wooded landscapes
that people want to live in. But as climate change causes more frequent and shocking blazes,
they say anything less won’t make enough of a diƋerence.
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Burned-out homes and vehicles stand during the Camp Fire in Paradise, California, on Nov. 13. Photographer: David

Paul Morris/Bloomberg

“It’s a land-use issue,” said Alice Hill, a senior adviser for climate resilience to President Barack
Obama. Without so many homes being constructed in vulnerable areas at the edge of the forest,
“we would still have the Ɠres. But we wouldn’t have this kind of devastation.”
A paradox of California’s wildƓre epidemic is that it already has one of the most aggressive
building codes in the nation. The state uses the most up-to-date version of model national codes,
and doesn’t allow local governments to opt out of those codes. It also requires that homes in
areas with the highest risk of wildƓre get built with Ɠre-resistant materials and construction
techniques.
Why California WildƓres Put Heat on Power Companies: QuickTake
“I always use California as an example,” said Sara Yerkes, senior vice president of government
relations for the International Code Council, the Washington-based nonproƓt that releases
updated model codes every three years. “The state really takes its responsibility seriously.”

KWWSVZZZEORRPEHUJFRPQHZVDUWLFOHVFDOLIRUQLDVZLOGILUHHSLGHPLFEODPHGRQEDGEXLOGLQJGHFLVLRQV
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But Yerkes said building codes are meant to be a baseline, providing a set of minimum
requirements that states can add to based on their speciƓc environments. And she said they
don’t account for broader policy decisions, such as allowing subdivisions in places with high Ɠre
risks.
“There’s more people now living in these areas,” Yerkes said. “Maybe that’s something that these
local governments need to look at.”
A spokeswoman for California Governor Jerry Brown, asked to respond to concerns that the state
had failed to impose adequate restrictions on building in Ɠre-prone areas, sent an excerpt from
remarks Brown made during a press conference last December.

Building Standards
“Yes we need good building standards,” Brown said, according to the excerpt. “But when you say
more building standards, I always want to say let’s do this very carefully because it is complex.
That does raise costs. So we have to protect, but I want to do it in the wisest way possible.”

Governor Jerry Brown Photographer: David Paul Morris/Bloomberg
KWWSVZZZEORRPEHUJFRPQHZVDUWLFOHVFDOLIRUQLDVZLOGILUHHSLGHPLFEODPHGRQEDGEXLOGLQJGHFLVLRQV
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In interviews, wildƓre policy experts pointed to a range of speciƓc reforms that could help
reduce the danger facing people and homes in California. Each of those reforms shared one trait:
They cost money.
One problem, according to Molly Mowery, founder and chief executive oƎcer of WildƓre
Planning International, is that state and local oƎcials tend to deƓne high-risk areas too narrowly.
As a result, California’s aggressive wildƓre codes don’t apply in neighborhoods that may appear
safer on paper, but are increasingly aƋected as Ɠres grow in size.
“More and more places around the country are getting aƋected in areas that were never labeled
extreme,” Mowery said. “We need to stop thinking in terms of limited areas.”
Earlier: ‘Like a War Zone’: Malibu WildƓre Ravages Wealthy Enclave
Fire-resistant materials and building techniques can increase the cost of construction. But those
costs don’t have to be exorbitant, according to Stuart Tom, president of the municipal
engineering and consulting Ɠrm JAS PaciƓc Inc. and a member of the International Code
Council’s board of directors. He said some jurisdictions are considering mandating that older
homes use materials that meet the latest requirements when they’re renovated.

“How do you get what are really really good standards to be integrated into communities of
older, at-risk construction, in a fair and cost-eƋective manner?” Tom said. “If you are going to reroof your building, well then perhaps the entire roof should be compliant” with the wildƓre
code.
Another option, and one that could produce even more pushback from residents, is to apply the
latest building codes retroactively to all homes in vulnerable areas, whether they’re renovating
or not.
Hill, the former Obama adviser, said that when a wildƓre strikes, those older homes are quicker
to catch, becoming a threat to the buildings around them. She said the risk of Ɠres has become
so great that local oƎcials have to consider requiring all homeowners in wildƓre areas to meet
updated standards.

Wooden Roof
KWWSVZZZEORRPEHUJFRPQHZVDUWLFOHVFDOLIRUQLDVZLOGILUHHSLGHPLFEODPHGRQEDGEXLOGLQJGHFLVLRQV
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“I think they should be examining it,” said Hill, who is now a research fellow at the Hoover
Institution. But she said the problem is cost. “To replace a wood shake roof is a very expensive
matter.”
There’s a precedent for that step. In 2015, Los Angeles Mayor Eric Garcetti, backed by a
unanimous city council, applied that city’s earthquake-resistant seismic codes retroactively to
the most vulnerable categories of buildings. Garcetti’s oƎce didn’t respond to questions about
whether he has considered a similar move for wildƓre safety codes.

The Woolsy Ûre burns a home near Malibu Lake in Malibu on Nov. 9. Photographer: Ringo H.W. Chiu/AP Photo

A more draconian measure would be to make it harder for developers to build subdivisions in
risky areas in the Ɠrst place.
Michele Steinberg, wildƓre division director for the National Fire Protection Association, said the
increasingly deadly Ɠres in California have prompted soul-searching among safety experts about
how much can be accomplished by simply clearly Ɩammable material from the area around a
home.
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Reaping Trouble
“It’s making a lot of us question, is it enough?” Steinberg said. “Why the heck did you all build
there? This is just a bad land-use decision. Now you’re reaping the trouble.”
Still, Steinberg added that stopping people from building where they want to build can run
counter to American values.
“Our country’s big value is owning your own land, owning your property,” Steinberg said.
“Anything that appears to threaten that is really not met with happiness and open arms.”
It’s not just cultural values that prevent tighter land-use restrictions, but economic value as well,
according to Hill.
“In Malibu, a hillside home will have a beautiful view of the ocean,” Hill said. “Those property
lots are highly valuable. There’s lots of pressure on local oƎcials to permit development. That
increases your tax base, that contributes to the city’s coƋers.”
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The remains of a destroyed home stands along the PaciÛc Coast Highway in Malibu on Nov. 13. Photographer:

Patrick T. Fallon/Bloomberg

If California won’t stop building at the edge of the wilderness, it should at least apply the same
strict standards of ƓreƓghting that cities adopted decades ago, according to Ray Rasker,
executive director of Headwaters Economics, a consulting group in Montana that advises
governments on wildƓre risks. That means signiƓcant new spending on water infrastructure and
municipal employees, as well as a willingness to enforce tougher rules.
“You would have Ɠre hydrants. You would have full-time ƓreƓghters in your neighborhood. You
would require sprinklers," Rasker said. “And you’d have a Ɠre department inspect your building
and your property once a year, with strict penalties if you don’t comply.”
The reason that many towns at the edge of the forest don’t apply those standards is cost, he said.
But as climate change gets worse, that calculus becomes more shortsighted.
“Human lives are invaluable,” Rasker said. “Yeah, cost matters. But the cost of not doing the
right thing is tragedy.”
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 31 Response: Dan Courtney, July 21, 2020
31-1

This comment letter consisted of several attachments, including a copy of the Project
site’s CFIP contract, a comment letter that was submitted by another commenter on
the Project’s 2019 Initial Study, and several articles on planning and wildfire issues.
No actual comments concerning the Draft EIR were included with the submittal, so
no response is provided here.

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-357
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November 2020

Letter 32

Steve Smith
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:30 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: YUC DEIR Ltr
Ken Schmidt Bio.pdf; YOSEMITE UC (002) Hydrogeology Letter 7-16-20.pdf


From:DanCourtney<dancourtney.dc@gmail.com>
Sent:Tuesday,July21,20205:11AM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:Re:YUCDEIRLtr

3of3

OnTue,Jul21,2020at12:05AMDanCourtney<dancourtney.dc@gmail.com>wrote:
32-1

Natalie,pleaseseeattached,
Dan
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 32 Response: Dan Courtney, July 21, 2020
32-1

This comment letter provided comments on the Project’s hydrogeological study,
prepared on behalf of the commenter by Dr. Kenneth Schmidt. Impacts related to
water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that
the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with identified mitigation
incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2:
Water Supply, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, which addresses each of the points
raised in the commenter’s attached letter from Dr. Schmidt, as well as additional
issues raised by other commenters. In addition to the master response, two additional
technical memoranda have been prepared that provide additional technical detail on
this issue. Those memoranda are attached to this Final EIR as Appendix B1 and B2.
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Letter 33

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:30 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: YUC DEIR Ltr
Dan Courtney Comment Letter - YUC 7-20-20.docx; DC Signature Page YUC DEIR
7-20-20.pdf; Gene Pfieffer Ltr Re Manly 1991 zoning change.pdf


From:DanCourtney<dancourtney.dc@gmail.com>
Sent:Tuesday,July21,20205:08AM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:Re:YUCDEIRLtr

Natalie,itdoesn'tlooklikeallmymessagesandattachmentswentthro.
I'mtryingagainwithmycommentletterandExhibitA:

DanCourtney

OnTue,Jul21,2020at12:05AMDanCourtney<dancourtney.dc@gmail.com>wrote:
Natalie,pleaseseeattached,
Dan

1
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Letter 33

Ms.QuincyYaley
CommunityDevelopmentDirector
TuolumneCounty




















July20,2020

DearMs.Yaley,pleasereviewthefollowingcommentletterI’msubmittingonthe
DraftEnvironmentalImpactReportfortheproposedYosemiteUnderCanvas
project.
Therearesomanyproblemswiththisapplicationthatit’sdifficulttodecide
wheretostartsoIsupposeI’llstartatthebeginning.
FrommyresearchI’vegatheredthatin1991theTuolumneCountyBoardof
SupervisorsvotedtosupportaGeneralPlanAmendmenttoreͲzonethesubject
propertyfromTimberPreserve(TPZ)toCommercialRecreation(CK)basedonan
InitialStudy.
Thepropertyatthattimewasasingleapproximately139acreparcel(APN68Ͳ
120Ͳ57).
TheapprovaldocumentattachedasExhibitAbringsupsomeinterestingpoints
includingthefactthatCEQArequirestheleadagencytoobtainanEIRunless
thereis“nosubstantialevidenceinlightofthewholerecordbeforethelead
agency,thattheProjectmayhaveasignificantimpactontheenvironment(Public
ResourceCode21080(c)(i).
However,theInitialStudydidmentionthepossibilityformultiplesignificant
impactsincluding,butnotlimitedto:
Adverselyimpactingtimberproduction.
BeinglocatedinanExtremeFireHazardzone.
ArequestbyFish&Gameforawildlifesurvey.
Distancefromemergencyservice.
Impactstowildlife.

Letter 33

AestheticimpactstotheHwy120corridorthroughtheNationalForestleadingto
theNationalPark.
TuolumneCountyFireDepartment’sstatementthattheproject“maycreatea
significantadverseimpactasfarasTCFD’sandCDF’sabilitytoprovidefire
protectionwithinthisarea.”
TheInitialStudyreportedthattheTuolumneCountyFireDepartmentindicated
thatthesitereceivesyearroundstructuralfireprotectionfromSmithStation,and
seasonal(June1ͲNovember1)fromCalFire/Groveland.Theresponsetime
from“FirstDueEngineCompany”is20+Ͳminutes.
Isthisstillthesituation?IstheSmithStationfirestationstillmannedyearround
forstructuralfireprotection?
Ifnot,howcouldtheresponsetimefromGrovelandbeevencloseto20minutes?

ItalsoappearstheCountydidnotobtaininputfrommanyofthekeyagencies
includingCalTrans.

Thestudyalsostates:
Page5:ItisthepolicyoftheStatetodiscourageexpansionofurbanservicesinto
Timberland.

Page6:ConclusionthezonechangedoesnotconstituteUrbanDevelopmentand
nourbanservicesarerequiredfortheprojectorfuturedevelopment.

Question:Howdoyoudeveloplargescalemotel/hotel/resortcomplexes
withouturbanservices?

GeneralPlanFireHazardRatingoftheprojectsiteisExtreme.
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Nomajordeermigrationcorridor.(Thereisnoquestiontherearelargeherdsof
MuleDeermigratingthroughthispropertyatthistime).

Pg.8Yearroundspringandephereraldrainages.

Pg.9AppropriateGeneralPlanlanduseisLargeLot&RuralResidential.

TheInitialStudythenmakesthecasethatbecauseHwy120’sunderlyingzoningis
designatedParksandRecreationasaretwosmalladjacentparcelssouthofHwy
120andcontiguoustosubjectproperty(IbelievethisreferstothetwopullͲover
lanesforHwy120–moreontheselater)thefindingscanbemadetheproperty
canberezonedtoCommercialRecreation.Tomethatsoundslikealittlebitofa
stretch.
ThereisnomentionofthefactthispropertysitsrightinthecenterofaSeventy
Five(75)yearoldwellestablishedHomesteadercommunityconsistingofwell
overThirtymultiͲgenerationalREͲ2,REͲ5andA10/RRproperties.
Manyofthesefamilypropertiesareintotheirthirdgenerationandatleastone,
theErickson’s,areintotheirfifthgenerationhere.

TheneteffectofReͲZoningthispropertyfromTimberPreservetoCommercial
RecreationwithoutthebenefitofanEnvironmentalImpactReviewwastodeprive
theneighboringpropertyowners,thecommunityasawhole,theCountyandthe
surroundingenvironmentoftheabilitytoconsiderallofthepotentiallysignificant
negativeimpactslistedintheInitialStudy,andpossiblymore.

Thenextsignificantentitlementactiononthispropertywasthedivisionofthis
singleapproximately139acreparcel(APN68Ͳ120Ͳ57)intofourrelativelysimilar
sizelotsbetween2003and2004throughalotlineadjustment.
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InformationpertainingtothisCountyaction,anallegationintoapossible
violationoftheSubdivisionMapsActandanongoingrequestforinvestigation
wassubmittedtotheCountyduringtheScopingstudybutapparentlywasnot
includedinthisover2,000pageDEIR.
ThenetimpactofthislikelyministerialprocesswasfortheCountytoonceagain
deprivetheneighboringpropertyowners,thecommunityasawhole,theCounty
andthesurroundingenvironmentanykindofNoticeandtheopportunityto
examinethepotentialimpactofthisdivisionofland.

Fastforwardto2015–2016.ArecordedCFIPagreementisbroughttomy
attention.
I’veattachedaCaliforniaForestImprovementAct(CFID)GreenhouseGas
ReductionFund(GGRF)agreementforaFederalGrant(ExhibitB).
Thisdocumentwassignedandsubmittedbythepropertyownerlessthanfive
yearsago,acoupleofyearsafterTheRimFire,andincludesthefollowing
information:
Objective:Establishfullystockedforestconditionscapableofcarbon
sequestrationandlongtermtimberproduction.Establishmentofplantedconifer
plantationsandmaintainhealthyproductivestandsintothefuture.

Pg.13.
Approximately30acresofthenortheastportionwasplantedat300treesper
acreandaspotsprayaroundseedlingswasdone.Theremainingareahad
adequatenaturalregenerationandwasnotplanted.

Theareahasahistoryofwildfireactivity.The1987ComplexFire,RoggeFire
1995,andtheRimFire2013allburnedmajorportionsoftheTuolumneRiver
watershedeitherburningorthreateningtheproperty.
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TheproximityoftheparcelstoHwy120,amajorStatehighwayandthenorthern
accesstoYosemitePark,addtotheimportanceofcreatingasafeandaesthetic
forestlandscape.

TheTuolumneRiveralongwiththeotherperennialwatercoursesprovide
valuablewildlifehabitatforanumberofspeciesincludingdeer,bear,wildturkey,
andgraysquirrels.Thelandownerswanttoinsurethesevaluesbyimproving
foresthealthandreducingcurrentfuelloadlevels.

WhencombinedwithotherpropertieswithintheTuolumneRiverWatershed,this
projectwillhelpprotectwaterquality,aesthetics,andwildlifevalueswithinthe
overallwatershed.

Pg.14:Treeestablishmentandsurvivaltoafullystockedtimberstandwillallow
forcarbonstorageonsite.Longtermthestandwillbegrowntomaturityand
managedfortimber.Treeswillbelefttogrowonsitetorotationage60Ͳ100
years.Asharvestsoccurregenerationwillbeencouragedtomaintainaviable
timberstand.Treeswilloccupythesiteandtimbervolumesperacreare
expectedtobemaintainedbetween15and40MBF/ac.

Oncetreesareestablishedshadewilldeterthegrowthofbrushyfuelsand
plantationmaintenancewillgreatlydecreasehazardousfuelbuildupsthatleadto
largewildfires.

Pg.15:Thelandowneriscommittedtomanagingtheparcelforlongtermforest
andagriculturaluse.Currentzoningisruralallowingfortheselanduses.

Thepromotionofamatureforestwillprovideadiversityofhabitatforwildlife.
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TheareaislocatedwithintheVeryHighFHSZinTuolumneCounty.

Thisprojectisdesignedtoachievethefollowing:

1) Establishviableforestedcondition.
2)Restoreandimproveforesthealth.
3)Protectingwaterqualitybymaintainingvegetativedebrisandminimize
potentialformovementofherbicidesdownstreamthroughuseofno
applicationbufferstrips.
4)Helpreducetheriskofcatastrophicstandreplacementwildfiresthrough
maintenanceandestablishmentofforestedlandscapes.

Pg.4:ParticipantcertifiesthattheparcelofforestlandtowhichtheForest
ImprovementProgramapplieswillnotbedevelopedforusesincompatible
withforestresourcesmanagementwithin10yearsfollowingrecordationdate,
asexplainedbelow.IftheparcelofforestlandiszonedotherthanTPZ,
pursuanttoprovisionsofChapter67(commencingwithSection52200)ofPart
1ofDivision1ofTitle5oftheGovernmentCode,aLandͲUseAddendumshall
besignedbytheParticipantandshallbeincorporatedinandmadeapartof
thisagreement.SaidLandͲUseAddendumshallberecordedintheofficeof
theCountyRecorderofthecountyoftheaffectedlandandshallbeacovenant
runningwiththeland.

Pg.10:(d)NumberofacresundertheManagementPlan:149

Howistheprojectareazoned?Checkoneofthefollowingandanswer
pertinentquestions:TPZAgriculturePreserveOther:AE
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IsthereaConservationEasement,CC&R’s,orapetitionforrezoningfrom
TPZtootheruses,existing,underway,orcontemplated,whichwould
restrictresourcemanagementactivitiesfortheperiodoftimeduringwhich
thegrantisadministered(10years)?YesNoX

WillthelandowneragreenottoputCFIPlandtoanyuseincompatiblewithforest
resourcemanagementfor10years?YesX


SoafterreadingandanalyzingthesedocumentsI’mnowsittinghereasking
myself“isthishotel/recreationlandoristhistimberland?

Next,May,2019.
IcallthePlanningDepartmentonaMondaytoconfirmdetailsforacommunity
meetingthatdayfortheadjacentproposedTerraVihoteldevelopment.I’mtold
themeetingisWednesday.Thenwerealizethat’sforaPlanningCommission
Meetingwheretheagendaactionitemsistovoteon:
HARDINFLAT,LLC,
1.SiteDevelopmentPermitSDP18Ͳ002toallowthedevelopmentofa99unit
luxurytentcampground(“glamping”)siteandsupportingfacilitiessuchasa
mobilekitchen,diningandreceptiontent,laundryfacility,swimmingpool,and
bathrooms.
2.AdoptionofaMitigatedNegativeDeclaration/InitialStudypursuanttoSection
15074oftheCaliforniaEnvironmentalQualityAct.

Weshareapropertylinealongthenorthsideoftheaprox.139acresandARE
HEARINGABOUTTHISDEVELOPMENTFORTHEFIRSTTIME,THREEDAYSBEFORE
IT’SSETFORAPLANNINGCOMMISSIONVOTE,BYACCIDENT.
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ThisisdespitethefactthatIhadpreviouslymetinpersonwiththeCounty
PlanningDepartmentoneyearearlierandexpressedinterestinpotential
developmentsonthatsiteandexchangedemailcorrespondence.
YetwewerenotnotifiedofthePlanningCommissionHearing,theInitialStudyor
eventhesubmittalofanApplicationoneyearprior.
AndnowthislargescalecommercialdevelopmentissetforPlanningCommission
approvalinacoupleofdays.NONEofthemanyneighborsIcontactedhad
receivedNoticeorevenheardapeepaboutthisproject.
FortunatelytheCountypulledtheitemfromthePlanningCommissionagenda
andlaterconsentedtorequiringanEIRafterreceivingobjectionstoanApproval
ofsuchalargedevelopmentwithsubstantialimpactsbasedonthefindingsofjust
anInitialStudy.PleaseseetheattachedletterfromAttorneyEllisonFolkofShute,
Mihaly&WeinbergerdatedMay14th,2019(thedaybeforethescheduled
PlanningCommissionMeeting)–ExhibitC.
Butthesurroundingresidentialcommunitywasalmostonceagaindeprivedofthe
opportunitytoevaluateandrespondtothemany,manyimpactsofthislarge
commercialdevelopment.

Speakingofwhich,herearejustafewofthesubstantialnegativeimpacts:
Water:
Pleaseseetheattachedletter(ExhibitD)fromtophydrogeologyexpertKenneth
Schmidt(BioattachedasExhibitE).
Mr.Schmidt’sconcludedthattheDEIRstatementthattheproposeddevelopment
doesn’tappeartoplaceaburdenontheavailablegroundwatersupplyinthe
projectvicinitywasnotsupportedbythereport.
Infactthepumptestinghadseveralmajorfailuresincluding,butnotlimitedto:
Theyfailedtoestablishaproperdischargeareaforthepumpedwaterandit
appearssomeofitwasallowedtopercolateandberecycledduringthepumptest
thusdefeatingtheentirepurposeofdeterminingwhetherthewaterlevelinthe
wellscouldnaturallyrecoverwhilebeingpumped.
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There’sreallynoneedtogofurtherasthetestisaFailrighttherebuttheyalso
didnotconductpumptestingsimultaneouslywiththeproposedTerraViHotel
Resortonthenorthsideofthesite,therebyfailingtoevaluatethecumulative
impactofbothdevelopmentsonthewatersupply.
There’smorebutit’salreadyafailedtest.Next:

Fire:
Thisimpactissoobviousit’sbarelyworthdiscussing.Justtheconceptofinserting
severalhundred“glampers”intothemiddleofanExtremeFireHazardZone/dry
forestandgivingeachofthemawoodburningstovetofoolwithduringthedry
seasonisreasonenoughtoDisapprove.
Nottomentionthisareaispronetofrequentfiresandhasbeenburnedin:
TheRimFireof2012
TheRoggeFireof1995
TheComplexFireof1987
Again,inthe1991InitialStudytheTuolumneCountyFireDepartment’sstated
thattheproject“maycreateasignificantadverseimpactasfarasTCFD’sand
CDF’sabilitytoprovidefireprotectionwithinthisarea.”
AndthatwaswiththeSmithStationFireStationyearͲroundanda20minute
responsetime,plustheyrequireda1,250gpm20psifiresystemwhichcould
operatefortwohoursanda150,000gallondedicatedwatertank.
Istherelessriskoffirenowthanin1991?AllreportsI’vereadsaythereisnowa
greatlyheightenedriskoffire.
IkeephearingaboutCalͲFire’splanstofreezedevelopmentsinthehighfirerisk
areas.Isthisrushtoapprovetheprojectforthepurposeofbeatingthose
restrictions?
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Traffic:
ThecumulativeimpactofthisprojectcombinedwiththereͲopeningofBerkeley
Camp,expansionofYosemiteLakesandproposedadjacentTerraViMUSTbe
evaluatedwithaTrafficStudyaswellasthedesignofHwy120toallowpullͲouts
forYARTS,turnlanesonbothsidesofHwy120andacenterlane.
CalTranswasapparentlynotconsultedinthe1991zonechangetocommercial
buttheymustbenow.

Sewage:
Eventhetopofthelinesewagetreatmentcentersfailandtheconceptofagiant
leechfieldforadevelopmentofthisscaleisdisgusting.Whathappenswhenthe
wastecannotpercolate,andwheredoesitgowhenitdoespercolate?
ItwilllikelyendupintheWildandScenicTuolumneRiver.
It’spreposteroustothinkthereisnosubstantialimpactcreated.
Whenitfails,thenwhat?Howdoesthatgetremovedfromtheriver?
ThereareconfirmedreportsofCOVID19inthewaterexitingYosemiteValley.

EcoͲFriendly:
HowEcoͲFriendlyisittodestroyaforestofmaturetreeswhichwereamongthe
relativefewintheareatosurvivetheRimFire,adjacenttotheboundaryofa
NationalForest?

Thebottomlinehereisthat,yes,TuolumneCountyneedsadditionalrevenue.But
atwhatpointdoyousacrificewhatyou’reallabout?
Thisprojectwillhaveaseveredetrimentalimpactonthesceniccorridorinto
YosemiteNationalPark.
Itcreatesserioussafetyandenvironmentalimpactswhichcannotbemitigated.
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Thisisthewrongplaceforalargecommercialdevelopmentofthisscale.
TherearealternativelocationswhichareservedbytheGrovelandCommunity
ServiceDistrictwithrunningwater,sewage,incloserproximitytothescarce
emergencyservices.Theselocations,including“TheScar”andtheDeardorfer
propertyalongHwy120nearSmithStation,willgeneratethesametaxrevenues
fortheCountywithoutdestroyingthisbeautifulbutfragileenvironmentand
puttingsomanylivesatrisk.

ThezonechangetoCommercialRecreationwasperformedalmostthirtyyears
agowithoutanEIR.Conditionshavechanged.Indeed,itseemsimpossibleforthis
sitetonowsatisfytheconditionsofthe1991approval.
ThepropertyhascontinuedtobeutilizedasTimberlandtheentiretimethrough
current.ThereiscurrentlyaTimberHarvestPlanproposed.
IurgetheCountytoputasidethetemptationofsubstantialTOTincomefora
minuteandlookatthisproposedprojectsolelywithregardstoit’smeritsvrsit’s
potentiallyextremelyseriousnegativeimpacts.
Findamoreappropriatelocationforthelodgingestablishments.
Allowthepropertyownertoobtainthefinancialrewardtheydeservethrough
profitablydevelopingthesiteincharacterwiththelongͲtermexistingresidential
communityitsitsinthecenterof.
Conductafeasibilitystudytoexamineotherpotentialuses,suchascreatingsingle
familyhomestoblendinwiththeneighborhoodandtoassistwiththeCounty’s
seriousaffordablehousingcrisis.
Afterall,theresnoguaranteethisprojectwillbesuccessfulorsurviveformore
thanafewyears.Thenwhat?
PLEASEconsideralltheinput,observationsandsuggestionsyouarereceiving
fromyourconstituentsandtaxpayers.
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 33 Response: Dan Courtney, July 21, 2020
33-1

This comment letter consists of several attachments, including a duplicate submittal
of the comments provided in Letter No. 30, an Initial Study prepared in 1991
concerning the Project site, a series of plat maps, and the cover page of the 1991
Record of Decision for the Stanislaus National Forest’s Land and Resources
Management Plan. No actual comments beyond the duplicate comments from Letter
No. 30 (responded to previously) concerning the Draft EIR were included with the
submittal, so no response is provided here.
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Letter 34

Subject:

FW: Questions for the Planning Department about Under Canvas


From:PatriciaElliott<pelliott3648@gmail.com>
Sent:Wednesday,July15,20204:45PM
To:QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:QuestionsforthePlanningDepartmentaboutUnderCanvas

1. How will Groveland be impacted when law enforcement is needed many miles away at Under Canvas?
2. I have the same concerns about fire and ambulances.
3. Why would the county approve a project in such a high risk fire area?
Let's not shoot ourselves in the foot when county resources are already over extended.
Thank you for your consideration, Patricia Elliott, Groveland resident

1

34-1
34-2

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 34 Response: Patricia Elliott, July 15, 2020
34-1

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts related to this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public
Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

34-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts related to this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Letter 35

July 20, 2020

Tuolumne County Community Development Department
2 S. Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Natalie Rizzi: nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us
Quincy Yaley: qyaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us
Tracy Riggs: triggs@co.tuolumne.ca.us
Kathleen Haff:kathleenhaff2020@gmail.com
Board of Supervisors: bosm@co.tuolumne.ca.us


RE: Comments in response to Under Canvas EIR

To Quincy Yaley, County Planning Commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors:
This letter is in response to the “Yosemite Under Canvas EIR,” which included extensive
appendices, well test reports, site plans, and past comments. This document dismisses items that
are consider relevant to the safety and well-being of the neighboring communities and the
general public that frequent the Highway 120 corridor in Tuolumne County.
Such Issues are as follow:
WATER SUPPLY & SEPTIC - Well tests taken without the full California drought cycle are
insufficient at best. If wells were tested at the end of multiple years of drought, the well test
results would be considerably different. THERE IS NO PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY OR
SURFACE WATER. The community members lack the ability to get water from a reservoir,
lake, or river.)
Similarly, because there is no public sewer system, each of the two projects must rely on
an engineered septic system to treat the truly staggering amounts of wastewater that will be
produced. The potential for our well supplies and the Tuolumne River to be contaminated is
another concern. There is no reliable water source, or a back up water source for residents
already in the area in the chance that the septic system is unable to operate adequately.
Little evidence has been provided that there is sufficient water for all the needs at the Under
Canvas site. Also, the possibility of groundwater contamination from sewage was never
adequately explained.
x

There needs to be adequate fresh water supplies not only in Wet years, such as the one
cited in the EIR, but in multiple dry years. This was not adequately addressed. How is
water to be supplied during dry years to 250 plus people?
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x

x

No mention is made of a dedicated firefighting supply of water. This is critical in a
Very High Risk fire area. Without such a dedicated supply, firefighting resources have to
be diverted to obtain water in an otherwise very dry region.
The EIR provided no explanation of how groundwater contamination was to be
prevented from its septic systems during high water years with substantial runoff. In
that there are many others downstream from these projects using Tuolumne River water,
groundwater contamination during very wet years is a very real possibility.

35-1
cont.

FIRE RISK - Having the Under Canvas project (with 99 wood stoves and campfire pits and
barbecues)- puts over a hundred ignition sources into the forest landscape at a site that already
burned hot once in the recent Rim Fire and has fuels ready to burn again.
x

x

x
x
x

x

x

The area to be developed into Under Canvas was classified in 2007 as Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone by CAL FIRE (see this DEIR). The 2013 Rim Fire clearly
demonstrated this classification is appropriate. It actually burned part of the site.
The likelihood of having more than 100 open fires on the site during high fire season
cannot help but worsen the fire risk. Any conclusion that this would be a Less Than
Significant fire risk is seriously flawed.
The remoteness of the Under Canvas site means that fire response is lengthy. This
allows wildfires to be well developed long before crews are on scene to suppress.
The EIR is silent on providing adequate and dedicated firefighting water.
The nearest fire Department is located in Groveland and response time would be close to
45 minutes. Further, during a fire response, Groveland/Big Oak Flat are left without
fire protection for which they are taxed and pay extra every year.
Likewise, the nearest medical response comes from Groveland, both fire and ambulance.
Again, there is a 45 minute response time. Further, if medical transport is necessary, the
ambulance would be unavailable for the Groveland/Big Oak Flat area for at least a half a
day if not an entire day or longer, depending upon its hospital destination. Finally, the
Groveland/Big Oak Flat residents pay annual taxes for the ambulance to be available to
them.
The nearest Sheriff's Office is located in Sonora making a response time of an hour or
more to the Under Canvas location. With recent tax increase ballot measures failing, the
County Sheriff's Office is understaffed and responding to under canvas would require at
least two hours driving time plus on scene time. This exposes the rest of the County to
undue risk.

35-2

TRAFFIC CONCERNS - Public Transportation.
In order to accommodate Under Canvas as well as the Terra VI project across the highway,
significant widening of Hwy 120 would be required. Looking at the highway changes
necessary for the Rush Creek Lodge located just up the highway, and much less complicated, At
least four lanes and probably five would be required between Sawmill Mountain Road and
Harden Flat Road. These lanes could be configured as: WB right turn, WB thru, Left turn (WB &
EB), EB thru, and EB right turn.
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x

x

x

The current entrance at Sawmill Mountain Road (for the Terra VI project) would have
to be moved because the sight lines and distance from the crest of the hill to the west are
too short for safe traffic.
The presence of large trucks delivering food and supplies to both properties (Under
Canvas & Terra VI) as well as the YARTS buses require long acceleration and
deceleration lanes at this location of Hwy 120 due to its steep grade.
The only evacuation Routes are either eastbound or westbound on Hwy 120. There are no
other routes.

OTHER CONCERNS: Under Canvas has now proposed a helicopter pad as well as Terra
Vi. UC is proposing amplified sound for parties, weddings, business meetings. Under Canvas
has dismissed the Mewuk from further evaluation. Many other issues tied to Noise, VisualScenic impacts, Cultural and Biological resources, lack of access and strain on public services
such as law enforcement, ambulances, fire, etc.

35-3
cont.

35-4

TIMBERLAND CONVERSION
The matter of conversion of the site from commercial forest use to a non-forest use. In
section 3.2.4, the EIR notes that the project could have a significant impact on the environment if
it results in the conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
The EIR text clearly acknowledges that the project would result in a conversion of the
project site from a focus on timber management to a focus on recreation.

35-5

Over past decades when projects affecting forest lands have been reviewed, planning
commissioners and county supervisors have strongly advocated for not glossing over the impact
of converting commercial timberlands to other uses.
In Conclusion the EIR has not sufficiently tried to mitigate the environmental impact, it has
glossed over and misrepresented the actual concerns the project poses.

Erickson Family
30300 Highway 120
Groveland, CA
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 35 Response: Elizabeth Erickson, July 20, 2020
35-1

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less than
significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each of
these topics can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire; Master Response 2: Water
Supply; and Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

35-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to
Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant with identified
mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on these topics can be found in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

35-3

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

35-4

The helicopter pad referenced in the Draft EIR’s Project Description would be used
for emergencies only, and would consist of an already-cleared area where a
helicopter could land in the event of emergencies, and would not be a permitted
heliport as described in California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 3554.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning amplified sound and noise, a detailed
response can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning tribal consultation and cultural resources,
Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR provides an overview of the County’s efforts concerning
tribal consultation. On May 30, 2018, the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) was contacted by email to request a records search of their Sacred Lands
File (SLF) and a list of Native American representatives with cultural affiliation to
the Project area and vicinity. The response from the NAHC was received on June 14,
2018, stating that the SLF has no record of any resources on the Project site. The
reply also included a list of two Native American representatives affiliated with the
Project area. On November 5, 2019, the County conveyed AB 52 consultation request
letters via certified mail to the identified tribal contacts (Chicken Ranch Rancheria
and Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk). No replies or requests for consultation were
received. The County’s responsibilities under applicable tribal consultation laws and
regulations have been completed in accordance with those requirements.
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For the commenter’s remarks concerning visual resources, a detailed response can be
found in Master Response 5: Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts to biological resources were evaluated in in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less than
significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning public services, a detailed response
concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.
35-5

The Project’s impacts to forest resources were evaluated in Section 3.2 of the Draft
EIR, particularly under Impact 3.2-1 on page 3.2-6. While the Project would result in
a conversion of the Project site from a focus on timber management to a focus on
recreational use, the Project has been designed to maintain the existing forest cover
largely intact. With implementation of the Project, the Project site would be capable
of maintaining current levels of productivity. In addition, the Project site would be
available for future harvests consistent with the recreational use. Removal of live
trees for the Project would be limited to removal of 45 trees from within the road
right-of-way and those trees which the arborist determined to pose a safety hazard.
This represents less than 3 percent of the total number of live trees on the developed
portion of the Project site. Approximately 1,307 live trees within the developed
portion of the site would remain, as would substantial quantities of live trees on the
undeveloped portions of the site. Consequently, the Project is not anticipated to result
in a loss of capability of the Project site to produce wood products. Moreover, timber
harvesting on private lands dedicated to recreational use is a common practice and is
often necessary to address guest safety and maintain forest health. Finally, conversion
of timberland on the Project site would be the subject to approval of the Timber
Harvesting Plan and issuance of a Timberland Conversion Permit by CAL FIRE to
ensure avoidance and minimization of impacts to the environment. Consequently, the
limited extent of live tree removal that would take place with implementation of the
Project and the Project’s required compliance with existing regulations, including
approval of a Timberland Conversion Permit, which would be designed to avoid or
minimize impacts to the environment, would ensure that impacts related to loss of
forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use would be less than
significant.

35-6

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. However, based on the responses provided above, the commenter has not
provided any substantial evidence to support the assertion that the Draft EIR’s
analysis is deficient. No additional response to this comment is required here. All
comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider
the Project.
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Letter 36

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 8:05 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Comments in response to Under Canvas EIR


From:PeterErickson<perickson8@gmail.com>
Sent:Monday,July20,20206:52PM
To:QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;TracieRiggs
<TRiggs@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;kathleenhaff2020@gmail.com;BOSMembers<bosm@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:CommentsinresponsetoUnderCanvasEIR


July 20, 2020

Tuolumne County Community Development Department
2 S. Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370

Natalie Rizzi: nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us
Quincy Yaley: qyaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us
Tracy Riggs: triggs@co.tuolumne.ca.us
Kathleen Haff:kathleenhaff2020@gmail.com
Board of Supervisors: bosm@co.tuolumne.ca.us

RE: Comments in response to Under Canvas EIR

To Quincy Yaley, County Planning Commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors:
This letter is in response to the “Yosemite Under Canvas EIR,” which included extensive appendices,
well test reports, site plans, and past comments. This document dismisses items that are consider relevant to the
safety and well-being of the neighboring communities and the general public that frequent the Highway 120
corridor in Tuolumne County.
1

Letter 36

Such Issues are as follow:
WATER SUPPLY & SEPTIC - Well tests taken without the full California drought cycle are insufficient at
best. If wells were tested at the end of multiple years of drought, the well test results would be considerably
different. THERE IS NO PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY OR SURFACE WATER. The community members lack
the ability to get water from a reservoir, lake, or river.)

Similarly, because there is no public sewer system, each of the two projects must rely on an engineered
septic system to treat the truly staggering amounts of wastewater that will be produced. The potential for our
well supplies and the Tuolumne River to be contaminated is another concern. There is no reliable water source,
or a back up water source for residents already in the area in the chance that the septic system is unable to
operate adequately.

Little evidence has been provided that there is sufficient water for all the needs at the Under Canvas site.
Also, the possibility of groundwater contamination from sewage was never adequately explained.

36-1

x There needs to be adequate fresh water supplies not only in Wet years, such as the one cited in the EIR,
but in multiple dry years. This was not adequately addressed. How is water to be supplied during dry years to
250 plus people?
x No mention is made of a dedicated firefighting supply of water. This is critical in a Very High Risk fire
area. Without such a dedicated supply, firefighting resources have to be diverted to obtain water in an otherwise
very dry region.
x The EIR provided no explanation of how groundwater contamination was to be prevented from its septic
systems during high water years with substantial runoff. In that there are many others downstream from these
projects using Tuolumne River water, groundwater contamination during very wet years is a very real
possibility.
FIRE RISK - Having the Under Canvas project (with 99 wood stoves and campfire pits and barbecues)- puts
over a hundred ignition sources into the forest landscape at a site that already burned hot once in the recent Rim
Fire and has fuels ready to burn again.
x The area to be developed into Under Canvas was classified in 2007 as Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone by CAL FIRE (see this DEIR). The 2013 Rim Fire clearly demonstrated this classification is appropriate.
It actually burned part of the site.
36-2

x The likelihood of having more than 100 open fires on the site during high fire season cannot help
but worsen the fire risk. Any conclusion that this would be a Less Than Significant fire risk is seriously
flawed.
x The remoteness of the Under Canvas site means that fire response is lengthy. This allows wildfires to be
well developed long before crews are on scene to suppress.
x

The EIR is silent on providing adequate and dedicated firefighting water.
2
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x The nearest fire Department is located in Groveland and response time would be close to 45 minutes.
Further, during a fire response, Groveland/Big Oak Flat are left without fire protection for which they are
taxed and pay extra every year.
x Likewise, the nearest medical response comes from Groveland, both fire and ambulance. Again, there is
a 45 minute response time. Further, if medical transport is necessary, the ambulance would be unavailable for
the Groveland/Big Oak Flat area for at least a half a day if not an entire day or longer, depending upon its
hospital destination. Finally, the Groveland/Big Oak Flat residents pay annual taxes for the ambulance to be
available to them.

36-2

x The nearest Sheriff's Office is located in Sonora making a response time of an hour or more to the Under
Canvas location. With recent tax increase ballot measures failing, the County Sheriff's Office is understaffed
and responding to under canvas would require at least two hours driving time plus on scene time. This exposes
the rest of the County to undue risk.
TRAFFIC CONCERNS - Public Transportation.
In order to accommodate Under Canvas as well as the Terra VI project across the highway, significant
widening of Hwy 120 would be required. Looking at the highway changes necessary for the Rush Creek
Lodge located just up the highway, and much less complicated, At least four lanes and probably five would be
required between Sawmill Mountain Road and Harden Flat Road. These lanes could be configured as: WB right
turn, WB thru, Left turn (WB & EB), EB thru, and EB right turn.
x The current entrance at Sawmill Mountain Road (for the Terra VI project) would have to be
moved because the sight lines and distance from the crest of the hill to the west are too short for safe traffic.

36-3

x The presence of large trucks delivering food and supplies to both properties (Under Canvas & Terra VI) as
well as the YARTS buses require long acceleration and deceleration lanes at this location of Hwy 120 due to
its steep grade.
x

The only evacuation Routes are either eastbound or westbound on Hwy 120. There are no other routes.

OTHER CONCERNS: Under Canvas has now proposed a helicopter pad as well as Terra Vi. UC is
proposing amplified sound for parties, weddings, business meetings. Under Canvas has dismissed the Mewuk
from further evaluation. Many other issues tied to Noise, Visual-Scenic impacts, Cultural and Biological
resources, lack of access and strain on public services such as law enforcement, ambulances, fire, etc.

36-4

TIMBERLAND CONVERSION
The matter of conversion of the site from commercial forest use to a non-forest use. In section 3.2.4, the
EIR notes that the project could have a significant impact on the environment if it results in the conversion of
forest land to non-forest use.
The EIR text clearly acknowledges that the project would result in a conversion of the project site from a
focus on timber management to a focus on recreation.
Over past decades when projects affecting forest lands have been reviewed, planning commissioners and
county supervisors have strongly advocated for not glossing over the impact of converting commercial
timberlands to other uses.
3
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Letter 36

In Conclusion the EIR has not sufficiently tried to mitigate the environmental impact, it has glossed over and
misrepresented the actual concerns the project poses.

Peter Erickson
2584 Sutter St.
San Francisco, CA
94115

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 36 Response: Peter Erickson, July 20, 2020
36-1

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less than
significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each of
these topics can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire; Master Response 2: Water
Supply; and Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

36-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to
Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant with identified
mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on these topics can be found in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

36-3

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

36-4

The helicopter pad referenced in the Draft EIR’s Project Description would be used
for emergencies only, and would consist of an already-cleared area where a
helicopter could land in the event of emergencies, and would not be a permitted
heliport as described in California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 3554.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning amplified sound and noise, a detailed
response can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning tribal consultation and cultural resources,
Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR provides an overview of the County’s efforts
concerning tribal consultation. On May 30, 2018, the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) was contacted by email to request a records search of their
Sacred Lands File (SLF) and a list of Native American representatives with cultural
affiliation to the Project area and vicinity. The response from the NAHC was
received on June 14, 2018, stating that the SLF has no record of any resources on the
Project site. The reply also included a list of two Native American representatives
affiliated with the Project area. On November 5, 2019, the County conveyed AB 52
consultation request letters via certified mail to the identified tribal contacts (Chicken
Ranch Rancheria and Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk). No replies or requests for
consultation were received. The County’s responsibilities under applicable tribal
consultation laws and regulations have been completed in accordance with those
requirements.
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2. Comments and Responses

For the commenter’s remarks concerning visual resources, a detailed response can be
found in Master Response 5: Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts to biological resources were evaluated in in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less than
significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning public services, a detailed response
concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.
36-5

The Project’s impacts to forest resources were evaluated in Section 3.2 of the Draft
EIR, particularly under Impact 3.2-1 on page 3.2-6. While the Project would result in
a conversion of the Project site from a focus on timber management to a focus on
recreational use, the Project has been designed to maintain the existing forest cover
largely intact. With implementation of the Project, the Project site would be capable
of maintaining current levels of productivity. In addition, the Project site would be
available for future harvests consistent with the recreational use. Removal of live
trees for the Project would be limited to removal of 45 trees from within the road
right-of-way and those trees which the arborist determined to pose a safety hazard.
This represents less than 3 percent of the total number of live trees on the developed
portion of the Project site. Approximately 1,307 live trees within the developed
portion of the site would remain, as would substantial quantities of live trees on the
undeveloped portions of the site. Consequently, the Project is not anticipated to result
in a loss of capability of the Project site to produce wood products. Moreover, timber
harvesting on private lands dedicated to recreational use is a common practice and is
often necessary to address guest safety and maintain forest health. Finally, conversion
of timberland on the Project site would be the subject to approval of the Timber
Harvesting Plan and issuance of a Timberland Conversion Permit by CAL FIRE to
ensure avoidance and minimization of impacts to the environment. Consequently, the
limited extent of live tree removal that would take place with implementation of the
Project and the Project’s required compliance with existing regulations, including
approval of a Timberland Conversion Permit, which would be designed to avoid or
minimize impacts to the environment, would ensure that impacts related to loss of
forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use would be less than significant.

36-6

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. However, based on the responses provided above, the commenter has not
provided any substantial evidence to support the assertion that the Draft EIR’s
analysis is deficient. No additional response to this comment is required here. All
comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider
the Project.
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Letter 37

Subject:

FW: Under Canvas

From:BillFlanery<BFlanery@UMI1.com>
Sent:Monday,July20,202011:52AM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:UnderCanvas

ToWhomitMayConcern,
FirstoffIwouldliketoexpressmydisappointmentthattheEIRreviewextensionwasnotgrantedtotheproperty
ownersduringthesetryingtimes.Itisobviousthateveryoneisdealingwithissuesandpersonalstrugglesthathave

37-1

neverbeenexperienced.ThisdenialofanextensionleavesmewiththefeelingoftheCountyandBuilderstryingtopush
thisprojectthruregardlessoftheenvironmentalimpact.IunderstandthatthenewPropertyisbeingtoutedasaGreen
environmentallyfriendlypropertyandmyconcernistowhatdegreeisthisUnderCanvasprojectiswillingtogotoreally
beaGreenLEEDproperty.Pleaserespondthatthiswasreceivedandaddressmyconcernsbelow.

<WaterAvailabilityandusage:Thereportstatedthattheareahasenoughwatertosustainthenewprojects.Obviously
thisisahugeconcernaswaterisscarceandthepropertywillbedepletingthewellsmuchmorerapidlythanthearea
canhandle.Pleaseaddressthesepoints.
1.Isthepropertyplanningonhavingarainwaterreclamationsystemtobeusedforallgraywaterusageaswellas
neededirrigation?
2.IsthebuildinggoingtohaveaBlackwatertreatmentplantaspartoftheirplumbingsysteminordertorecycleall

37-2

waterusedontheproperty?Meaning100%Potablewateraftertreatment?
3.Whatstepsarebeingtakentoassurethatthesepticsystem/Leachfieldwillnotenduppollutinganynearriversor
creeks?“Willthisbetreatedpriortoenteringthesepticsystem”?
4.Underfullsummerusageatcapacityhowmanygallonsofwaterwillbeusedinaday?AccordingtotheEIRitseemed
grosslyunderrealisticusage.
5.Areallboilers/HeatersHighefficiencyunitstohavereducedcarbonenteringtheatmosphere,ifsowhat%willthe
proposedequipmentbe?
6.Willthepropertyhaveenoughsolarandstoragebatteriesinordertorunonitsown?

<TrafficConcerns/NeededindepthTrafficStudy:
1.Whatarethepropertiesplansforguesttoenterthepropertyonatwolanehighway?
2.Incaseofanaturaldisaster“Fire”theevacuationplantoremoveover610guestatTerraViand425Ͳ500Glampersat
UnderCanvas,aswellasthecampersontherivernottomentionpropertyowners.Thisseemsunrealisticwithno
infrastructuretosupportamassstagedexitwithcriticaltiming.
3.AgreatconcernisthenumberofguestexploringtheareaaroundtheUnderCanvasproperty,whileIknowthe
answerwillbethatprivatepropertypostingswillkeepeverybodyoutinrealitythisisnotalwaysthecase.Doesthe
propertyhaveaplantoaddressthisissue?“Atcheckinmakeitaknownsituationtogueststressingtheapproved
propertylines”

1
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Letter 37

<FireDanger:
1.Withmorepeoplecomesmoredangerofanotherfireintheareathereisreallynoresolutiontothis,it'sonlyafact.
Thelikelihoodofguesthikingorexploringaroundwillgreatlyincreasethechancesofaaccidentalfire.Doesthe
propertyhave24/7firetruckandcrewonsite,notnearbutonsitetoaddressthisissue?
2.Ifeeltheideaofhaving(100)woodburningstovesineachguest“Tent”isridiculousandextremelydangerous.We
havehadourpropertyforover(30)yearswithawellͲprotectedoutsidefirepit.Wealsohaveadequateprotectionin
caseaemergencyoccurs.Myfamilyhasaruleduringhighfiredangermonthsandwerestrictfamilyandguestfrom
usingtheoutsidepit;pleasenotethisisprivateproperty.YetitfeelsasiftheCanvasprojectisputtingaridiculous
amountoftrustintheguesttobesafeandusegoodjudgement.
3.ItfeelsasifthisprojecthascompletelyignoredCaliforniaTitle24mechanicalequipmentminimumstandards.Title24
statesthatanyheatingordomesticwatersystemhaveaminimumefficiencyof85%.Pleasenotemostbuildingsand
projectsexceedthisrequirementwith95%units.Naturalgasaswellaspropaneandelectricwouldbeamuchsaferand
definitelycleanermethodofprovidingcomforttotheguest.Thisiscompletelybeingignoredsotheguestwillhavea
morerealisticcampingexperienceregardlessofthedamagetotheairqualitynottomentiontheissuethatinthefuture
mayhappenbutwillhappen.Inmyopinionthelikelihoodofafireincreasesdramaticallywith“Campers”makingbad
choices.Thepropertycannotthinkthateveryonethatrentsaspaceisenvironmentallyconscious;examplelookat
“RainbowPool”downtheroadithasbecomeunsafeaswellaspolluted.Pleaseaddressbelow.

37-4


Title24Californiarestrictions:how100woodburningstovescomply?
DailyStovecleaninganddisposalofashesfluemaintenanceplan?
Firedepartmentarrivaltimewhenafireoccurs?
PropertiesFireonsiteplan.Howmanyhydrantsareonsite?
Howmuchfirewaterstoragewillthepropertyhave?
Howwillthepropertyinsurethatthewatersourceinconjunctionwithstoragecanmeetdemandsneededfor
firefightingi.e.200PSIfor4Hours?
Howmuchonsitefirefightersandequipmentwillbeonproperty?
Howmanytrainedfirefightersoneach(24)hourshift?
Howdoestheautomaticfiresuppressionsystem“sprinklersystem”assureeverytenthasenoughsupplyandpressure
ofwatertoquicklyextinguishaevent?
Andmynumber1concernisthatiftheEIRsaidnoneofthisisneeded,itputstheentirecorridorineminentdanger.We
havealldealtwiththedroughtsaswellasextremewind;thisisadangerouscombination.Thisproperty,orany
projectedfuturepropertyshouldbeheldtothehigheststandardandlatestMechanicalapprovedcodes,regardingfire
suppressionsystems.Insuchahighhazardareathisfeelslikeablatantdisregardnotonlyfortheairqualitybutactual
humanlives.

InClosingIfeelthattheEDRdidnottrulytakeintoaccountthenegativeimpactthatthisprojectisgoingtohaveonthe
areasenvironmentaswellasoverallsafety.Iftheindepthtrafficsurveyisnotcompletedandaresolutionachieved,
thereisnodoubtinmymindthiswillresultinaccidentsandpossibledeaths.Theincreasedfiredangerseemsablatant
disregardfortheentire120corridor.
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Letter 37

Bill Flanery
Plumbing Service Department / Superintendent
C. 510-246-5655 O. 408.232.9000
San Jose | Alameda | Rohnert Park


Weoffer24/7emergencyrepairandmaintenanceservices.
1Ͳ866ͲSERVͲUMIor1Ͳ866Ͳ737Ͳ8864



3

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 37 Response: Bill Flanery, July 20, 2020
37-1

This comment concerns the requested extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment
period. Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment
Period, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.

37-2

The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR for
details on the Project’s design. Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were
evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated
in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of these
issues would be less than significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
A detailed response on each of these topics can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire; Master Response 2: Water Supply; and Master Response 3: Water Quality,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

37-3

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. A response concerning
impacts related to emergency evacuation can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

37-4

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Air
Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of
these issues would be less than significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
A detailed response on these topics can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire,
Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

37-5

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. However, based on the responses provided above, the commenter has not
provided any substantial evidence to support the assertion that the Draft EIR’s
analysis was deficient. No additional response to this comment is required here. All
comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider
the Project.
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Letter 38

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:41 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Terra Vi and Yosemite Under Canvas
Saw Mill Mountian Road .pdf


From:SamFlanery<samflanery@sbcglobal.net>
Sent:Saturday,July18,20202:24PM
To:QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:RE:TerraViandYosemiteUnderCanvas

I wrote an email last week addressing these projects but it dawned on me that you may prefer to receive a PDF. My original letter was
not included in the DEIR report I surely hope this was an oversight and not done on purpose.
Sam Flanery

1

Letter 38

We own the property at 11230 Saw Mill Mountain Road, Groveland CA, we have owned
this property for over 30 years.
We would like to voice our concerns over The Under Canvas and The Terra Vi projects.
First off, we would like you to extend the deadline for letters regarding these projects for
another 30 days. There is an enormous amount of information to sift through.
Just in case the deadline is not extended we are going to go ahead and voice some of
our concerns.
1. Water Supply: The water supply test that was half heartedly conducted was done so
in a short period of time during a ?uke rainier than normal season. These tests are
normally conducted over years during different seasons to get an accurate re?ection.
It is known, throughout California, that our state has been in a drought for years. All
the properties in this area are on well systems, and during dry seasons the Terra Vi
project could pull enough water from the ground to dry up the water supply to
numerous properties in the area.

38-1

2. Sewage / Leach Field: Both of these projects are going to rely on an engineered
septic system which will have an astonishing amount of waste to treat. The Terra Vi
project is on the high side of the hill so the leach >eld will bleed into us. The resort up
the road Rush Creek has had numerous issues with this. This waste could easily end
up contaminating our well, again our only water supply.
3. Road Entrance: Exiting out of Saw Mill Mountain Road onto 120 can already be
dif>cult sometimes without the hundreds of cars and pedestrians these projects will add.
This will be an added traf>c hazard, and in the case of a vehicle accident it will pull
emergency resources from surrounding areas.

38-2

4. Fire: It was rough for us to recover after the Rim Fire. We lost about 80% of our
trees and an outbuilding. We are just now starting to see some growth again of bushes
and trees or as a >re would view it fuel. At The Under Canvas project they are
proposing wood stoves, camp>re pits and BBQ’s. The Rim Fire was caused by one
camp>re and Under Canvas will have over one hundred ignition sources. Not to mention
the additional careless people who are not use to being in the woods and would not
realize how dangerous throwing a cigarette in the grass in this area could be. Since, the
Rim Fire the wind just whips through there like never before and would move a >re
quickly. Besides the loss of trees and buildings you will be putting numerous lives in
danger. Lives of the residents of Saw Mill Mountain, the guests of both properties and
the >re >ghters and other emergency personal, this is just reckless and unnecessary on
your part.

38-3

5. Security / Our Privacy: The Terra Via Property will be within a mile of our property.
We are concerned with people wandering on to our property and either damaging it or
stealing things. Private property signs do not keep people out. We are also concerned

38-4

Letter 38

about noise pollution as they will be having wedding and parties with an ampli>ed sound
system.
The Under Canvas and The Terra Vi projects could both be moved closer to Groveland
and if they were not across street from each other this would alleviate a lot of the
concerns. There maybe better opportunities for septic, they would be closer to town for
emergency services, and farther away from homes so they could not drain others water
supplies. Hopefully a new location would also have a safer road entrance and exit.
The EIR was conducted too quickly to give an accurate assessment of all of the issues
stated above.

38-4
cont.

38-5

38-6

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 38 Response: Sam Flanery, July 18, 2020
38-1

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less than
significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each of
these topics can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire; Master Response 2: Water
Supply; and Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

38-2

A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, which provides
additional detail on traffic safety and provides results of a sight distance analysis
conducted for the Project.

38-3

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

38-4

Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

38-5

Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.

38-6

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. However, based on the responses provided above, the commenter has not
provided any substantial evidence to support the assertion that the Draft EIR’s
analysis was deficient. No additional response to this comment is required here. All
comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider
the Project.
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Letter 39 Response: Sam and Helen Flanery, July 14, 2020
39-1

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less than
significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each of
these topics can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire; Master Response 2: Water
Supply; and Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

39-2

A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, which provides
additional detail on traffic safety and provides results of a sight distance analysis
conducted for the Project.

39-3

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

39-4

Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

39-5

Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.

39-6

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. However, based on the responses provided above, the commenter has not
provided any substantial evidence to support the assertion that the Draft EIR’s
analysis was deficient. No additional response to this comment is required here. All
comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider
the Project.
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Letter 40

July 20, 2020¬
Tuolumne County Community Development Department¬
2 S. Green Street¬
Sonora, CA 95370¬

Comments in response to Under Canvas DEIR for SDP18-002 and CUP20-018¬

Dear Quincy Yaley, County Planning Commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors,¬
I am writing to inform you of the drastic shortcomings of the Environmental Impact Report for the¬
“Yosemite Under Canvas” development proposed on Hwy 120.¬
WATER IMPACTS¬
As a land owner of one of the nearby rural residences, I am deeply concerned about the impact of¬
my well. The report states that a sustained pumping rate of 40 gpm is twice the rate to support¬
the project. This seems unlikely, considering what other surrounding businesses have stated for¬
their use and impact. Combine that with the cumulative impact of the proposed Terra Vi project¬
across the road, how can you claim your impact on groundwater to be acceptable?¬

40-1

FIRE SAFETY IMPACTS¬
I especially enjoyed the convoluted logic from section ES.6 where:¬
“...the No Project Alternative would be the most environmentally superior alternative with the¬
fewest environmental impacts, though it would create a new potentially significant and¬
unavoidable impact with respect to wildfire”¬
40-2

As far as I understand, dangerous and destructive wildfires are predominantly caused by humans. I¬
fail to comprehend how creating an attraction where wood burning fires and smoking would be¬
allowed will create less of a fire danger.¬ ¬

TRAFFIC SAFETY¬
Continuing with the theme of denying cumulative effects of both projects, the highway traffic¬
impacts for having BOTH Terra Vi and Under Canvas near the same areas is very significant. A¬
significant traffic safety study would have to be conducted with the cumulative impacts taken into¬
consideration. In addition, Forestry Route 1S03 is already significantly impacted by both local¬
residents, campers, fishermen, hunters, hikers and swimmers.¬¬

40-3
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AESTHETIC AND NOISE IMPACTS¬
In section 3.6 it is repeated multiple times that the Terra Vi Lodge project will be far worse in¬
terms of noise and light pollution than the Under Canvas project. You seem to be using one¬
project to provide cover for another, And yet, you deny that they have cumulative impacts at¬
every instance. If you are suggesting that Terra Vi will have a far greater impact on the area¬
aesthetically, shouldn’t the impact of both projects be taken together?¬

40-4

CULTURAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES¬
There are other tribes that lay claim to the area than the ones you attempted to speak with. Your¬
consultation efforts were inefficient. There are other descendant communities that have ancestral¬
ties to the area that are on the NAHC consultation list.¬¬
I question the background and experience of the ESA archeologist. You provided no credentials as¬
to the expertise of this individual.¬ ¬
As stated in the report, the ESA archeologist looked at the surface of the site. But, you clearly did¬
not do a subsurface testing. No ground penetrating radar. Nothing. A pedestrian survey with a¬
surface visual assessment of the project site is insufficient and does not guarantee that no¬
archeological or tribal, cultural resources or artifacts will be impacted by the proposed project¬
ground disturbance.¬¬
The records search that indicated several arch sites within 0.5 miles of the project area. The¬
absence of data is not data.¬
However no resources have been reported within the project area. But that does not mean that¬
the area has been sufficiently studied. It is not clear if previous archaeological studies have been¬
conducted at all within the project area to determine that there are no project resources within¬
the area.¬

Sincerely,¬

Ben Gardella¬
11220 Sawmill Mountain Rd.¬
Groveland, CA 95321¬
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Letter 40 Response: Ben Gardella, July 20, 2020
40-1

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

40-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

40-3

The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less
than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, along with the results of
a sight distance analysis that was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road
intersection. As stated on page 3.8-6 of the Draft EIR, the Project was not required to
conduct a traffic study since it would only generate about half the number of trips
required to trigger such a study under either County or Caltrans criteria. As such, a
traffic study was not warranted and is not required.

40-4

Impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, and
impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant. A detailed
response on each of these topics can be found in Master Response 5: Aesthetics, and
Master Response 7: Noise, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

40-5

For the commenter’s remarks concerning tribal consultation and cultural resources,
Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR provides an overview of the County’s efforts concerning
tribal consultation. On May 30, 2018, the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) was contacted by email to request a records search of their Sacred Lands
File (SLF) and a list of Native American representatives with cultural affiliation to
the Project area and vicinity. The response from the NAHC was received on June 14,
2018, stating that the SLF has no record of any resources on the Project site. The reply
also included a list of two Native American representatives affiliated with the Project
area. On November 5, 2019, the County conveyed AB 52 consultation request letters
via certified mail to the identified tribal contacts (Chicken Ranch Rancheria and
Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk). No replies or requests for consultation were received.
The County’s responsibilities under applicable tribal consultation laws and
regulations have been completed in accordance with those requirements.
With respect to the commenter’s assertion that a subsurface investigation for
archaeological resources should have been conducted on the site, these types of
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investigations are only necessary when a site has demonstrated sensitivities for
cultural resources, as indicated by records searches that identify the site as
particularly sensitive, a positive response from a local Native American tribe
indicating that the site may contain tribal cultural resources or resources that are
otherwise significant to them, or discovery of archaeological resources on the
surface. None of these conditions apply to the Project site, and a subsurface
investigation was therefore not warranted.
Concerning the credentials of the Project archaeologists, resumes for the two
individuals who conducted the cultural resources analysis are provided as Appendix
D of this Final EIR.
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Letter 41

July 19, 2020
Ms. Natalie Rizzi
Tuolumne County Community Development Department
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us
RE: Yosemite Under Canvas DEIR
Dear Ms. Rizzi,
This letter is in response to the recent DEIR put forth regarding the proposed Yosemite Under
Canvas (YUC) development and details my concerns and objections which I trust you will take
into account before approving such a plan. Although I have a myriad of other complaints and
reservations surrounding this whole plan, I have summarized those topics and subject matter
most important to me and the surrounding community. They are as follows:
UNAUTHORIZED USE OF FOREST ROUTE 1S09
The intention to use Forest Route 1S09 should not be permitted due to the fact that this
particular road is for use by the Forestry Service only and not designated as a commercial use
road as defined by the county. Even if you are allowed to use this road for the project, you’d
then have the major issue of proper and effective evacuation planning in case of fire or other
emergency. One of your exits would place all traffic in harm’s way and most assuredly cause a
multitude of accidents, and this is even the case for normal traffic because of how HWY120
traverses at that point with a blind corner at the West end. There will be accidents on the
highway due to the illegal commercial use of 1S09 as well as bottlenecks created during any
emergency scenario. It is also my understanding that there is currently a wildlife habitat that
must be protected if any permit is used to access this road for commercial purposes.
EXCESSIVE PRESENCE OF WOOD BURNING STOVES
Firstly, we are already living in a high fire danger area nearby the proposed development, and
now you are adding so many more variables into this equation such as fire starting materials
and other combustibles to name just a few which only increase the risk of fire, especially when
you consider that the people in possession of such materials have more than likely little
experience or familiarity with them. Simply put, this development will expose both its
neighbors AND the YUC community itself to the possibility of suffering a tragic loss due to fire
and the devastating aftermath that follows.
Secondly, as difficult as it was to obtain fire insurance for our property, we can only expect to
pay even more when the insurers realize the increased fire danger that the YUC property
development poses. Not only would additional units, each with a wood burning stove, increase
the risk that a fire may start, but with so many individuals not familiar with fire safety guidelines
and/or even the basic knowledge of containing even a small fire, these risks rise exponentially.
This is no different to a city’s opposition to 4th of July firework displays by non-sanctioned
entities and for good reason. We cannot afford to expose ourselves to this increased fire
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danger let alone the direct impact it will have on our existing insurance premiums. We can ill
afford to have our insurers drop coverage which will likely happen once they understand this
truth of increased fire danger.
Finally, the report on the affects the resultant smoke from so many wood burning stoves each
day is careless at best. Our property is located some distance below the level of YUC and
situated in a valley. Any and all smoke, wind permitting, would necessarily stay and collect in
and around us for a prolonged period of time. This phenomenon is no different than what we
experience most mornings with the latent fog which commonly hovers and blankets this same
area until it burns off around noon. I cannot imagine what our air quality would be like if the
fog is now combined with all of the heavy and toxic pollutants 99 burning stoves would
generate. You are directly and negatively impacting my health and the neighbors around us, we
being the hardest hit. To concentrate this number of stoves in an area that even traditional
homes with fireplaces could not come close to rivaling is sheer lunacy.
FIRE SAFETY UNPREPARDNESS
I also see no provisions to address any fire arrest or equipment requirements as would be
expected for any development of any kind. I would expect such negligence in the case of a truly
designated campground, but YUC is one step away from a full-fledged hotel, so to see such a
plan to mitigate possible fires is not unreasonable. Where are the sprinkler systems,
extinguishers, water tanks to aid the fire department? None of this seems to have been
considered in your proposal unfortunately. It wouldn’t take much to spark another Rim Fire as
was done by a hunter not long ago, and to say that we are still recovering from that devastation
would be an understatement.
CONCLUSION
After the YUC property was rezoned several years ago, it was clear that there was always a plan
in mind to develop it for commercial purposes but with no regard to either public safety or
environmental impact. I implore you to fully address the issues brought forth in this letter as
someone who is interested in the far reaching changes and impacts that such a development
will create. You can’t take the money you are making on this deal with you, BUT you can most
certainly leave this land a more inviting and sustainable area for future generations to enjoy
and appreciate. It was never meant to be treated as an amusement park for the carefree and
careless observer who hasn’t the slightest appreciation for nature or our role to properly
manage and preserve it. Do the right thing, not the popular or political one, since we have to
live with the choices and decisions you make here.
Sincerely,

David A. George
30400 Sawmill Mountain
Groveland, CA 95321

41-2
cont.

41-3

41-4

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 41 Response: David George, July 19, 2020
41-1

The emergency access roadway that would connect with Forest Route 1S09 is an
existing roadway that currently provides the only access to the private property
inholding that comprises the Project site. Access to the site via this roadway is byright via a designated Forest Service roadway. Once the site is developed and new
access to the site from the east is completed, the existing roadway would be utilized
on an emergency-only basis. The Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the entire
Project, including use of the roadway and any minor improvements that may be
required. The biological resources surveys conducted for the Project evaluated the
secondary access road area. If the Project is approved, the Applicant will work with
the Forest Service to secure formal access permits, if needed, as provided for in 16
USC Section 532-538.

41-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

41-3

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

41-4

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the merits of the Project or
whether or not the Project should be developed. A detailed response concerning this
issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on
Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final
EIR. No additional response to this comment is required here. All comments,
however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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Letter 42

Laura George

July 19, 2020

Ms. Natalie Rizzi
Tuolumne County Community Development Department
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Dear Ms. Rizzi,
I am writing in response to your request for comments on the DEIR for Yosemite Under Canvas
project. The DEIR failed to properly address many issues, including water supply, waste/septic,
fire risk, traffic safety and noise pollution.
Water Concerns:
The DEIR failed to review concerns regarding water supply and quality that a project of this
scale could negatively impact. The project would require 8,000 gallons per day (3 million
gallons/yr). These numbers do not factor in years affected by drought. The DEIR stated that
there was no guarantee of ongoing sufficient water supply without depleting nearby residential
wells. The MND also stated that if the wells did not provide sufficient supplies, the YUC project
would truck water to the site. The DEIR refused to acknowledge the possibility of depleting
groundwater supplies for surrounding residential cabins and homes. In turn, residential
neighbors should not be forced to truck water to their homes as a result of a greed driven
project. The DEIR for water supply concerns is inadequate.

42-1

Waste Concerns:
The DEIR neglected to acknowledge the possibility of contamination of neighboring wells due
to septic leach fields created to handle the massive amount of waste produced by such a largescale project. Drainage for the proposed leach fields may contaminate Tuolumne River, as well
as neighboring residential wells. When at full capacity, Yosemite Under Canvas can
accommodate over 400 guests, which, when combined with the capacity of Terra Vi (over 1300
guests) would be creating an inordinate amount of human waste daily. The DEIR for waste
concerns is inadequate.

42-2

Fire Risk:
The Under Canvas project will introduce over 99 wood burning stoves, campfire and bbq pits
which greatly increases the risk of another fire like the Rim Fire that nearly destroyed our home
and property several years ago. This risk threatens the safety of hundreds of visitors at any given
time. Alternative project locations suggested in previous meetings that supply public water and
sewage treatment would greatly diminish public safety concerns related to fire risk, waste and
water supply concerns. The DEIR for fire risk is inadequate.

42-3
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Traffic Concerns:
The risk of traffic accidents on Highway 120 in both directions will increase with the addition
of Terra Vi and Under Canvas. There will be no way to prevent glampers from attempting to
walk across the highway to access services provided by Terra Vi. The location is at the crest of a
hill when traveling Eastbound on the highway, therefore visibility is poor, especially for guests
who are unfamiliar with the area. Cell service is very poor to nonexistent in the area, therefore,
navigation systems will be of minimal assistance for both guests and emergency public safety
services. A traffic study was completely dismissed in the DEIR. The use of accurate numbers is
essential and a study needs to be performed including cumulative traffic created by Terra Vi,
YUC, Yosemite visitors, Rush Creek and residents. The DEIR for traffic concerns is inadequate.

42-4

Noise and Light Concerns:
The combination of a helicopter pad, amplified music for large parties and weddings needs to be
addressed. We chose this area for our family cabin 60 years ago due to the serenity, simplicity,
solitude, and peacefulness of the area. The noise and artificial lighting created by these two
largescale projects will destroy everything that we and our neighbors treasure about the area, in
addition to being very disruptive and harmful to local wildlife. The DEIR for noise concerns is
inadequate.
Thank you for your assistance and consideration.
Sincerely,

Laura George, DVM

42-5
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Letter 42 Response: Laura George, July 19, 2020
42-1

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

42-2

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

42-3

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

42-4

The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less
than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, along with the results of
a sight distance analysis that was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road
intersection. As stated on page 3.8-6 of the Draft EIR, the Project was not required to
conduct a traffic study since it would only generate about half the number of trips
required to trigger such a study under either County or Caltrans criteria. As such, a
traffic study was not warranted and is not required.

42-5

Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR, and impacts
related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant. A detailed
response on each of these topics can be found in Master Response 5: Aesthetics, and
Master Response 7: Noise, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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July 20, 2020

Ms. Natalie Rizzi
Tuolumne County Community Development Department
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us

RE: Yosemite Under Canvas Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Rizzi,
I would like to provide comments for the draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for Yosemite
Under Canvas, dated June, 2020. Overall, it seems that the DEIR has understated the signiKcance of
environmental impacts that the project would bring to the Sawmill Mountain area. These areas cannot be
dismissed before they have been adequately studied.
Key concerns that need to be addressed in the Knal EIR for the proposed YUC development:

WILDFIRE
The DEIR does not accurately assess the serious threat of wildKre to this area. We are located in a “Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone” and in a remote location without a nearby Kre department, ambulances,
or healthcare facilities. Bringing so many people to Sawmill Mountain and allowing camp Kres and wood
burning stoves in an area that recently burned in the Rim Fire would be a detriment to the surrounding
neighboring forest and a threat to the nearby homes and local residents of Sawmill Mountain, Hardin Flat,
Buck Meadows, Groveland, as well as Yosemite National Park.

43-1

The DEIR is incorrect and fails to provide evidence that the project would not exacerbate the risks of
wildKre and would not expose the area to the uncontrollable spread of wildKre. Tuolumne County has a
responsibility to protect the safety of our community and forest. Supporting a project development with
99 wood stoves and campKre pits in an area without water or nearby emergency services is negligent.
Another concern that the Under Canvas DEIR fails to analyze is the second access point which has been
located directly across from the Sawmill Mountain exit. This exit necessitates the use of a Forestry road
designated for forest administration only and not meant for commercial use; the road also traverses a
wildlife habitat that is supposed to be protected. These notations are omitted from the DEIR drawings.
The access road location would create a terrible bottleneck under normal trafKc conditions, let alone an
emergency evacuation. Imagine what will happen if all of Terra Vi, Under Canvas, Rush Creek,
Evergreen, Sawmill and Hardin Flat folks, as well as Yosemite tourists try to get through that intersection
at the same time. Then every vehicle gets onto Highway 120 and slowly snakes down the hill to Priest
Grade. The proposed developments would create a disastrous Kre-trap and jeopardize public safety.
The DEIR fails to evaluate evacuation scenarios.
Evacuation from the area is already precarious. There is only one narrow, one-lane driveway from an
old skid trail off Forest Route 1S03 that leads to and from my family cabin of 60 years. My neighbors
and I have no other way to escape in the event of an emergency. If thousands of people are suddenly
evacuating the area, or if Kre is blocking the road, the only exit route to Highway 120 may become
inaccessible.

43-2
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WATER
The DEIR repeatedly says that all impacts are less than signiKcant without thoroughly reviewing all of the
public concerns that have been brought forward in Town-hall meetings and comment letters.
Supply: There is no public water supply on the site and the project will require over 8,000 gallons per day,
over 2 million gallons of water each year. The DEIR indicates well tests but does not provide evidence to
support that the groundwater supplies can simultaneously supply the project without threatening private
well water supplies. The well testing does not take many years of drought into consideration and we do
not have unlimited amounts of water available on the mountain. The DEIR has not proven that there
would be sufKcient water supply in dry years. The future availability and quality of water will be adversely
affected, yet the DEIR dismisses these impacts as "less than signiKcant.”
Quality: There is no acknowledgment in the DEIR about contamination of the water supply to existing
homes and cabins in the surrounding neighborhoods. Under Canvas (and Terra Vi) have proposed
locations for septic tanks and leach lines that may contaminate the watercourse that feeds neighboring
wells. In addition, the proposed leach Kelds for both Terra Vi and Under Canvas will potentially pollute the
Tuolumne River. We need to be protected from contamination of our wells from raw sewage and septic
leaching from both of these projects. If the leach system is compromised in any way, private properties
and the wet-lands will be contaminated. Wildlife that depend on these water sources will be harmed.

43-4
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PUBLIC SERVICES, SAFETY, TRAFFIC
I am very concerned about the distance to emergency services and the lack of adequate emergency
responders to the Sawmill Mountain area. Our home is at least a half hour drive from Groveland and
about an hour from Sonora. I agree with the Groveland Community Services District’s concerns about
being able to adequately provide Kre and emergency response services to the proposed project site.
The GCSD explains problems with the distance of the project from GCSD resources, concern about
being able to respond to two remote places at the same time, wear and tear on vehicles, increased Kre
concern, impact on evacuation efforts, inadequate water supply for wells, Kre sprinklers, Kre Kghting,
sanitation, and evacuation through Groveland. The DEIR fails to adequately address these many
signiKcant impacts.
The DEIR fails to explain how bringing a thousand new people into the area would not increase the
number of trafKc accidents or emergency incidents requiring police services. Instead, the DEIR states
incorrectly that these incidents are expected to be similar in frequency and nature to that which already
occur in the vicinity. We don’t have pedestrians crossing the highway in this dangerous stretch of the
road currently to visit a store, restaurant, or bar which will occur if the YUC and Terra Vi projects become
a reality. We don’t have additional cars accessing the blind access roads or potential new intersections
currently. The DEIR claims are unfounded. Additional people and cars will clearly increase emergencies
and put a strain on resources.
The project would deKnitely increase noise, pollution and trafKc to the existing, surrounding community
because there is nothing in the location currently. Impacts would be potentially signiKcant and need to be
studied, rather than dismissed. DEIR statements have not been substantiated.
It is imperative that trafKc Low and evacuation routes be thoroughly reviewed in this Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone and to learn from the tragic Camp Fire where people died while trying to Lee their
homes. The problem was only one road for egress and our Sawmill /Hardin Flat neighborhood is faced
with the same dangerous dead-end situation. The DEIR incorrectly states that “the project would not
impair or interfere with evacuation procedures and is not further addressed.” It is frightening to think that
these critical issues have been overlooked; the entire Sawmill/Hardin Flat area and 120 corridor need to
be evaluated for safe evacuation.
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NOISE
The introduction of noise related activities such as ampliKed music and events, human voices, barking
dogs, vehicular trafKc, and helicopters will cause distress to the local wildlife, as well as the peaceful
surrounding environment for local residents. However, the DEIR fails to provide discussion around these
impacts associated with wildlife and human interference. I am particularly concerned about these issues
because the quiet solitude creates the beauty of the mountain. We enjoy the abundant wildlife (especially
the deer) on our property and surrounding forest.

43-7

The DEIR falsely claims that the noise will not travel to the nearest residence. We are about 1,000 feet
away and can easily hear noises, especially ampliKed sounds and music generated in close proximity.
Such noise does not belong in the forest and cannot be mitigated. Furthermore, there are already two
large hotels with enclosed venues and several other better-situated sites available that could best absorb
the inLux of additional tourists looking for lively parties and entertainment.
ALTERNATE LOCATIONS
I was dismayed to read in the DEIR that alternative locations for the project that were discussed at the
Town Hall meeting and suggested in public comment letters were disregarded without given a fair chance.
Based on the concerns mentioned in this letter and my previous letters, it is evident that the issues with
increased wildKre risk, lack of water and water quality, septic contamination, trafKc, noise, visual-scenic
impact to the Highway 120 corridor, threats to cultural and biological resources, dangerous vehicular
access-circulation, and strain on public services such as law enforcement, Kre, and ambulances, that the
two proposed projects are proposed for the wrong location. Alternatives must be thoroughly and seriously
examined, rather than omitted from analysis.

43-8

The cumulative impacts from projects proposed in this area are signiKcant. It is vital that the County
ofKcials and other agencies review the “big picture” to determine the overall impact on the environment
well into the future. I respectfully urge the County to thoroughly evaluate the serious risks and huge
environmental impacts that YUC and other projects in this area would create.

43-9

Sincerely,

Rosalina George

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 43 Response: Rosalina George, July 20, 2020
43-1

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

43-2

The emergency access roadway that would connect with Forest Route 1S09 is an
existing roadway that currently provides the only access to the private property
inholding that comprises the Project site. Access to the site via this roadway is byright via a designated Forest Service roadway. Once the site is developed and new
access to the site from the east is completed, the existing roadway would be utilized
on an emergency-only basis. The Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the entire
Project, including use of the roadway and any minor improvements that may be
required. The biological resources surveys conducted for the Project evaluated the
secondary access road area. If the Project is approved, the Project Applicant will
work with the Forest Service to secure formal access permits, if needed, as provided
for in 16 USC Section 532-538.

43-3

Impacts related to Wildfire and emergency evacuation were evaluated in Section 3.9
of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than
significant. A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

43-4

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

43-5

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

43-6

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to emergency evacuation can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
43-7

Impacts associated with construction and operational noise were evaluated in Section
3.6 of the Draft. A detailed response concerning all of the issues raised in the
commenter’s remarks can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR. The Draft EIR makes no claim that the Project would not generate
noise, not does it make the claim that some level of Project-generated noise might not
be occasionally experienced by offsite receptors. Rather, the Draft EIR and the
information provided in Master Response 7 make the finding supported by
substantial evidence that any off-site impacts to sensitive receptors would be below
applicable County standards.

43-8

Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.

43-9

The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts for each of the issues that were studied.
This analysis was contained at the end of each topical section in the Draft EIR. For
instance, for cumulative Aesthetics impacts, the commenter is referred to Impact
3.1-3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.1-13. Similar discussions are provided at
the end of each topical section. For each topic, the Draft EIR found that the
cumulative effect of the Project’s implementation would be less than significant and
not cumulatively considerable. The commenter has not provided any substantial
evidence that would indicate that the Draft EIR’s findings were incorrect.
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Letter 44 Response: Kathleen Haff, July 19, 2020
44-1

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. Detailed
information on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2
of this Final EIR.
As presented in the master response, the Project as designed would include provision
of fuel treatments, including removal of dead, down, dying, diseased, and hazardous
trees, removal of ladder fuels and ground litter, provision of defensible space around
all areas of development and along Project roadways, and establishment of defensible
space within the site perimeter to a distance of 100 to 200 feet, depending on the
slope. Prior to initiation of construction, the Project would be required to prepare and
submit a Construction Fire Prevention Plan for review by relevant service providers
such as the Tuolumne County Fire Department, Groveland Community Services
District, and CAL FIRE. Details on the contents of this plan are provided in Master
Response 1. Prior to the commencement of operations, the Project also would be
required to prepare and submit an Operational Fire Protection Plan for review by
relevant service providers. Details on the contents of this plan are also provided in
Master Response 1, Wildfire.

44-2

The Project would not contain traditional structures such as buildings with framed
construction or shingled roofs. As such, requirements related to the provision a
dedicated standby water supply do not apply to the Project. As noted above, however,
and exceeding County requirements, the Project Applicant has elected to provide a
standby fire-fighting water truck with appropriate hoses and nozzles that could be
deployed to provide an initial response in the event of a fire ignition.

44-3

Information on the wood-burning heating stoves that would be installed in the
Project’s tents is provided in Master Response 1, Wildfire. Air Quality impacts
related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were evaluated in Section 3.3
of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air quality would be less than
significant. Detailed information concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

44-4

A detailed response concerning both Project-specific and cumulative impacts
associated with emergency evacuation can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. A secondary emergency access route, constructed to
County standards, would be provided at the Project site’s northwest corner to provide
a secondary means of ingress and egress during an emergency. Therefore, in the
event of an evacuation, two routes of ingress and egress would be available (Hardin
Flat Road and the secondary emergency access road), which would avoid the
prospect of concentrating vehicles at one access point.
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44-5

Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in
Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to
the environmental effects arising from the provision of new or expanded public
services would be less than significant. Additional information concerning this issue
can be found in Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR,
which provides details concerning a Condition of Approval for the Project that would
provide cost recovery funds to the County for emergency services and fire protection.

44-6

As described in the Draft EIR’s Project Description, a helicopter pad would be
provided for emergency use only, and would consist of an already-cleared area where
a helicopter could land in the event of emergencies. The pad would not be a permitted
heliport as described in California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 3554.

44-7

A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. The master response
provides additional detail on traffic safety and provides the results of a sight distance
analysis conducted for the Project.

44-8

Please see the response to comment 44-7, above.

44-9

Several commenters have suggested pedestrians from the Under Canvas and Terra Vi
projects would cross SR-120 to travel between the two projects. This assertion is not
supported by substantial evidence. The projects are unrelated, and offer services
independent from one another. Each would have its own parking areas and YARTS
stop. Pedestrians would not cross SR-120 with any regularity, and a pedestrian
crosswalk across SR-120 is not proposed for either project and would not be
recommended. Even if an occasional pedestrian were to cross SR-120, adequate
unobstructed views are available in either direction to provide for a safe crossing.
Further, the Terra Vi site plan includes an emergency vehicular access that links the
resort with SR-120 roughly 175 feet from the Hardin Flat Road intersection.
Therefore, the distance that pedestrians would have to travel along SR-120 would be
relatively short, and would not substantially increase hazards to vehicular and
pedestrian safety.

44-10

Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to water supply were evaluated in
Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for this issue would be
less than significant. Additional information on this topic can be found in Master
Response 2: Water Supply, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, which provides detailed
findings from an aquifer pumping test performed for the Project. The test results were
well within applicable State Water Resources Control Board standards, and point to an
onsite water supply that is more than adequate to meet the demands of the Project. The
test results also indicate that there would be no adverse effects to nearby water wells.

44-11

Impacts related to water quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. Additional information on this topic can be found

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-462

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

2. Comments and Responses

in Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. The response
provides detailed information on the Project’s wastewater treatment system and the
design criteria employed to avoid an adverse effect, as well as the system’s
monitoring and maintenance requirements.
44-12

The Project’s impacts to population and housing, including impacts related to
employee housing, were analyzed in Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on
page 3-16. The Project Applicant provides employee housing to its employees by
renting a house (or houses) for use by the employees. The Draft EIR’s analysis found
that Tuolumne County’s rental vacancy rate is about midway between the California
statewide vacancy rate and the national vacancy rate, which demonstrates sufficient
rental housing would be available, as needed.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:44 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Yosemite Under Canvas EIR



From:MaryHollendoner<maryhollendoner@gmail.com>
Sent:Monday,July20,20206:35AM
To:QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;TarynVanderpan<TVanderpan@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;JohnGray
<JGray@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;TracieRiggs<TRiggs@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;JimJunette<jjunette@fs.fed.us>;NatalieRizzi
<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;kathleenhaff2020@gmail.com;BOSMembers<bosm@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:YosemiteUnderCanvasEIR


(Resending to a larger email distribution)
I am writing in response to the Yosemite Under Canvas (YUC) draft EIR that you recently published. The
DEIR fails to justify by substantial evidence that they will mitigate the significantly increased fire risk; or
that Groveland emergency services will be able to handle the enormous increase in visitors; or that there
won’t be problems with lack of water and/or quality of water due to their significant consumption of
water and excretion of sewer and grey water.
I’ll go into each of those 3 points in more detail below – fire, emergency services, and water.
There are numerous other issues that do not appear to be sufficiently covered by the DEIR – noise, light,
wildlife, traffic - to name just a few, but I will focus on the 3 most significant.
One general point: the DEIR suffers from a significant flaw in that it does not analyze
the cumulativeimpact of YUC, Terra Vi, Berkeley Family Camp, and the planned expansion at Yosemite
Lakes/NACO. These four developments represent about 500 lodging units, which likely means more than
1,000 new visitors daily, as well as employees which increases that number much more. Each
development alone may try to argue that it could just barely get by with enough water, but this is in the
absence of the other 3 developments. The impact on our water, emergency systems, and fire risk must be
considered cumulatively.

45-1

1.FIRE
“ItisnotaquestionofwillwehaveacatastrophicfireinTuolumneCounty,butofwhen.” – Tuolumne
County Fire Safety Report, June 2020
It is shocking that the county could approve a development with 99 wood burning stoves in a “Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone” – as designated by CAL FIRE.
The visitors staying in those canvas cabins may have little/no experience with handling a wood fire stove.
They will not use the care required to prevent fire spreading. They did not live through the Rim fire, as
we all did, that devastated our properties. It is absurd to suggest that we should give 99 visiting families,
1
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up to 250 individuals, access to fires in the middle of a very high fire risk area without significant
mitigation!
The DEIR does not address this issue sufficiently. In fact, in this area, the DEIR makes an outrageous and
logic-defying claim: if the project were not built, it “wouldresultinapotentiallysignificantand
unavoidablewildfireimpact.”
This completely discredits the authors of the DEIR in my eyes! It indicates that the DEIR was written
merely to brush concerns aside, not to actually address them.
“Receiving250differentpeopleeverydayandlettingthemburnfiresincanvascabinsinthemiddleofavery
highfireriskareaǦthiswillnotincreasethefirerisk” – how can anyone say those words with a straight
face?!

45-2
cont.

We need an EIR that actually suggests mitigations that will help. Get rid of the wood stoves. It is absurd to
allow these. Rush Creek and Evergreen do not allow their guests to use fires. (They each have one single
fire for the entire hotel). Force the developers to pay for another fire station closer to all these
developments. Ensure that they include sprinklers in every cabin.
There are many reasonable, logical, steps that a sensible EIR would suggest, rather than just pretending
there is no increased fire risk. Please remove the wood stoves, at a minimum, from the plans, and please
add standard sprinklers at least to each cabin.

2.PUBLICSERVICES
Closely related to the issue of fire, is the problem of our emergency services. The DEIR fails to justify that
GCSD would be able to handle the significant increase in emergencies. When we consider YUC, Terra Vi,
Berkeley Camp, and Thousand Trails – we are looking at 1,400 or more visitors and staff every day.
There are many deficiencies in the EIR on this topic:
For example, impact analysis 3.7-3 says there is no impact because “the project is intended to
accommodate visitors and tourists that are already in the project vicinity”. Does the author of the EIR
really believe that there are 1000+ non-residents just hanging out along the sides of highway 120 every
day? It is absolute nonsense to state that these people are already in the project vicinity! Do they think
that only people from Groveland are going to stay at YUC? Quite the opposite. The great majority of YUC
visitors will be from out-of-town, possibly out-of-state, possibly out-of-country.
This is another point where the EIR shows itself to be biased and false. Writing nonsense statements like
this, simply destroys the EIR’s credibility.
Another example, in impact analysis 3.7-2, you say that any resulting emergency incidents would be
similar in frequency and nature to what already occurs here. How can anyone say that adding 1,000+
daily people to the area would be similar to what is already here? On Sawmill mountain and on Hardin
Flat road we are maybe a few dozen families maximum. We certainly do not create the same number of
emergency calls as would exist if these developments were built. Æ yet another example of the EIR being
incredibly biased and inaccurate. In the full EIR, please ensure you correct these false statements.
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As the Groveland Fire Dept themselves said, “Due to the distance of the project from GCSD resources, a
degradation of services will occur locally within GCSD when our resources respond and are away from the GCSD service
area for hours cit a time.”
In the best case scenario, we have a 25 minute response time from Groveland for fire or medical or police.
But, in reality, the ambulance could be delivering someone to Sonora, meaning over an hour response
time. The fire truck could be stationed on a fire already, meaning no response at all, or multi-hour
response.
Can you imagine a fire engulfing this area, and the Groveland fire truck driving up here, only to be faced
with many different large housing areas to try to save? What do you expect them to do? Do they go to the
long-term families on Sawmill Mtn Road and Hardin flat to save the handful of homes there? Do they go to
YUC? To Terra Vi? To Berkeley Family camp? To Thousand Lakes?
If you are seriously considering allowing 1000+ new visitors to stay here, then please ensure those
developers pay for increased resources in the way of fire & ambulance.
The EIR does not provide any mitigation for this problem. It simply pretends it’s not an issue. Please
address this properly and listen to your taxpayers! My property tax bill on Sawmill mountain road is not
getting any smaller, year after year, but I don’t see that money going to fire and ambulance here.

45-3
cont.

Closely related to the issue of emergency services, is that of traffic and road safety. The EIR doesn’t
address the response time for accidents on the road. YUC and Terra Vi are just over the rim of a hill for
those driving to Yosemite from the west, not to mention there may now be people walking across 120 to
get between the 2 proposed restaurants. There is likely to be a significant increase in road accidents in
this area. It is unrealistic to say this is not significant in the EIR! Why do we need such a huge amount of
development all in the same year? Please can we do this a little at a time, letting the community (people,
trees, animals, services) have time to adjust and stress test if we can handle the increased load?
One specific footnote on this topic of roads and access – we notice that there is a secondary exit on the
YUC plans which is directly across from the Sawmill Mtn road entrance. This is a poor choice for an
emergency exit! In the event of an emergency evacuation in a fire, there would now be several hundred
people all trying to enter highway 120 in exactly the same place! (Terra Vi + YUC + Sawmill mountain
families). This is a real liability to the county. Please address this in the EIR and require the mitigation of
moving that emergency exit elsewhere.
3.WATER
The EIR is lacking in its conclusion that, “Implementationoftheproposedproject,inconjunctionwithother
development,wouldhavesufficientwatersuppliesavailabletoservetheprojectandreasonablyforeseeable
futuredevelopmentduringnormal,dryandmultipledryyears”.
The wells have not been tested in a dry year, nor in a drought year. The two 10-day pump tests were
done in the Fall of a normal water year that followed an exceptionally wet water year – this can’t be proof
of sufficient water in a dry year.
Nor does the EIR recognize the possibility of contamination of the water supply to we existing residents.
During the well tests, our neighbors on Sawmill Mtn Rd said their well water taste suddenly changed, and
3
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that they still now, months after the test finished, have residues that they never had before. (They’ve had
this cabin for decades). The full EIR needs to analyze what testing is needed to protect our water supply!
Similarly, the location of the septic tanks and leach lines mean possible contamination of wells, not to
mention polluting the Tuolumne River via an ephemeral drainage system just ½ mile downstream. The
EIR is deficient in its lack of analysis of the impact of 1000+ new people flushing toilets daily. The EIR
needs to suggest mitigating factors such as: mandating a monitoring system to check contamination of
water, as well to check levels of bacteria in groundwater on the project site and on neighboring
properties.
In summary, the EIR makes several outrageously false statements that I’ve referenced in this letter; and
has many deficiencies, primarily in the areas of fire risk, emergency services, and water quality. Please
correct and address these statements and issues in the full EIR, and require the developers to make
mitigations – for example, removingthewoodstoves,addingsprinklers,andmovingtheir
emergencyexit.
Thank you for listening to my concerns,
- Mary Hollendoner, owner of property on Sawmill Mtn Rd

OnSun,Jul19,2020at9:38PMMaryHollendoner<maryhollendoner@gmail.com>wrote:

I am writing in response to the Yosemite Under Canvas (YUC) draft EIR that you recently published. The
DEIR fails to justify by substantial evidence that they will mitigate the significantly increased fire risk; or
that Groveland emergency services will be able to handle the enormous increase in visitors; or that there
won’t be problems with lack of water and/or quality of water due to their significant consumption of
water and excretion of sewer and grey water.
I’ll go into each of those 3 points in more detail below – fire, emergency services, and water.
There are numerous other issues that do not appear to be sufficiently covered by the DEIR – noise, light,
wildlife, traffic - to name just a few, but I will focus on the 3 most significant.
One general point: the DEIR suffers from a significant flaw in that it does not analyze the cumulative
impact of YUC, Terra Vi, Berkeley Family Camp, and the planned expansion at Yosemite Lakes/NACO.
These four developments represent about 500 lodging units, which likely means more than 1,000 new
visitors daily, as well as employees which increases that number much more. Each development alone
may try to argue that it could just barely get by with enough water, but this is in the absence of the other
3 developments. The impact on our water, emergency systems, and fire risk must be considered
cumulatively.
1.FIRE
“ItisnotaquestionofwillwehaveacatastrophicfireinTuolumneCounty,butofwhen.” – Tuolumne
County Fire Safety Report, June 2020
It is shocking that the county could approve a development with 99 wood burning stoves in a “Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone” – as designated by CAL FIRE.
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The visitors staying in those canvas cabins may have little/no experience with handling a wood fire
stove. They will not use the care required to prevent fire spreading. They did not live through the Rim
fire, as we all did, that devastated our properties. It is absurd to suggest that we should give 99 visiting
families, up to 250 individuals, access to fires in the middle of a very high fire risk area without
significant mitigation!
The DEIR does not address this issue sufficiently. In fact, in this area, the DEIR makes an outrageous and
logic-defying claim: if the project were not built, it “wouldresultinapotentiallysignificantand
unavoidablewildfireimpact.”
This completely discredits the authors of the DEIR in my eyes! It indicates that the DEIR was written
merely to brush concerns aside, not to actually address them.
“Receiving250differentpeopleeverydayandlettingthemburnfiresincanvascabinsinthemiddleofa
veryhighfireriskareaǦthiswillnotincreasethefirerisk” – how can anyone say those words with a
straight face?!
We need an EIR that actually suggests mitigations that will help. Get rid of the wood stoves. It is absurd
to allow these. Rush Creek and Evergreen do not allow their guests to use fires. (They each have one
single fire for the entire hotel). Force the developers to pay for another fire station closer to all these
developments. Ensure that they include sprinklers in every cabin.
There are many reasonable, logical, steps that a sensible EIR would suggest, rather than just pretending
there is no increased fire risk. Please remove the wood stoves, at a minimum, from the plans, and please
add standard sprinklers at least to each cabin.

2.PUBLICSERVICES
Closely related to the issue of fire, is the problem of our emergency services. The DEIR fails to justify that
GCSD would be able to handle the significant increase in emergencies. When we consider YUC, Terra Vi,
Berkeley Camp, and Thousand Trails – we are looking at 1,400 or more visitors and staff every day.
There are many deficiencies in the EIR on this topic:
For example, impact analysis 3.7-3 says there is no impact because “the project is intended to
accommodate visitors and tourists that are already in the project vicinity”. Does the author of the EIR
really believe that there are 1000+ non-residents just hanging out along the sides of highway 120 every
day? It is absolute nonsense to state that these people are already in the project vicinity! Do they think
that only people from Groveland are going to stay at YUC? Quite the opposite. The great majority of YUC
visitors will be from out-of-town, possibly out-of-state, possibly out-of-country.
This is another point where the EIR shows itself to be biased and false. Writing nonsense statements like
this, simply destroys the EIR’s credibility.
Another example, in impact analysis 3.7-2, you say that any resulting emergency incidents would be
similar in frequency and nature to what already occurs here. How can anyone say that adding 1,000+
daily people to the area would be similar to what is already here? On Sawmill mountain and on Hardin
Flat road we are maybe a few dozen families maximum. We certainly do not create the same number of
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emergency calls as would exist if these developments were built. Æ yet another example of the EIR
being incredibly biased and inaccurate. In the full EIR, please ensure you correct these false statements.
As the Groveland Fire Dept themselves said, “Due to the distance of the project from GCSD resources, a
degradation of services will occur locally within GCSD when our resources respond and are away from the GCSD
service area for hours cit a time.”

In the best case scenario, we have a 25 minute response time from Groveland for fire or medical or
police. But, in reality, the ambulance could be delivering someone to Sonora, meaning over an hour
response time. The fire truck could be stationed on a fire already, meaning no response at all, or multihour response.
Can you imagine a fire engulfing this area, and the Groveland fire truck driving up here, only to be faced
with many different large housing areas to try to save? What do you expect them to do? Do they go to the
long-term families on Sawmill Mtn Road and Hardin flat to save the handful of homes there? Do they go
to YUC? To Terra Vi? To Berkeley Family camp? To Thousand Lakes?
If you are seriously considering allowing 1000+ new visitors to stay here, then please ensure those
developers pay for increased resources in the way of fire & ambulance.
The EIR does not provide any mitigation for this problem. It simply pretends it’s not an issue. Please
address this properly and listen to your taxpayers! My property tax bill on Sawmill mountain road is not
getting any smaller, year after year, but I don’t see that money going to fire and ambulance here.
Closely related to the issue of emergency services, is that of traffic and road safety. The EIR doesn’t
address the response time for accidents on the road. YUC and Terra Vi are just over the rim of a hill for
those driving to Yosemite from the west, not to mention there may now be people walking across 120 to
get between the 2 proposed restaurants. There is likely to be a significant increase in road accidents in
this area. It is unrealistic to say this is not significant in the EIR! Why do we need such a huge amount of
development all in the same year? Please can we do this a little at a time, letting the community (people,
trees, animals, services) have time to adjust and stress test if we can handle the increased load?
One specific footnote on this topic of roads and access – we notice that there is a secondary exit on the
YUC plans which is directly across from the Sawmill Mtn road entrance. This is a poor choice for an
emergency exit! In the event of an emergency evacuation in a fire, there would now be several hundred
people all trying to enter highway 120 in exactly the same place! (Terra Vi + YUC + Sawmill mountain
families). This is a real liability to the county. Please address this in the EIR and require the mitigation of
moving that emergency exit elsewhere.
3.WATER
The EIR is lacking in its conclusion that, “Implementationoftheproposedproject,inconjunctionwith
otherdevelopment,wouldhavesufficientwatersuppliesavailabletoservetheprojectandreasonably
foreseeablefuturedevelopmentduringnormal,dryandmultipledryyears”.
The wells have not been tested in a dry year, nor in a drought year. The two 10-day pump tests were
done in the Fall of a normal water year that followed an exceptionally wet water year – this can’t be
proof of sufficient water in a dry year.
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Nor does the EIR recognize the possibility of contamination of the water supply to we existing residents.
During the well tests, our neighbors on Sawmill Mtn Rd said their well water taste suddenly changed,
and that they still now, months after the test finished, have residues that they never had before. (They’ve
had this cabin for decades). The full EIR needs to analyze what testing is needed to protect our water
supply!
Similarly, the location of the septic tanks and leach lines mean possible contamination of wells, not to
mention polluting the Tuolumne River via an ephemeral drainage system just ½ mile downstream. The
EIR is deficient in its lack of analysis of the impact of 1000+ new people flushing toilets daily. The EIR
needs to suggest mitigating factors such as: mandating a monitoring system to check contamination of
water, as well to check levels of bacteria in groundwater on the project site and on neighboring
properties.
In summary, the EIR makes several outrageously false statements that I’ve referenced in this letter; and
has many deficiencies, primarily in the areas of fire risk, emergency services, and water quality. Please
correct and address these statements and issues in the full EIR, and require the developers to make
mitigations – for example, removingthewoodstoves,addingsprinklers,andmovingtheir
emergencyexit.
Thank you for listening to my concerns,
- Mary Hollendoner, owner of property on Sawmill Mtn Rd
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Letter 45 Response: Mary Hollendoner, July 20, 2020
45-1

The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts related to each of the projects listed in
the commenter’s remarks. This analysis was contained at the end of each topical
section in the Draft EIR. For each topic, the Draft EIR found that the cumulative
effect of each project’s implementation would be less than significant and the
Project’s impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.

45-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

45-3

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less
than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

45-4

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less than
significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each of
these topics can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire; Master Response 2: Water
Supply; and Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

45-5

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. However, based on the responses provided above, the commenter has not
provided any substantial evidence to support the assertion that the Draft EIR’s analysis
was deficient. No additional response to this comment is required here. All comments,
however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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Letter 46

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

tim@yosemiteflyfishing.net
Saturday, July 11, 2020 8:20 AM
Quincy Yaley
Request for extension of comment period for UC and TV proposed developments

ToQuincyYaley

Subject:

CommentperiodforUCandTVproposeddevelopments.

IamrequestingthattheCountyPlanningDept.extendthecommentperioddeadlinefortheDEIRforthe
proposedUnderCanvasdevelopmentby30days.

IamrequestinganextensionofthecommentperiodfortheDEIRfortheproposedTerraVIdevelopmentby
120days.

Itisanunreasonableexpectationthatanyinterestedpartywouldbeabletotrulyreadandthenbeableto
commentonadocumentof1,263pagesinthecurrentallottedbriefperiod.

TheTVdocumentisevenmoreextensivewith1,866pagesandsowillrequireevenmoretimeforinterested
partiestobeabletoreadandfactcheckandthencommentonthedocument.

Thatbothofthesedocumentswerereleasedwithsuchabriefcommentperiodandduringthecurrentcrisis,
eveniftheywereareasonablelength,ismorethanenoughjustificationforamorelengthycommentperiod.

TheCountyalsoneedstotakeadequatetimetoanalyzethesesmassivedocumentsandIdon’tseehowthe
COPlanningDept.couldpossiblydotheirlegallyrequiredduediligencewithoutmoretime.

Giventhelength,complexity,andscopeofthedocumentsdenyinganextensionofthecommentperiods
couldbeperceivedasacoordinatedefforttooverwhelmthecommentersandtheCountyplanersbythe
developers.

Soinordertoavoidanyappearanceofanysuchcoordinatedeffort,evenifunintentional,Iammakinga
requestforthelengthencommentperiodsfortheperiodrequestedabove..

ThankYouandIlookforwardtoyourreply.

TimHutchins

PO#161
GrovelandCA
95321
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 46 Response: Tim Hutchins, July 11, 2020
46-1

This comment requested an extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.
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Letter 47

Subject:

FW: UC Draft DEIR comments

From:TimHutchins<tim@yosemiteflyfishing.net>
Date:July15,2020at10:01:30AMPDT


CommentsontheproposedYosemiteUnderCanvasdevelopment.
All6oftheprojectobjectivesunderE.S.4aremisstatedanddonotaddresstheveryrealconcernsandissues
thatthisdevelopmentwillbringtotheSawmillMountainarea.

1)HelpmeetthedemandforlodgingfacilitiesnearYosemiteNationalParkandsurroundingoutdoor
recreationalresources.

Abasicstudyshowingthatthereisevenademandtoprovidethistypeoflodgingistotallylacking.Yosemiteis
currentlyunderadayusereservationsystembecauseofCovid19with1,700entrancepermitsissuedforday
usevisitorsdaily.SometypeofdayusereservationsystemhasbeenagoaloftheNationalParkServicefor
decadesandsosomeversionofthecurrentsystemmayverywellbecomepermanent.

Althoughthedefinitionofa200squarefoottentwithtrailersforbothbathroomsandfoodpreparationstrains
thedefinitionoftheword“glamorous”,thereisnostudyshowingthatthereisademandformoreofwhatis
questionablyadditionalhighendlodgingontheHighway120corridor.RushCreek/EvergreenLodgecurrently
struggletofillroomsonweeknightsthroughoutthesummer.Bothofthesedevelopmentshadopenrooms
duringthe20204thofJulyweekͲͲtraditionallythebusiestweekofthesummer.

AddingintheproposedmassiveTerraVidevelopmentdirectlyacrossthehighwaywillresultinalarge
oversupplyofhighͲendlodgingoutsidethenorthgateofthepark.AllofthishighͲendlodginghasthe
potentialtooversaturatedemandandmakethecurrentexistingandproposeddevelopmentsviability
questionable.

2)ProvideacampingexperiencewithfullͲserviceamenitiesforvisitorstoYosemiteNationalParkandthe
surroundingareainanoutdoorsetting.

TherearealreadynumerouscampingalternativesontheHwy.120corridorbothinexistingprivateandpublic
campgrounds.Acollectionofcookingandbathroomtrailers,storageinshippingcontainersonburnedover
landwith99smokingwoodstoves,asdescribed,doesnotseemtomeetthedefinitionofahighͲend“full
service”experience.Whatitwillbeisnoisy,dusty,hot,smoky,andbusywithtrafficandassuchclearlythe
“Glamping”descriptioninthenamedoesn’tseemapt.Aquicklookatthepoorandterriblecategoriesin
reviewsfortheotherUClocationswillconfirmthatthisisfarfromtheupscaleoperationitpretendstobe.The
reviewscommentonthedifficulttooperatesmokingwoodstovesfillingtentswithsmoke,lackofprivacy,
loudcampers,roadnoise,UCdoeshoweveroffercomplimentaryearplugs,dangerouslyhottentsand
inadequateheatatnight.Thereviewscategorizetheexperienceasnotanythingasdescribedonthewebpage
anduniversallyconsiderUCtobegrosslyoverpriced.ThewebsiteforUCYosemitedescribesthelocationas“
NestledamongstunningSequoiatreesandbeautifulmeadows.”IfthepropertyactuallycontainsSequoia
treesandbeautifulmeadowsthereisnomentionintheDEIRofanymitigationfortheeffectsoftheproposed
developmentonthosefeatures.TheentireDEIRisfullofsimilarmisstatementsandunsupportedclaimsthat
1
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Letter 47

thereviewsfromthedevelopersowncurrentoperationsdirectlycontradict.TheCountyplanersneedtolook
atalloftheotherUCsitesincurrentoperationandreadthelargenumberofnegativeandpoorreviewsto
haveamuchclearerideathentheDEIRprovidesofjustwhattypeofserviceUCactuallyprovidersandhow
thatwillaffectlocalresidents.Asthisprojectdoesnotofferanyservicesthatarenotalreadyavailableonthe
Highway120corridor,hasthepotentialtoreducerevenueandtheviabilityofalreadyexistinglodging
operationsandhasnotadequatelyaddressedthemanyissuestheproposedprojectwouldbringthis
developmentshouldnotmoveforward.
Proposeddevelopmentbasedontheassumptionofendlessgrowthinnumbersofparkvisitors
andthatthosevisitorswillhaveunlimitedaccesstotheparkisapoormodelonwhichtobuild
abusinessplanasnoneofthoseassumptionsareagiven.


3)AssisttheCountyinmeetingitsGeneralPlangoalsandpolicies,particularlythoserelated
tonaturalresources,publicsafety,naturalhazards,andeconomicdevelopment.

IftheCountyhasamongitsgoalstoexponentiallyincreasethealreadyextremefirehazardin
theproposeddevelopmentlocationbytheadditionof99woodstovesbeingoperatedby
inexperiencedusersinclothandwoodenstructuresinanareadesignatedasbeinginthe
highestriskforwildfirebythestateofCalifornia,thenthisprojectwillcertainlyhelptofurther
thosegoals.TheparagraphbelowisfromTuolumneCounty’srecentlyreleasedGrandJury
reportonfireissuesintheCounty.ThePlanningDepartmentshouldtakethetimetoreadthe
entirereportandmakeappropriatelanduseapprovalsbasedonthereport’sconclusions.

EachindividualfiredepartmentordistrictintheCountyisresponsibleformanagingitsown
financialresourcesandoperations,andbylawmustadheretoannualspendinglimitations
requiringabalancedbudget(GovernmentCode§7900).Eachdepartmentmustspendwithin
theirfinanciallimitations.Revenuesforfiredepartmentsanddistrictsarenotadequatefor
operationalexpensesandequipmentreplacement.Specifically,limitationsoccurbecausethe
apportionmentoftaxrevenueisinadequatetofundfireprotectionservicesinTuolumne
County.

FireresourcesarealreadyspreadverythinintheSouthCounty,eventhinnerthanintherestof
theCounty.Howisitinanywayacceptabletoallowanyriskydevelopmentstopiggybackonto
thealreadyinadequateemergenceresponseresourcesoftheSouthCounty?Hasthecounty
requiredthedevelopertoshowproofthatthispropertyiseveninsurableasplanned?Justhow
doesdevelopingpropertywithnofireorambulanceservicewithin17milesandafirefighting
systemdependentonalimitedwatersupplyanduntrainedemployeeswithhosesnotthreaten
publicsafety?ThisdevelopmentandtheproposedTVdevelopmentwillbebutanotherburden
onthealreadystretchedthinemergencyrespondersinthesouthcounty.

IcanfindonlyonereferencetoUCcontactingoneemployeeatCalFireononeoccasion,andno
transcriptisprovided.ThatphoneconversationonlyservedtoconfirmthattheyareintheCal
Fireservicearea.Thereisnomitigationproposedorofferedforthisadditionalburdenonfire,
ambulance,andlawenforcementservice.Thereisnocomprehensiveevacuationplaninthe
DEIRforfireoranyotheremergencyevents.

IftheCountyisdeterminedtoapprovethistypeofinappropriatedevelopmentinanareathat
isalreadyanextremefirehazard,itshouldrequirethedeveloperstofullyfundanewfire
2
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Letter 47

stationwithequipmentandpersonaltomitigatethenewincreaseddemandandriskthatboth
developmentspose.TheDEIRinsteadputsforththeabsurdstatementthatanewfire
protectionfacilityintheareawouldhaveanadverseenvironmentalimpact.Thereisstate
propertywithin¼mileofthedevelopmentalreadyinusebyCalTranswhichwouldmakean
idealsiteforanewCalFireorcountyfirestation.TheDEIRoffersthedistancestofederal
emergencyprovidersfromthedevelopmentwiththeassumptionthattheseassetswillbeable
torespondtoemergencies.Dotheyhaveanywrittendocumentsassertingthatthesefederal
agencieshaveagreedtorespondtoUCstructureorwildlandfireeventsandhowthe
associatedcostswillbedetermined?ToputafurtherburdenoneithertheForestServiceorthe
NationalParkServicetoprovideemergencyservices,asUCseemstoexpect,butwithouta
writtenagreementthatthosefederalagencieswillrespondtoemergenciesisnotacceptable.It
isnotinthosefederalagenciesareaofresponsibilityanditisnottheirroletoprotect
developmentonprivateland;thoseagenciesdonotservethatrole.

Thereisnoclearstatementonjusthowashamboliccollectionoftemporaryseasonal
structuresstaffedbyseasonalworkersinanextremefirezonewithwoodfiredstoveswill
actuallybeanythingbutanincreasedrisktopublicsafetyorbeofanybenefittotheCountyto
meetanyofitsGeneralPlangoals.Newdevelopmentinhighfireriskzonesisnotandshould
notbeagoaloftheGeneralPlan.

Juststatingthatsomehowit“will”doesnotactuallymakeitso.


4)Planforlandusecompatibilitywithadjacentlandownersandlanduseactivitiesthrough
effectiveplacement,orientation,andscreeningofprojectfacilities.

Otherthanthepropertyownerwhohasofferedtheleaseofthepropertyforthisdevelopment,
thereisnotonesinglepropertyownerintheSawmillMountainareawhosupportsthisproject.
AccordingtotheDEIRdocumenttherewillbebasicallynoeffectsofanykindtoeitherthe
environmentoronthesurroundingpropertyowners.

Inthiscasethereportagainchecksthe“nosignificanteffect”box,butagainjustmakingthat
statementbasedonnotestingorevidencedoesnotmakeitfactual.Hasthedeveloperactually
doneanacousticaltest,testedtheamountofambientlightthatwillbeproduced,orhad99
simultaneousfirestoseehowmuchsmokewillbeproduced?Wherearetheteststhatshow
thattherewillACTUALLYbenosignificanteffectontheneighbors’property?Icouldfindno
suchtestsinthe1,200pagedocument;justonceagaintheDEIR’slistofcheckedboxes:”no
significanteffect“butnodocumentswithstudiesorevidence.Icouldnotfindonechangein
thedocumentfromthepreviousversion,whichcompletelyfailstoaddress,thelonglistof
propertyowners’concernsandobjections.

NinetyͲninewoodstovesbeingoperatedbyinexperiencedcampersnotonlywillincreasefire
riskasstatedabovebutWILLhaveaneffectonairquality.Thestatementthattherewillbe,
onceagain,“nosignificanteffect”onairqualityisabsurd.ThroughouttheDEIRtherearethese
kindsofconclusionsbutatotallackofactualtesting.Sojusthowarethesenumerous
conclusionsarrivedat?
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Letter 47

Woodstovesproducelargeamountsofparticulatematter,alongwithlargeamountsofsmoke,
whichistheworsttypeofairpollutionforlungdamage.Thatthisdevelopmentwillbeinathick
cloudofwoodsmokeeverymorningandeveningwhenairconditionsarestillisobvious.Howis
itthatthecountyadoptedaexceptiontoEPAwoodstoveemissionsstandardsfortransit
lodgingjustin2020,afterthisdevelopmentwasproposed?Aquicklookatanyofthecurrent
campgroundsalongtheHighway120corridor,noneofwhichareasconcentratedorhave
anythingcloseto99campingspots,at7amonanystillmorningwillprovetheobvious.Fires
producesmoke,andthatitlingers,especiallyduringstillmorningsandevenings.

UCneedstodropanyandallplansforwoodstoveheat.Onthepieceofpropertytheyhopeto
developthereisnowaytomakewoodheatedclothandwoodenstructuressafe.

Therewillclearlybeincreasedtraffic,noise,dust,ambientlightandthegeneralclamorthatthe
250peopleandsupportstaffoccupyingtheconcentrateddevelopmentsitewillinevitably
produce,yettheDEIRonlyrepeatsagain,therewillbe“nosignificanteffect“.Numerousguest
reviewsfromUCsotherpropertiescomplainaboutalloftheseissues.Ifthereisadeclared
“plan”forlandusecompatibilitywithadjacentlandownersjusthowweretheyconsultedand
havetheyagreedandapprovetheplan?Ifso,whereisit?Thedevelopment’sneighborshavea
listofveryjustifiableconcernsthatneedtobeaddresseddirectlywithtestedmitigation
measures.Butthereisnothingjust“nosignificanteffect”;thesamecheckedboxesagainand
again.Thedeveloperneedstoprovidealistofthechangesinthelatestdocumentfromthe
previousversionthatspecificallyaddressthepropertyownersrealandjustifiedissuesand
concernswiththeproject.

5)Reducehazardouswildfirefuelandtimberconditionsontheprojectsite.

Cuttingdeadstandingtimberdoesreducefirehazardandasdoestheplantohaveafirebreak
aroundthedevelopment.Butthisinnowayoffsetstheincreasedfireriskthatthis
development’sapprovalwillmakethenewnormintheSawmillMountain.area.Leavingthe
propertyasis,whilesomewhatincreasingthefirerisktotheproject’sneighbors,ismagnitudes
lessriskthenthehazardthat99woodstoveswillbring.


6)ProposedProjectImpactsAsprovidedbytheDEIRGuidelinesSection15123(b)(1),
Theproposedprojectwouldresultinnosignificantandunavoidableimpacts.

Thetrafficmitigationplanisjustoneofthemanyissuesthat,onceagain,isdeclaredfalsely,as
having“nosignificantimpact.”

IfboththeTVandtheUnderCanvasprojectareapproved,StateHighway120willneedtobe
widenedandhaveleftandrightturnlanesconstructedonbothsidesoftheHighwayinboth
directions.ThisinoneoftheveryfewsectionsofHwy.120thatcurrentlyhasasafelanefor
passing.Justthelossofthepassinglanewillhaveadirecteffectontraffic.RushCreekrequired
turnlanesandthesedevelopments,withmorepotentialtraffic,willalsoneedtohavethe
highwaymodified.Thecumulativeimpactoftheincreaseintrafficfromtheconcentrated
developmentofbothprojects,directlyacrossfromeachother,willcertainlynotbe
insignificant.AsUCwillonlyofferverylimitedfoodoptionstheirguestswillneedtodriveto
findanywheretodine.Thiswillmeanmanymoreroundtripsinprivatevehicleseveryday.
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Letter 47

ThereviewsofotherUCsitesmakestatementsaboutlongdrivestofindanywheretoeat.


ConstructinganinexpensiveYARTSshelterastheonlymitigationforallthisincreasedtraffic,as
proposedinthereport,iscompletelyinadequate.YARTSruns3roundtripbusesadayonthe
Highway120corridor,enoughtocarry120peopletotheparkandback.Thetotalamountof
passengersYARTScancarryisabout½theguestcapacityofjustthisoneproject.Thereport
doesaddressthisbyofferingtosuggesttogueststhatifonebusisfulltheyshould“waitforthe
nextone.”YARTSisasubsidizedtransitsystemtoreducetrafficintothepark.It’spurposeisnot
tohelppotentialdeveloperscheckthe“nosignificantimpact”oftheirdevelopmentsinthe
trafficboxinaDEIR.Bothdevelopments,UnderCanvasandTV,both,offertheYARTSsystemas
anoffsetfortraffic,whichwillstillonlyhave120seatsperdayavailable.UnderCanvaseven
offersitasanoffsetfortheirCO2emissions,whichisanabsurdandunsupportedclaim.

AconditionofanyapprovalneedstobethatbothdevelopmentsoffertheirowninͲhouseor
combinedbussystem,thattheypayforthatsystemandarenotsubsidizedinanywayorbyany
governmentagency.Toactuallyoffsettheincreaseintraffic,thebussystemsneedadequate
capacityforallguestsofbothdevelopments.Thatistheonlysolutiontoactuallyreducethe
veryrealtrafficimpactsandthatshouldbeaconditionofbothUnderCanvasandtheTVs
projectsapproval.Failingthat,theyneedtosupporttheYARTSsystemfinanciallyindirect
proportiontotheiruseofthesystemandnotusetheconstructionofainexpensivebusstopas
aquickwaytogreenͲwashandcheckaboxintheDEIR.

AsisconsistentthroughouttheDEIR,theuseofwellwaterfortheprojectisbasedontestsand
studiesthatareinadequateandactuallyarecounterfactualintheirownreport.The20gallons
ofwaterperperson,basedonaveragewateruse,isnotsupportedbytypicalaveragewateruse
inlodgingfacilities.Doestheperpersonuseincludethelaundryfaculty,thefoodpreparation
trailerortheswimmingpool?Buriedinthewellreportinthebackofthe1,200pagedocument
isthestatementfromthewelldrillingoperatorthatfracturedgraniteaquifersareconsidered
tobeunreliablewatersources.Andwhilethebrieftestrunsofthewellsdidproduceadequate
water,thatmaynotbethecaseduringactualoperationorduringanydroughtevent.During
theoverlappingtestswiththewellsontheTVpropertyoneoftheUnderCanvaswellshada
measurabledropinitslevel.Thereportstatesthatthereisaninterconnectionbetweenthe
UnderCanvasaquiferandtheTVproperty.Itisimpossibletopredictifthereisadequatewater
foreitherorbothoftheproposedprojectsoverthecourseofyearsofoperation.Aquick
reviewofthewellissuesatthenowmothballedNatureBridgecampusinYNPwillshowhow
inadequatewelltestingcanhavetheresultofmillionsofdollarsindevelopmentandbuilding
costsbeingwastedonfacilitiesbuiltwithoutadequatetestedwatersupplies.

TheestablishedresidentsofSawmillMountainhavejustifiableconcernsofthecumulative
impactbothofthesedevelopmentswillhaveandhowtheywillaffecttheirwatersupply.
Truckedwaterandstoragetanksmaybetheironlyoptiontoremainontheirpropertyiftheir
wellsareadverselyaffectedbythecumulativeimpactofthesetwolargedevelopments.Both
theUnderCanvasandTVdevelopmentsareatriskofbeinginprotractedlitigationiftheirwater
useaffectstheneighboringproperties.Andwhiletruckedwaterislegalforresidentialuse,itis
notlegalforcommercialuseinthestateofCalifornia.Thereisnoguaranteethateitherofthese
projects,eitherseparatelyorcumulatively,willhavealongͲtermadequatewatersupplyfor
eventheirunrealisticallylowperuseestimatesfordailyguestrequirements.
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TheDEIRdoesnotadequatelyaddressthesafetyandoperationalissuesthattheUnderCanvas
projectwillbringtotheSawmillMountainarea.Therearealmostnochangesfromtheoriginal
documentandnonethatdirectlyaddressthenumerousandvalidconcernsoftheresidents.
Theseresidentsarelongtime,manymultiͲgenerational,propertyownersandtheywill
absolutelyhavetheirlivespermanentlydisruptedbythisproject.Theyarealsorepresentedby
averywellͲrespectedEnvironmentalLawfirm.Thecheckedboxesrepeating“nosignificant
impact”donotaddressormitigatethoseimpactsbutfalselyminimizethoseimpacts.Theno
impactfindingsarebasedonassumptions,someofthemclearlynotfactual,andthe
conclusions,wherenotcontradicteddirectlybytheDEIR,arenotbasedontestedmeasured
facts.TheDEIRdocument,althoughover1200pageslong,ispoorlyresearchedandoffers
almostnothingtosupportitsnoimpactconclusions.

Thereportalsoinnowayaddressesthecumulativeimpactofthisprojectinconjunctionwith
theproposedTVdevelopmentdirectlyacrossthehighway.Itisnotastandalonedevelopment
andtheCountyneedstoaddresstheseprojectscumulativelyandnotasseparateentities.Large
scaledevelopmentsintheextremeriskwildlandfirezonesofTuolumneCountyareclearly
inappropriate.AstherecentGrandJury’sfireriskassessmentbyTuolumneCountymakes
abundantlyclear,itisamatterofwhenitwillburn,notif.Theentiretyoftheemergency
responseagenciesinthecountyaregrosslyunderfunded.Allareinadequate,ambulance,fire
andlawenforcement.TheCountyneedstofocusonprotectingandmitigatingriskoffiretoits
residentsandimprovingemergencyresponseforresidents,asitsownGrandJuryReport
concludes.ApprovalofthisprojectwouldbecompletelycountertoCounty’sownreports
conclusions.GiventherecenthistoryoflargescalefireeventsinCalifornia,oneofwhichhas
alreadyburnedthisproperty,theCountyneedstodenyapprovalforlargescaledevelopments
placedinremotelocationsinthehighestriskareasoftheCounty.Itiscountertoresident’s
safetyandwillonlyfurtherreducethealreadyinadequateemergencyresponsethatputs
Countyresidentsatrisk.ThesetypesofhighͲriskdevelopmentsarenowmorethanevernotin
anywayappropriateforTuolumneCounty.YosemiteUnderCanvasisclearlyaninappropriate
landuseforTuolumneCo.Therisksfaroutweightanybenefits.

ThedeveloperfailstoadequatelyaddressesthemanyissuesintheDEIRwhichispoorlywritten
documentedandmakesnumerousunsupportedstatementsandclaims.Thecountyneedsto
putpublicsafetyfirstandnotpermitanydevelopmentinanyareaswithinextremewildfirerisk
zones.
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 47 Response: Tim Hutchins, July 15, 2020
47-1

With respect to the Project objectives listed in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR and
elsewhere in the document, project objectives are developed to state the underlying
purpose of a project, and may also discuss the project’s benefits [CEQA Guidelines
Section 15124 (b)]. A clearly defined statement of objectives is intended to help the
lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives that could partially or fully
meet those objectives while lessening the project’s identified significant effects, if
any are found.
Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to
Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant with identified
mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on these topics can be found in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
In general, this comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the merits of the
Project and whether or not the Project should be developed. A detailed response
concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project
or Opinions on Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2
of this Final EIR. No additional response to this comment is required here. All
comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider
the Project.

47-2

Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. Impacts
related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1. Impacts related to Air Quality
were evaluated in Section 3.3. The analysis found that impacts for each of these
issues would be less than significant. A detailed response on each of these topics can
be found in Master Response 7: Noise; Master Response 5: Aesthetics; and Master
Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

47-3

Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

47-4

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. However, based on the responses provided above, the commenter has not
provided any substantial evidence to support the assertion that the Draft EIR’s
analysis was deficient. No additional response to this comment is required here. All
comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider
the Project.
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Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

47-6

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

47-7

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the merits of the Project
and how it should be developed. It does not address an identified environmental
effect or provide substantial evidence to indicate that the Draft EIR’s analysis was
inadequate. A detailed response concerning such opinions can be found in Master
Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the Project Should or
Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No additional response to
this comment is required here. All comments, however, will be provided to
applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.

47-8

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

47-9

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. However, based on the responses provided above, the commenter has not
provided any substantial evidence to support the assertion that the Draft EIR’s
analysis was deficient. No additional response to this comment is required here. All
comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider
the Project.

47-10

The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts for each of the issues that were studied.
This analysis was contained at the end of each topical section in the Draft EIR. For
instance, for cumulative Aesthetics impacts, the commenter is referred to Impact
3.1-3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.1-13. Similar discussions are provided at
the end of each topical section. For each topic, the Draft EIR found that the
cumulative effect of the Project’s implementation would be less than significant and
would not be cumulatively considerable. The commenter has not provided any
substantial evidence that would indicate that the Draft EIR’s findings were incorrect.

47-11

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. However, based on the responses provided above, the commenter has not
provided any substantial evidence to support the assertion that the Draft EIR’s analysis
was deficient. No additional response to this comment is required here. All comments,
however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-481

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

Letter 48

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:15 AM
Alexis Mena; Luke Evans
FW: YUC comments


From:tim@yosemiteflyfishing.net<tim@yosemiteflyfishing.net>
Sent:Monday,July20,20208:13PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:YUCcomments




CommentsontheproposedYosemiteUnderCanvasdevelopment.


All6oftheprojectobjectivesunderE.S.4aremisstatedanddonotaddresstheveryrealconcernsandissues
thatthisdevelopmentwillbringtotheSawmillMtn.area.

1)HelpmeetthedemandforlodgingfacilitiesnearYosemiteNationalParkandsurroundingoutdoor
recreationalresources.

Abasicstudyshowingthatthereisevenademandtoprovidedthistypeoflodgingistotallylacking.
YosemiteiscurrentlyunderadayusereservationsystembecauseofCovid19with1700entrancepermits
issuedfordayusevisitorsdaily.
SometypeofdayusereservationsystemhasbeenagoaloftheNPSfordecadesandsosomeversionofthe
currentsystemmayverywellbecomepermanent.
Althoughthedefinitionofa200squarefoottentwithtrailersforbothbathroomsandfoodpreparationstrains
thedefinitionofthewordglamorousthereisnostudyshowingthatthereisademandformoreofwhatis
questionablyadditionalhighendlodgingontheHwy.120corridor.
RushCreek/EvergreenLodgecurrentlystruggletofillroomsonweeknightsthruoutthesummer.
Bothofthesedevelopmentshadopenroomsduringthe20204thofJulyweektraditionallythebusiestweek
ofthesummer.
AddingintheproposedmassiveTerraVidevelopmentdirectlyacrossthehighwaywillresultinalarge
oversupplyofhighendlodgingoutsidethenorthgateofthepark.Allofthishighendlodginghasthepotential
tooversaturateddemandandmakethecurrentexistingandproposeddevelopmentsviabilityquestionable.

2)ProvideacampingexperiencewithfullͲserviceamenitiesforvisitorstoYosemiteNationalParkandthe
surroundingareainanoutdoorsetting.

TherearealreadynumerouscampingalternativesontheHwy.120corridorbothinexistingprivateandpublic
campgrounds.
1
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Acollectionofcookingandbathroomtrailersandshippingcontainerssetinthemiddleof99smoking
woodstoves,asdescribed,doesnotseemtomeetthedefinitionofahighend“fullservice”experience.
Whatitwillbeisnoisy,dusty,smoky,andbusywithtrafficandassuchclearlythe“Glamping”descriptionin
thenamedoesn’tseemapt.
ThisprojectdoesnotofferanyservicesthatarenotalreadybeingofferedontheHwy.120corridorandhas
thepotentialtoreducerevenueandtheviabilityofthealreadyexistinglodgingproviders.
Endlessgrowthinthenumbersofvisitorstotheparkandtheassumptionthatthosevisitorswillhave
unlimitedaccesstotheparkisnotagoodmodelwithwhichtobuildabusinessplanasnoneofthose
assumptionsareagiven.



3))AssisttheCountyinmeetingitsGeneralPlangoalsandpolicies,particularlythoserelatedtonatural
resources,publicsafety,naturalhazards,andeconomicdevelopment.

IftheCountyhasamongitsgoalstoexponentiallyincreasethealreadyextremefirehazardintheproposed
developmentlocationbytheadditionof99woodstovesburninginclothandwoodenstructuresinanarea
designatedasbeinginthehighestriskforwildfirebythestateofCalifornia,thenthisprojectwillcertainlyhelp
tofurtherthosegoals.TheparagraphbelowisfromTuolumneCOs.recentlyreleasedGrandJuriesreporton
fireissuesintheCounty.TheplanningDepartmentshouldtakethetimetoreadtheentirereportandmake
landuseapprovalsbasedonthereportsconclusions.

EachindividualfiredepartmentordistrictintheCountyisresponsibleformanagingitsownfinancial
resourcesandoperations,andbylawmustadheretoannualspendinglimitationsrequiringabalancedbudget
(GovernmentCode§7900).Eachdepartmentmustspendwithintheirfinanciallimitations.Revenuesforfire
departmentsanddistrictsarenotadequatefor
operationalexpensesandequipmentreplacement.Specifically,limitationsoccurbecausetheapportionment
oftaxrevenueisinadequatetofundfireprotectionservicesinTuolumneCounty.

FireresourcesarealreadyspreadverythinintheSouthCounty,eventhinnerthenintherestoftheCounty.
Howisitinanywayacceptabletoallowanyriskydevelopmentstopiggybackontothealreadyinadequate
emergenceresponseresourcesoftheSouthCo.?
Hasthecountrequiredthedevelopertoshowproofthatthispropertyiseveninsurableasplanned?Justhow
doesdevelopingpropertywithnofireorambulanceservicewithin17milesandafirefightingsystem
dependantonalimitedwatersupplyanduntrainedemployeeswithhosesnotthreatenpublicsafety?This
developmentandtheproposedTVdevelopmentwillbebutanotherburdenonthealreadystretchedthin
emergencyrespondersinthesouthcounty.
IcanfindonlyonereferencetoUCcontactingoneemployeeCalFireononeoccasion,andnotranscriptis
provided,thatonlyservedtoconfirmthattheyareintheCalFireservicearea.Thereisnomitigationproposed
orofferedforthisadditionalburdenonfire,ambulance,andlawenforcementservice.Thereisno
comprehensiveevacuationplanintheDEIRforfireoranyotheremergencyevents.IftheCountyis
determinedtoapprovethistypeofinappropriatedevelopmentinanareathatisalreadyaextremefirehazard
itshouldrequirethedeveloperstofullyfundanewfirestationwithequipmentandpersonaltomitigatethe
newincreaseddemandandriskthatbothdevelopmentspose.TheDEIRinsteadputsforththeabsurd
statementthatanewfireprotectionfacilityintheareawouldhaveaadverseenvironmentalimpact.Thereis
statepropertywithin¼mileofthedevelopmentalreadyinusebyCalTranswhichwouldmakeanidealsitefor
anewCalFireorcountyfirestation.TheDEIRoffersthedistancestofederalemergencyprovidersfromthe
developmentwiththeassumptionthattheseassetswillbeabletorespondtoemergencies.Dotheyhaveany
2
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writtendocumentsassertingthatthesefederalagencieshaveagreedtorespondtoUCstructureorwildland
fireeventsandhowtheassociatedcostswillbedetermined?ToputafurtherburdenoneithertheForest
ServiceortheNPSwithexpectations,butwithnowrittenagreement,ofthoseFederalagenciesrespondingto
emergenciesisnotacceptableasitisnottheirroletoprotectdevelopmentonprivateland,thoseagenciesdo
notservethatrole.
Thereisnoclearstatementonjusthowashamboliccollectionoftemporaryseasonalstructuresstaffedby
seasonalworkersinaextremefirezonewithwoodfiredstoveswillactuallybeanythingbutanincreasedrisk
topublicsafetyorbeofanybenefittotheCountytomeetanyofitsGeneralPlangoals.Newdevelopmentin
highfireriskzonesshouldnotagoaloftheGeneralPlan

Juststatingthatsomehowit“will”doesnotactuallymakeitso.


4)Planforlandusecompatibilitywithadjacentlandownersandlanduseactivitiesthrougheffective
placement,orientation,andscreeningofprojectfacilities.

Otherthanthepropertyownerwhohasofferedtheleaseofthepropertyforthisdevelopmentthereisnot
onesinglepropertyownerintheSawmillMtn.areawhosupportsthisproject.
AccordingtotheDEIRdocumenttherewillbebasicallynoaffectsofanykindtoeithertheenvironmentoron
thesurroundingpropertyowners.
Inthiscasethereportagainchecksthe“nosignificantaffect”boxbutagainjustmakingthatstatementbased
onnotestingorevidencedoesnotmakeitfactual.
Hasthedeveloperactuallydoneaacousticaltest,testedtheamountofambientlightthatwillbeproduced,or
had99simultaneousfirestoseehowmuchsmokewillbeproduced?Wherearetheteststhatshowthat
therewillACTUALLYbenosignificantaffectontheneighborsproperty?
Icouldfindnosuchtestsinthe1200pagedocumentjustonceagaintheDEIRslistofcheckedboxes,”no
significantaffect.”butnodocumentswithstudiesorevidence.Icouldnotfindonechangeinthedocument
fromthepreviousversion,whichcompletelyfailstoaddress,thelonglistofpropertyownersconcernsand
objections.
99woodstovesbeingoperatedbyinexperiencedcampersnotonlywillincreasefireriskasstatedabovebut
WILLhaveanaffectonairquality.
Thestatementthattherewillbe,onceagain,“nosignificantaffect”onairqualityisabsurd.
ThroughouttheDEIRtherearethesekindsofconclusionsbutatotallackofactualtesting.Sojusthoware
thesenumerousconclusionarrivedat?
Woodstovesproducelargeamountsofparticulatematter,alongwithlargeamountsofsmoke,whichisthe
worsttypeofairpollutionforlungdamage.
Thatthisdevelopmentwillbeinathickcloudofwoodsmokeeverymorningandeveningwhenairconditions
arestillisobvious.AquicklookatanyofthecurrentcampgroundsalongtheHwy.120corridor,noneofwhich
areasconcentratedorhaveanythingcloseto99campingspots,at7amonanystillmorningwillprovethe
obvious.Firesproducesmoke,andthatitlingers,especiallyduringstillmorningsandevenings.
UCneedstodropanyandallplansforwoodstoveheat.Onthepieceofpropertytheyhopetodevelopthere
isnowaytomakewoodheatedclothandwoodenstructuressafe.
Therewillclearlybeincreasedtraffic,noise,dust,ambientlightandthegeneralclamorthatthe250people
andsupportstaffoccupyingtheconcentrateddevelopmentsitewillinevitablyproduce,yettheDEIRonly
repeatsagain,therewillbe“nosignificanteffect“.
Ifthereisadeclared“plan”forlandusecompatibilitywithadjacentlandownersjusthowweretheyconsulted
anddidtheyagreeandapprovetheplan?Ifsowhereisit?Thedevelopmentsneighborshavealistofvery
justifiableconcernsthatneedtobeaddresseddirectlywithtestedmitigationmeasures.Butthereisnothing
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just“nosignificantaffect”thesamecheckedboxesagainandagain.Thedeveloperneedstoprovidealistof
thechangesinthelatestdocumentfromthepreviousversionandspecificallyaddressthepropertyowners
realandjustifiedissuesandconcernswiththeproject.

5)Reducehazardouswildfirefuelandtimberconditionsontheprojectsite.

Cuttingdeadstandingtimbercandoesreducefirehazardandthereisaplanasdoestheplantohaveafire
breakaroundthedevelopment.Butthisinnowayoffsetstheincreasedfireriskthatthisdevelopments
approvalwillmakethenewnormintheSawmillMtn.area.Leavingthepropertyasis,whilesomewhat
increasingthefirerisktotheprojectsneighbors,ismagnitudeslessriskthenthehazardthat99woodstoves
willbring.


6)ProposedProjectImpactsAsprovidedbytheDEIRGuidelinesSection15123(b)(1),
Theproposedprojectwouldresultinnosignificantandunavoidableimpacts.




Thetrafficmitigationplanisjustoneofthemanyissuesthat,onceagain,isdeclaredfalsely,ashaving“no
significantimpact.”

IfboththeTVandtheUnderCanvasprojectareapprovedStateHighway120willneedtobewidenedand
haveleftandrightturnlanesconstructedonbothsidesoftheHwyinbothdirections.Thisinoneofthevery
fewsectionsofHwy.120thatcurrentlyhasasafelaneforpassing.Justthelossofthepassinglanewillhavea
directeffectontraffic.RushCreekrequiredturnlanesandthesedevelopments,withmorepotentialtraffic,
willalsoneedtohavethehighwaymodified.Thecumulativeimpactoftheincreaseintrafficfromthe
concentrateddevelopmentofbothprojects,directlyacrossfromeachother,willcertainlynotbeinsignificant.
ConstructingainexpensiveYARTSshelterastheonlymitigationforincreasedtrafficasproposedinthereport
iscompletelyinadequate.YARTSruns3roundtripbusesadayonthe120corridor,enoughtocarry120
peopletotheparkandback.ThetotalamountofpassengersYARTScancarryisabout½theguestcapacityof
justthisoneproject.Thereportdoesaddressthisbyofferingtosuggesttogueststhatifonebusisfullthey
shouldwaitforthenextone.YARTSisasubsidizedtransitsystemtoreducetrafficintothepark.Itpurposeis
nottohelppotentialdeveloperscheckthe“nosignificantimpact”oftheirdevelopmentsinthetrafficboxina
DEIR.Bothdevelopments,UnderCanvasandTV,both,offertheYARTSsystemasaoffsetfortraffic,whichwill
stillonlyhave120seatsperdayavailable.UnderCanvasevenoffersitasaoffsetfortheirCO2emissions,
whichisaabsurdandunsupportedclaim.Aconditionofanyapprovalneedstobethatbothdevelopments
offertheirowninhouseorcombinedbussystem,thattheypayforthatsystemandarenotsubsidizedbyany
governmentagency.Toactuallyoffsettheincreaseintrafficthesystemsneedadequatecapacityforallguests
ofbothdevelopments.Thatistheonlysolutiontoactuallyreducetheveryrealtrafficimpactsandthatshould
beaconditionofbothUnderCanvasandtheTVsprojectsapproval.Failingthattheyneedtosupportthe
YARTSsystemfinanciallyindirectproportiontotheiruseofthesystemandnotjustasaquickgreenwashing
boxtocheckintheDEIR.
AsisconsistentthrutheDEIRtheuseofwellwaterfortheprojectarebasedontestsandstudiesthatare
inadequateandactuallyarecounterfactualintheirownreport..The20gallonsofwaterperperson,basedon
averagewateruse,isnotsupportedbytypicalaveragewateruseinlodgingfacilities.Doestheperpersonuse
includethelaundryfaculty,thefoodpreparationtrailerortheswimmingpool?Buriedinthewellreportinthe
backofthe1200pagedocumentisthestatementfromthewelldrillingoperatorthatfracturedgranite
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aquifersareconsideredtobeunreliablewatersources.Andwhilethebrieftestrunsofthewellsdidproduce
adequatewaterthatmaynotbethecaseduringactualoperationorduringanydroughtevent.Duringthe
overlappingtestswiththewellsontheTVpropertyoneoftheUnderCanvaswellshadameasurabledropin
itslevel.ThereportstatesthatthereisaninterconnectionbetweentheUnderCanvasaquiferandtheTV
property.Itisimpossibletopredictifthereisadequatewaterforeitherorbothoftheproposedprojectsover
thecourseofyearsofoperation.TheestablishedresidentsofSawmillMtn.havejustifiableconcernsofthe
cumulativeimpactofbothofthesedevelopmentswillhaveandhowtheywillaffecttheirwatersupply.
Truckedwaterandstoragetanksmaybetheironlyoptiontoremainontheirpropertyiftheirwellsare
adverselyaffectedbythecumulativeimpactofthesetwolargedevelopments.BoththeUnderCanvasandTV
developmentsareatriskofbeinginprotractedlitigationiftheirwateruseaffectstheneighboringproperties.
AndwhiletruckedwaterislegalforresidentialuseitisnotlegalforcommercialuseinthestateofCalifornia.
Thereisnoguaranteethateitheroftheseprojects,eitherseparatelyorcumulatively,willhavealongterm
adequatewatersupplyforeventheirunrealisticallylowperuseestimatesfordailyguestrequirements.


TheDEIRdoesnotadequatelyaddressthesafetyandoperationalissuesthattheUnderCanvasprojectwill
bringtotheSawmillMtn.area.Therearealmostnochangesfromtheoriginaldocumentandnonethat
directlyaddressthenumerousandvalidconcernsoftheresidents.Theseresidentsarelongtime,manymulti
generational,propertyownersandtheywillabsolutelyhavetheirlivespermantlydisruptedbythisproject.
TheyarealsorepresentedbyaverywellrespectedEnvironmentalLawfirm.Thecheckedboxesrepeating“no
significantimpact”donotaddressormitigatethoseimpactsbutfalselyminimizethoseimpacts.Theno
impactfindingsarebasedonassumptions,someofthemclearlynotfactual,andtheconclusions,wherenot
contradicteddirectlybytheDEIR,arenotbasedontestedmeasuredfacts.TheDEIRdocument,althoughover
1200pageslong,ispoorlyresearchedandoffersalmostnothingtosupportitsnoimpactconclusions.The
reportalsoinnowayaddressesthecumulativeimpactofthisprojectinconjunctionwiththeproposedTV
developmentdirectlyacrossthehighway.ItisnotastandalonedevelopmentandtheCountyneedsto
addresstheseprojectscumulativelynotasseparateentities.Largescaledevelopmentsintheextremerisk
wildlandfirezonesofTuolumneCo.areclearlyinappropriate.AstherecentGrandJuriesfireriskassessment
byTuolumneCountymakesabundantlyclear,itisamatterofwhenitwillburn,notif.Theentiretyofthe
emergencyresponseagenciesinthecountyaregrosslyunderfunded.Allareinadequate,ambulance,fireand
lawenforcement.TheCountyneedstofocusonprotectingandmitigatingriskoffiretoitsresidentsand
improvingemergencyresponseforresidents,asitsownGrandJuryReportconcludes.Approvalofthisproject
wouldbecompletelycountertoCountiesownreportsconclusions.Therecenthistoryoflargescalefireevents
inCalifornia,oneofwhichhasalreadyburnedthisproperty,needstohavetheCountydenyapprovalforlarge
scaledevelopmentsplacedinremotelocationsinthehighestriskareasoftheCounty.Itiscounterto
residentssafetyandwillonlyfurtherreducethealreadyinadequateemergencyresponsethatputsCounty
residentsatrisk.Thesetypesofhighriskdevelopmentsarenowmorethenevernotinanywayappropriate
forTuolumneCo.
YosemiteUnderCanvasisclearlyaninappropriatelanduseforTuolumneCo.
Therisksfaroutweightanybenefits.
ThedeveloperfailstoadequatelyaddressesthemanyissuesintheDEIRwhichispoorlywrittendocumented
andmakesnumerousunsupportedstatementsandclaims.Thecountyneedstoputpublicsafetyfirstandnot
permitanydevelopmentinanyareaswithinextremewildfireriskzones.
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 48 Response: Tim Hutchins, July 20, 2020
48-1

This comment letter is a duplicate submittal of Letter 47. The reader is therefore
referred to the response to Letter #47 for the response.
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Letter 49

Subject:

FW: Two resorts 120 corridor



ͲͲͲͲͲOriginalMessageͲͲͲͲͲ
From:LindaKing<flyinsquirrel48@yahoo.com>
Sent:Saturday,July18,20201:57PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:Tworesorts120corridor

Greetings,
MynameisLindaKing.IamapropertyownerandtaxpayerinTuolumneCounty.
Pleasedon’tletourareabeburdenedwithtwobigresorts.WehaveasingleambulanceinGroveland,asinglefood
market.
Wehaveonetrafficsignal.Wearealreadyoverburdenedwithtrafficandtourbussesusingourtoiletsandwater
fountainsatMaryLavaronipark.
Wetaxpayersshouldnotalwaysbehavinghighertaxesandmoretraffic.Lawenforcementisalreadyproblematic.
Therehaveneverbeenenoughdeputieshere,althotheydotheirbest,andtryandliveherewhenpossible.
Myhopeisthatneitherprojectwillbeapproved.IfoneHAStocome,pleaseonlyone.
Sincerely,
LindaKing

1
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 49 Response: Linda King, July 18, 2020
49-1

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. Additional information concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. Additional information can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Generally, this comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the merits of the
Project and whether or not the Project should be developed. A detailed response
concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project
or Opinions on Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2
of this Final EIR. No additional response to this comment is required here. All
comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider
the Project.
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-XO\
7RZKRPLWPD\FRQFHUQ
0\QDPHLV&KDUOHV.UDIWDQG,DPDOLFHQVHGSOXPEHU0\IDPLO\KDVDKRXVHRQ
6DZPLOO0RXQWDLQURDGIRUWKHSDVW\HDUV,DPDJDLQVWWKH7HUUD9LDQG<RVHPLWHXQGHU
&DQYDVSURMHFWV,QUHYLHZLQJWKH(,5,QRWLFHGLWGRHVQRWDGGUHVVWKH&RURQD9LUXVLQUHJDUGV
WRVHZDJH5HFHQWUHSRUWVKDYHVKRZQ<RVHPLWH6HZDJHWHVWHGSRVLWLYHIRUWKH9LUXV7KH
YLUXVLVNQRZQWROLYHXSWRZHHNVLQVHZDJH7KLVLVDJUHDWFRQFHUQWKDWQHHGVWREH
DGGUHVVHG7KLVFDQVLFNHQDQGNLOOPDQ\SHRSOHLIWKLVGRHVQRWJHWEURXJKWXS

7KDQN\RX
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 50 Response: Charles Kraft, July 18, 2020
50-1

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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UHDVRQVLWZLOOQRWEHDJRRGLGHDWREXLOGWKHVHVRFORVHWRRXUKRPHV

7KDQN\RX
&KULVWLQD.UDIW

51-1

51-2

51-3

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 51 Response: Christina Kraft, July 18, 2020
51-1

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

51-2

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

51-3

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
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Letter 52

Subject:
Attachments:

FW: RE: The Terra Vi and Yosemite Under Canvas Projects
Terra Vi and Under Canvas.docx


From:DeniseKraft<denisekraft@comcast.net>
Sent:Saturday,July18,20201:59PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:Fwd:RE:TheTerraViandYosemiteUnderCanvasProjects

ͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲOriginalMessageͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲ
From:DeniseKraft<denisekraft@comcast.net>
To:"qyaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us"<qyaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>,"nrizzo@co.tuolumne.ca.us"
<nrizzo@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Date:07/18/20201:43PM
Subject:RE:TheTerraViandYosemiteUnderCanvasProjects



I am against the Terra Vi and Yosemite Under Canvas Projects. Please see the
attached PDF with my concerns.
Denise Flanery Kraft
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Letter 52

I am opposed to both the Yosemite Under Canvas and The Terra Vi projects. I
feel both are being pushed through without any concern for the wildlife,
environment or long time home owners in the area.
My parents have owned property off of Saw Mill Mountain Road for 32 years.
I wrote a letter against the project and the beginning of this and it did not make
it into your final report, I hope that was just an oversight on your part and that
you are taking these letters seriously.
Here are a few of the reasons I am against the project but not all because I don’t
feel like I was given enough time to digest the DEIR in depth before the due date
for comments.
Fire Risk: The area is just now beginning to see some growth from the Rim Fire 7
years ago. My family lost an outbuilding and the majority of trees on their
property. You are proposing bringing more people to the area, who in all likely
hood are not outdoors people or fire safe and allowing them to have BBQ’s and
firepits. The Rim Fire was caused by one fire not properly put out and started
miles away and look how much damage it caused. It was a blessing no lives
were lost fighting the fire or trying to escape it. Yet you are going to build two
properties across the street from each other with one way back into town during
an emergency it will be almost impossible for people to escape safely.
Traffic Concerns: Despite the traffic conditions during an emergency even
getting into and out off Saw Mill Mountain Road normally can be difficult. Not
only will you be adding more cars to the mix most likely you will have
pedestrians trying to walk across the highway from one project to the other.
There is a blind corner there and someone will get killed.
Water Supply: Our only source of water is our well. We did notice a drop in our
water while you were doing your testing. It did recover after the testing stopped
but once The Terra Vi project is up and running it will be drawing water on a
more continuous basis and will most likely dry up our water source. Who will
be responsible for us to get water then.

52-1
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Letter 52

Septic: Rush Creek up the road as had many issues with their waste. It is my
concern that our water supply will get contaminated and / or the Tuolumne
River could get contaminated. Getting the river contaminated would have long
reaching and negative effects on the wildlife in the area.
Wildlife: Deer, owls, wolves, bears, and quails are just a few of the wildlife
species I’ve seen in the area. As these animals natural habitat is taken away
from them where are they going to relocate to.
Pollution: The more people who come to the area the more pollution they
cause, noise pollution, waste, and environmentally by car emissions. The Terra
Vi project is going to have a helicopter pad and amplified sound system That
not only affects the residents in the area, but also the wildlife who call this area
their home.
I hope you will reconsider building both of these projects at this location. There
have been other proposed sites closer to town, which would be easier for
emergency services, not across the street from each other and not located so
closely to people’s houses.
Sincerely,
Denise Flaney Kraft

52-5
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 52 Response: Denise Kraft, July 18, 2020
52-1

This comment concerns the duration of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.

52-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

52-3

The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less than
significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6: Transportation
and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, along with the results of a sight distance
analysis that was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road intersection.

52-4

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

52-5

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

52-6

Impacts related to Biological Resources were evaluated in in Section 3.4 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated.

52-7

Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air quality
would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found
in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

52-8

Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.
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Letter 53

Subject:

FW: RE: The Terra Vi and Yosemite Under Canvas Projects


From:DeniseKraft<denisekraft@comcast.net>
Sent:Monday,July20,202011:36AM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:RE:RE:TheTerraViandYosemiteUnderCanvasProjects


Hi Natalie,
Thanks for letting me know your received my email. I do have a new concern that was not raised in
my email and I would like to bring to your attention.
The DEIR did not address the Coronavirus. The coronavirus has now been found in Yosemite
National Park's Sewage. What precautions will be take to make sure this does not happen at Under
Canvas.
Sincerely,
Denise Flanery Kraft

1
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 53 Response: Denise Kraft, July 20, 2020
53-1

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-499

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

Letter 54

IamagainsttheTerraViandYosemiteUnderCanvasprojects.Myfamilyhashadacabininthe
areaforover30years.IfeeltheEIRwasrushedandnotcomplete.Ihavenumerous
concerns,herearejustafewofthethingsIdonotthinktheEIRansweredfully:Traffic
conditions,ImpactonWildlife,WaterSupply,Septic,FireRisk,andnoise.Thisprojectisbeing
pushedthroughwithoutconsiderforanyofthesethings.Thecountyisonlythinkingofthetax
revenuetheywillgainfromtheprojectandnotthinkingofthesafetyorwellbeingofthe
peopleofwhowillbeaffectedbythisproject.

Sincerely,
DennisKraft


54-1

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 54 Response: Dennis Kraft, July 18, 2020
54-1

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Biological Resources were evaluated in in Section 3.4 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Letter 55

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:42 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Under Canvas resort development



From:Beth<whmscl@sbcglobal.net>
Sent:Saturday,July18,20206:13PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:UnderCanvasresortdevelopment

Dear Ms. Rizzi,
As a full-time resident of Groveland, I am very concerned about the development of the Under Canvas resort. The draft environmental
impact report does not adequately address how to mitigate the major impacts that this enormous project will have on residents living
nearby.
I am most concerned about fire protection, law enforcement and ambulance coverage, as well as traffic and increased air pollution.
Fire and Ambulance
This resort is proposed for an extreme high-fire zone. Yet local firefighting resources are limited. What happens when our local fire
services are unavailable to residents in Groveland because they've been called out to a medical or fire emergency at Under Canvas?
How long will we have to wait while our houses burn? Residents here are getting their fire insurance cancelled by companies pulling
out because of the risks, and in many cases are unable to find replacement coverage at a reasonable cost. Putting an even greater strain
on existing firefighting services will only make more insurers refuse to underwrite coverage.
And if someone in Groveland suffers a medical emergency, especially heart attack or stroke, how will they get adequate care if the
EMTs are at Under Canvas? To survive a stroke, every second counts. To avoid death or lifelong serious disability, treatment must
begin within ONE HOUR of a stroke. How can that happen if there is no local EMT available because they are 30 minutes away at
Under Canvas? The answer: they won't. People's lives and quality of life will be put at serious risk.

55-1

The only way to mitigate these issues is to build a new fire station near Under Canvas, Terra Vi, Rush Creek, Evergreen Lodge and
Berkeley Camp, to service the needs of those resorts. And those resorts should pay for the cost of building, staffing and maintaining
equipment at this new station.
Law Enforcement
CHP and Sheriff Department coverage in Groveland, Big Oak Flat and Pine Mountain Lake is already thin. There are only a few
regular patrols, and virtually no traffic enforcement within the Pine Mountain Lake development right now. Law enforcement
responds mostly to emergencies, and the response time can be lengthy if a CHP or sheriff's officer is not already in the vicinity. Under
Canvas will bring in hundreds of additional people. It is unreasonable to expect that existing law enforcement can add this huge resort
without neglecting the Groveland/Big Oak Flat area more than they already do.

55-2

The only adequate mitigation measure is to build and staff a new sheriff's substation along the Highway 120 corridor.
Traffic
During the summer we already see never-ending streams of cars, busses and motorhomes along the Highway 120 corridor, all headed
to Yosemite. The impacts to Highway 120/Main Street in Groveland are already significant. This development would encourage even
more people to take this route to not just Yosemite but to the resort as an end destination. When I go home from the post office, I often
have to wait a full 5 minutes or more before cross traffic coming from Yosemite clears so that I can turn left onto Ferretti Road
towards my home in Pine Mountain Lake. Meanwhile, traffic backs up all the way through town so that local residents cannot reach
the pharmacy, post office and local businesses without hassle. This project should require some form of traffic mitigation because of
the impacts it will have on the town of Groveland and its residents.
1
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Letter 55

Air Pollution
In addition to increased pollution from all that additional traffic, Under Canvas is a camping resort. I have camped in Yosemite Valley
during the summer when everyone has a campfire going, and the air is barely breathable because of all the wood smoke. Not only will
all the campfires at Under Canvas impact air quality, encouraging campfires greatly increases the risk of catastrophic wildfire from an
unattended or poorly extinguished campfire, errant embers or a carelessly dropped match.
In short: this project should not be built without the county taking steps to mitigate these issues by requiring the resort to fund
enhanced fire, ambulance and law enforcement services at the very minimum.
Sincerely,
Beth Martin
20139 Pine Mountain Drive
Groveland, CA 95321

2
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 55 Response: Beth Martin, July 18, 2020
55-1

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to
Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant with identified
mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on these topics can be found in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

55-2

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts related to this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public
Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

55-3

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

55-4

Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

55-5

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts related to this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public
Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Letter 56

From: Keith Martin
20139 Pine Mountain Drive
Groveland, CA 95321
To: Ms. Natalie Rizzi and Ms. Quincy Yaley
Tuolumne County Planning Dept
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Reference: Terra Vi and Yosemite Under Canvas proposed projects
I have seen comments concerning water use and waste water, fire safety and availability of fire,
ambulance and law enforcement made by others. I agree that the DEIR for both projects inadequately
addresses these concerns and as currently proposed these projects could negatively affect my own
access to fire, ambulance and law enforcement services.
I am particularly concerned about the proposed Yosemite Under Canvas project. This project proposes
to construct 99 vacation rentals, many with plumbing and wood stoves. However, they propose to
construct these vacation rentals as canvas tents. It appears that under the guise of being a campground,
these tent vacation rentals would not be subject to the more rigorous building code requirements that
apply to structures. The developers anticipate upwards of 250 occupants each day.
The fire, sanitation and exiting requirements of our building codes are based on years of experience with
catastrophe and are designed to protect building occupants. The flimsy tent structures proposed by
Yosemite Under Canvas lack any significant protection against fire. The only fire protection mentioned is
that the canvas must meet State Fire Marshall standards for fire resistance. In addition, each tent is to
have a wood burning stove manufactured by a company in Utah that supplies hunters and campers but
which does not reference any nationally recognized standards to which their stoves must comply.

56-1

56-2

56-3

My house in Groveland has a wood stove manufactured by a nationally recognized company and listed
by the county as meeting county standards. When installing this stove, the base, adjacent walls, flu and
chimney all had to meet building code standards primarily with regards to fire protection. In addition,
my house was constructed to resist code specified lateral forces from wind and seismic as well as
vertical loads from snow and human usage. The DEIR did not reference any nationally recognized
standards for the installation of wood stoves in tents used as a commercial vacation rental facility, if one
even exists. The DEIR did not reference any required permits or inspections of the construction of the
vacation rental tents to verify compliance with nationally recognized standards which might not exist.
As a citizen of Tuolumne County, a resident of Tuolumne County and Taxpayer in Tuolumne County I am
concerned about the county becoming liable for irresponsibly approving an ill-conceived project.
Thousands of tourists would occupy the Yosemite Under Canvas project assuming that their safety and
well being were protected by Tuolumne County oversight and approval of the project. Should there be
large scale injury and death caused by the failure of the county to demand that Yosemite Under Canvas
meet recognized fire, building and safety standards, then I fear that successful litigation against the
county would result in massive judgements whose repayment would fall on all the citizens of Tuolumne
County.

56-4
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I am a licensed California Civil and Structural Engineer. I have been involved in designing and getting
approval of structures since 1976. I am a member of the Structural Engineer’s Association of Southern
California and have served on several committees recommending code changes. I served as a Structural
Specialist with FEMA USAR CATF2 from 1991 to 2016 and responded to emergencies both domestic and
foreign. I have qualified as an expert witness in California Courts and have testified in cases concerning
structural problems. Based on my many years of experience in building design, disaster response and
involvement with the legal system, I fear this project has serious issues which have not been adequately
covered in the DEIR.
My wife and I are avid campers, hikers and backpackers. We are both certified outings leaders by the
Sierra Club and have been leading trips for nearly 30 years. It is our experience as outings leaders that
you need to be prepared for bad things to happen. Before we became romantically involved, we were
co leading backpacks in the Sierra. One of the first trips we co lead involved a late season backpack over
Parker Pass in the Yosemite high country. Our trip was aborted in the middle of the night when we were
hit by an early season blizzard. Our hike out that morning in freezing blowing snow was epic.
Fortunately, it did not deter us from continuing to lead trips together, and two years later we were in
Yosemite Valley, walking into the chapel and exchanging our wedding vows. Several years ago, my wife
and I were leading a camping trip in Anza Borrego State Park. On our last night of the trip, as we all
went to sleep, the night was calm. Several hours later the wind began to blow and we were soon
experiencing 70 mph gusts. Everyone in our group had their tent blow down. Tents are not made to
resist 70 mph wind gusts. After my wife and I successfully took down our own tent and gear, we then
helped some of our fellow campers who had become trapped in their collapsed tents. Imagine the
scenario if this event was to occur at Yosemite Under Canvas and the collapsed tents with trapped
occupants had wood stoves still burning in the rubble.
It is ironic that the DEIR states that the wood stoves being considered for Yosemite Under Canvas are
named the “Hunter” model. The last great Tuolumne County catastrophe was caused by a hunter’s
irresponsible campfire. Does Tuolumne County want another great disaster, this time the carnage and
destruction linked to 99 irresponsibly operated Hunters?
Sincerely yours,
Keith Martin

56-5

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 56 Response: Keith Martin, July 18, 2020
56-1

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. However, the commenter has not provided any substantial evidence to support
the assertion that the Draft EIR’s analysis was deficient. No additional response to
this comment is required here. All comments, however, will be provided to
applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.

56-2

The Project would be required to comply with all applicable building codes for a
Project of its type. This comment does not address a specific environmental issue, nor
does it provide substantial evidence that the Draft EIR was deficient. No additional
response to this comment is required here. All comments, however, will be provided
to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.

56-3

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on the topic of guest tent flammability can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, in Section 2.2, and in Appendix A1 of this Final EIR. Information on wood
stove specifications can be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air
Quality, in Section 2.2, and in Appendix A2 of this Final EIR.

56-4

Please see the response to comment 56-1, above.

56-5

Please see the response to comment 56-1, above. This comment expresses the
opinion of the commenter on the merits of the Project or whether or not the Project
should be developed. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in
Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the Project Should
or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No additional response
to this comment is required here. All comments, however, will be provided to
applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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Letter 57

Subject:

FW: Request for extension on review period for Under Canvas and Terra Vi

From:BillM<mcmahonwj@yahoo.com>
Date:July20,2020at12:39:08PMPDT
To:qyaley@co.tuolumne.ca.ua,jgray@co.tuolumne.ca.us
Subject:Re:RequestforextensiononreviewperiodforUnderCanvasandTerraVi
I’mrenewingmyrequestforadditionaltimetorespondtotheYosemiteundercanvasandTerraVi
projects.Youdidnotrespondtomyearlierrequest.Pleaseprovidearesponsetoday.Thankyou

OnJul11,2020,at1:51PM,BillM<mcmahonwj@yahoo.com>wrote:


57-1

Hello,

Pleasegrantus30additionaldayswithinwhichtorespondtotheUnderCanvaspublic
review.Thescopeoftheproposedprojectdefinitelyexceedswhathasbeenpreviously
presented.Iandotherneighborsalsonoticedthatourinitialcommentsfromthefirst
publiccommenthavenotbeenaddressedorincluded.

Thankyou,
BillMcMahon
HardinFlat

1

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 57 Response: Bill McMahon, July 18, 2020
57-1

This comment requested an extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.
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Letter 58

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:18 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Objection to Yosemite under canvas and terra vi projects



NatalieRizzi
LandUseCoordinator
CommunityDevelopmentDepartment
TuolumneCounty
Office:(209)533Ͳ5936
Fax:(209)533Ͳ5616
Email:nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us

ͲͲͲͲͲOriginalMessageͲͲͲͲͲ
From:BillM<mcmahonwj@yahoo.com>
Sent:Monday,July20,202011:33PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:ObjectiontoYosemiteundercanvasandterraviprojects

WeareopposedtotheYosemiteundercanvasproject.Asapreliminarymatter,we’dliketoexpressourdisappointment
withhowthecountyhashandledthingssofar.IpersonallyattendedthemeetinginGrovelandlastyear,andIlodged
manyobjections.Noneofthemmadeitintotherecord.Thatisinexcusable.Weunderstandthecountyisstrappedfor
cash.Butthatdoesnotpermityoutodisregardproceduresandignoreallofourconcerns.

WeliveonHardinFlatRoadparttime,andwillberetiringtheresoon.Ourpropertyissituatedseveralhundredyards
downhillfromtheproposedGlampingsite.Whichmeansthatourwaterwellissubjecttogettingpollutedfromthe
clampingproject.Italsomeansourwaterissubjecttobeingdiminishedorcompletelytakenbytheclampingproject.
Wearenotwillingtoendurethatandweandourneighborswillsueifthisprojectgetsapproved.Justlettingyouknow
thatupfront.Thisisnotgoingbeaneasyprojectandyoubestheedallofourconcernsnow.

Airpollutionisalsogoingtobeabigfactor.Whyhaven’tyouaddressedairqualityinthepreliminaryreport.?Manyof
usobjectedonthatbasisandyetyouignoredit.Becausehardenflatislocatedinabasin.Thesmokefromcampfiresat
YosemiteLakesCampgroundalreadyfillsthebasinandlingers.TheproblemwillbemuchworseiftheGlampingproject
isapproved.Theresimplyisnotenoughairflowtoavoidhavingunhealthyairfromsomanycampfires.

Thenoiseofhavinghundredsofpeoplestayingveryclosetoourpropertywillbeintolerable.Pleasedon’tignorethat
concern.Andremember,it’snotjusthumanswhoaredisturbedbythatlevelofnoise.Again,webroughtupthe
potentialimpacttothenaturalenvironmentandwildlife.Whyisthecountyignoringus?

Wealsohavesecurityconcerns.BecausethesouthernboundaryoftheGlampingprojectisliterallyastonesthrowfrom
ourproperty.WedonotwantpeoplefromtheGlampingsitewalkingthroughourwoodsorcomingnearourhome.
Whichmeanswewouldhavetoundertaketheexpenseofbuildingafence.Itisnotrightthatweshouldhavetodeal
withthat.

Oneofthemostridiculousaspectsofthecounty’sactionssofar,isignoringthesafetyissuescreatedbyhavingterravi
andtheGlampingprojectbuilt.Thetrafficimpactwillbehuge.Therewillbetrafficsafetyissuesinvolvedwithhaving
1
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Letter 58

hundreds,actuallymorethan1000,peopledrivinginandoutofHardinflatandsawmillmountain.Thecountymust
weighthecumulativeimpactofhavingboththosedevelopmentsthere.Asitis,thecountyisplayinggamesby
pretendingthateachofthosedevelopmentsalonewouldhaveminimalimpact.

Thecountyhasfailedtoaddressotherpublicsafetyissues.Theroadwayandthoseintersectionscouldnothandle
emergencytrafficduringanevacuation.Andthecountysimplydoesnothavetheresourcestoprovideanadequate
levelofresponseforlawͲenforcementorfireorambulance/rescuepersonnel.Whatisthecounty’splaninthisregard?

Sincerely,
BillMcMahon
30843HardinFlatrd


2

58-6
cont.

58-7

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 58 Response: Bill McMahon, July 20, 2020
58-1

The Draft EIR and the process by which it was prepared and circulated followed the
requirements of CEQA. The commenter has not provided any specific reasons why the
EIR process was inadequate. The comment is noted and no further response is required.

58-2

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each
of these topics can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply and Master
Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

58-3

Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

58-4

Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

58-5

The nearest guest facilities are more than 1,000 feet from the site’s southeastern
boundary, through a densely forested area. The commenter is speculating that the
Project’s guests will trespass onto the commenter’s property, but this would be highly
unlikely given terrain and vegetation and the distance involved. Regardless, the
commenter’s speculation does not concern an environmental effect that is required to
be addressed under CEQA.

58-6

Both Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to Transportation and Traffic
were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for
transportation-related issues would be less than significant. A detailed response can
be found in Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

58-7

With respect to transportation and traffic impacts, please see the response to
comment 58-6, above. A detailed response concerning the issue of emergency
evacuation can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final
EIR. Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental
effects arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less
than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Letter 59

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Matt Moore <mattmoore1906@gmail.com>
Tuesday, July 14, 2020 4:24 PM
John Gray; Quincy Yaley
Under Canvas and Hanjsi EIRs

Dear Mr. Gray and Ms. Yaley,
I am writing to ask that you extend the periods of public review for both the Yosemite Under Canvas and the
Hanjsi projects by at least 30 days. For the applicants to be given so much time to prepare their reports and for
the public to have so little time to review their massive reports is not appropriate. Furthermore, the public has
been calling for the cumulative effects of these projects to be considered together. So to have the periods for
review overlap is not realistic. Finally, to have to review these lengthy reports during the current pandemic—
when so many people are managing so many other, frankly, more important, challenges—is unconscionable.
Surely, the county’s intention is to allow the public to fully review and comment.
I ask respectfully for your serious consideration of this request.
Best regards
Matthew R. Moore
Owner, 30835 Hardin Flat Road, Groveland

1
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 59 Response: Matthew Moore, July 14, 2020
59-1

This comment requested an extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.
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Letter 60

Subject:

FW: The Yosemite Under Canvas Project



From:RonMorgan<rjmorgan45@sbcglobal.net>
Sent:Monday,July20,20202:36PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:TheYosemiteUnderCanvasProject

Good afternoon Ms. Rizzi,
My name is Ron Morgan. Add this letter to the growing opposition to the subject project.
Our family has a home at 11370 Sawmill Mountain Rd., FR 1S03. It was built in 1980 by my brother-in-law Jerry Cathey. He was
married to my sister until she passed away in 2012. I lived in Big Oak Flat as a baby until I was 3 years old and I have continued to
return to the mountains above Sawmill Mountain/ Hardin Flat areas ever since. It saddens me that the area will be exploited by out of
town folks who only are looking at making a profit at the expense of the people who have worked hard for what they have up there
and continue to strive to keep it beautiful. I have a number of reasons, all have been touched on in their letters by the many who have
objected. But in a nut shell:
1- WATER- there just is not enough under ground to supply these projects. People nearby only have there well to keep them
supplied. Any large project will affect there wells, if not now, most assuredly in the future.
2- FIRE- this area burns. The more people, fire risks increase. People tend to walk around, accidents happen, fires
happen. Response time by first responders is at best 25 minutes.
3- TRAFFIC- Hardin Flat road access to hwy 120 is poor, and with people coming out of Sawmill Mountain road the conditions
are worse. Plus, how many pedistrians, bicyclists (young and old) will be walking/ riding along hwy 120 and Hardin Flat road,
ultimately crossing to Sawmill Mountain road? Huge concern for the public safety!
4- SEPTIC/ SEWAGE systems- Engineering mass sewage systems for a project like this is a nightmare. During the winter,
wastewater just doesn't flow well. If the system is compromised, this project is on the Tuolumne South Fork watershed. If there is a
large rainstorm and the sewage system has a leak, ultimately the wastewater will end up in the Tuolumne and contaminate neighboring
properties.
5- CONGESTION- At a time when Yosemite is trying to lessen the impact on the park, this project going to bring many hundreds
of people to the door of Yosemite. Where will all of these people want to go? Not good.
6- WILDLIFE- This project WILL impact the wildlife in the area. For years we have seen deer in this project area during the fall
and winter. Their numbers are dwindling, and this project will have an additional negative impact on the herds. We need to promote
the health of the deer herds, not degrade the herd.
7- HWY 120 SCENIC CORRIDOR- The state continues to poor money keeping the highway beautiful. It wasn't too long ago the
highway received an new layer of asphalt, and they are doing it again. I'm not complaining about that, but it looked liked it could have
waited a couple of more years and my tax money could have been spent on something of more urgent need. But is is a beautiful road
and the state is busy clearing the underbrush along the highway. Now the county is wanting to put in this project which will create an
unsightly blemish on this road.
I am neither an attorney, nor an engineer, but it is clear there are many, many issues with this project. I would assume there are a
number of areas that could be used for an a project such as this. There are existing campgrounds that could be expanded with a lot
less impact on neighboring folks. There are isolated areas that could be developed, just not in their backyard. I hope you and those in
the county that have a say in this matter will take the time to seriously consider what affect this will have on these folks and reject this
proposed Yosemite Under Canvas Project.
Sincerely,
Ronald J. Morgan

1

60-1
60-2
60-3

60-4

60-5
60-6

60-7

60-8

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 60 Response: Ronald Morgan, July 20, 2020
60-1

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

60-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

60-3

The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less than
significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6: Transportation
and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, along with the results of a sight distance
analysis that was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road intersection.

60-4

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

60-5

With respect to impacts to traffic and transportation, please see the response to
comment 60-4, above. Impacts related to Public Services and Recreation were
evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that the Project’s
impacts related to the environmental effects arising from the provision of new or
expanded public services would be less than significant. A detailed response
concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

60-6

Impacts related to Biological Resources were evaluated in in Section 3.4 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated.

60-7

Impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be less than
significant. A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 5:
Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

60-8

Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.
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Letter 61

61-1

61-2

61-3
61-4

61-5

61-6

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 61 Response: Adelene Newcomb, July 14, 2020
61-1

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

61-2

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

61-3

Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

61-4

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic, including impacts to pedestrians, were
evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for
transportation-related issues would be less than significant. A detailed response can
be found in Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

61-5

A detailed response on this issue can be found in Master Response 6: Transportation
and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. As stated there and also on page 3.8-6 of
the Draft EIR, the Project was not required to conduct a traffic study since it would
only generate about half the number of trips required to trigger such a study under
either County or Caltrans criteria. As such, a traffic study was not warranted and was
not required. A detailed response concerning the issue of emergency evacuation can
be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

61-6

Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Letter 62
July 20, 2020
Dear Quincy & Taryn, This letter is in reply to the Yosemite Under Canvas (YUC) EIR and their plan to
construct a luxury campground facility on Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 068-120-062 and 068-120-063.

The EIR has chosen to ignore the many concerns raised during the initial public review periods. They
proposed no changes that I see based on the initial round of feedback.

I am still greatly concerned about the size and scope of this project and the cumulative impact on the
area from YUC, Terra Vi, NACO expansion and the Berkeley camp rebuild, which is not addressed by this
report. The county seems to think that there will not be a significant impact by bringing in thousands of
additional people per day between these sites. How can there not be significant impact from that kind
of additional use of our area. Hardin Flat Road is already in a terrible state of disrepair and simply can't
handle that extra traffic volume.

62-1

The draft EIR fails to address my prior concerns over air quality from the proposed 100 wood burning
stoves. I live directly downwind of the proposed development, on a property that adjoins the proposed
development and understand how the wind direction changes at night, because of the topography the
smoke from those stoves will be funneled down the creek directly into our home, this is completely
unacceptable.

62-2

The fire risk associated with 100 wood burning stoves being used by people completely unfamiliar with
safe use practices is extremely high, couple that with guests that smoke and you have recipe for
disaster, as the proposal stands these are not risks that can be mitigated.

62-3

Any approved development must have firefighting capabilities onsite!

62-4

The water use requirements suggested in the report are laughably low, and obviously not realistic and
are especially of concern in drought years when the water table drops.

62-5

The proposed leach field system instead of waste water treatment plant is also inappropriate for any
commercial development, the proposed site of the leach fields is directly uphill of a creek feeds directly
into the Tuolumne river as well as the spring that my drinking water comes from. I have serious
concerns about the viability and reliability of a traditional leach field system as laid out on this site.

62-6

The draft EIR fails to take into account the inevitable crossing of highway 120 by pedestrians should both
Yosemite Under Canvas and Terra Vie be developed, this is extremely hazardous especially because of
the blind turn at the top of the hill and the presence of 1 of only a small handful of passing lanes
between the Yosemite entrance and Groveland.

62-7

Letter 62
Suggesting that Yosemite Under Canvas will not have an impact on noise or light pollution is
disingenuous, they plan to have weddings, weddings have loud music, there is no way that playing loud
music will not have a negative effect on neighbors as well as local wildlife.

Thank you,
Andy Nickell

62-8

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 62 Response: Andy Nickell, July 20, 2020
62-1

The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts related to each of the Projects listed in
the commenter’s remarks. This analysis was contained at the end of each topical
section in the Draft EIR. For each topic, the Draft EIR found that the cumulative
effect of each Project’s implementation would be less than significant and would not
be cumulatively considerable.

62-2

Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air quality
would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found
in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

62-3

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

62-4

See the response to comment 62-3, above.

62-5

Information concerning the Project’s projected water requirements can be found in
Table 2-1 on page 2-12 of the Draft EIR. As noted there, the expected water use
values are representative of expected potable water use at the site, as based on
recorded observations at other Under Canvas facilities. However, the impact analysis
for the Project, as presented in Section 3.5, Hydrology and Water Quality/Utilities
and Service Systems, assumed a greater quantity of water use to provide for a worstcase scenario analysis.

62-6

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

62-7

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic, including impacts to pedestrians, were
evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for
transportation-related issues would be less than significant. A detailed response can
be found in Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

62-8

Impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. Impacts
related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant. A detailed
response on each of these topics can be found in Master Response 5: Aesthetics, and
Master Response 7: Noise, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Letter 63
7/20/20
To:nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us(NatalieRizzi)
qyaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us(QuincyYaley)
triggs@co.tuolumne.ca.us(TracyRiggs)
kathleenhaff2020@gmail.com(KathleenHaff)
bosm@co.tuolumne.ca.us(TheentireBoardofSupervisors)
jjunette@fs.fed.us(JimJunetteUSFS)
Re:YosemiteUnderCanvas

QuincyYaley,AICP,CommunityResourceAgencyAssistantDirectorͲDevelopment
NatalieRizziTuolumneCountyPlanner,&TuolumneCountySupervisors:

Wehaveseriousconcernsregardingtheproposed‘YosemiteUnderCanvas’development.

1. Ofmajorconcernisthelocation.Itisadjacentto4propertieswhowouldbedirectlyaffectedbythe
activitiesofthisproposedproject.Howdoyouintendtoprotecttheseexistingresidences?Canyou
guaranteethisdevelopmentwillnotadverselyimpactthelimitedvolumeofdomesticwatersupplyfor
theseproperties,andthatthewastewillnotcontaminatetheirwater?

2. HowwillyoupreventthepotentialimpactontheTuolumneRiverfromthesepticwasteleachingdownͲ
hillintothecreekthatfeedsintotheriver?

3. ThewoodburningstovesinsidetentsaswellasoutdoorwoodͲburningfirepitsbeingusedbyvisitorswith
possiblyzeroexperience,increasestheriskofpotentialwildfires.Also,thesubstantialamountofsmoke
flowingdownslopewouldheavilyimpactthepropertydirectlybelowtheglampingsite.

4. Thisprojectislocatedinabeautiful,naturalarea,hometonativewildlifeandflora.Withhabitatbeing
reducedandthreatenedeverywhereintheforesthowcanyouassuretheirsurvival?

5. Anumberofdevelopments/expansionshavealreadyrecentlybeenapprovedintheHardinFlatarea,
includingthenewRushCreekLodge,therebuildingoftheBerkeleyCamp,andexpansionofNACO/
ThousandTrails.BasedonthecrumblingconditionofHardinFlatRoad(nottomentionEvergreenRoad),
itappearsthecountydoesnothavefundingtomaintaincurrentobligations.Howcanmoretraffic/visitors
totheareaevenbeconsideredbeforecorrectingtheseexistinghazards?Itisdeeplyconcerningwhether
thecountycankeepupatall.

6. Theadditionaltrafficandnumberofvehiclesbeinginvitedintotheareaisanothermajorconcern.The
highwayisalreadyheavilyusedinthe‘season’.Thepotentialforaddingtoitneedstobefullyaddressed.

7. Additionalcars…The‘glamping’area,with99siteswouldbringinasubstantialnumberofvehiclesper
day.Addtheadditionalcarsaccessingtheproposedhoteldevelopmentacrossthehighwaywith200
rooms,aswellasallthevehiclesdrivenbyemployeestogettowork(sincetherewillnotbehousing
providedonͲsite).ThenconsidertheadditionofBerkeleyCampandYosemiteLakes/NACOaddingfurther
totheinfluxofvehiclesinthearea,andyouhaveaseriousincreaseinthenumberofvehiclesimpacting
thetinycommunityalongHardinFlatRoad&theHighway120corridor.


63-1

63-2

63-3

63-4

63-5

63-6

63-7

Letter 63
8.

ConsideringthatthelineͲuptogetintoYosemitecanbemileslong,thisequatestoserioustrafficissues.
HowareemergencyvehiclessupposedtogetthroughonthistwoͲlanehighway,nottomentionthemail?
PleaseconsiderthatHighway120eastofGrovelandalreadyseesannualfatalities,withouttheseadded
vehicles.

63-8


9.

IsCalTransinvolvedwiththeplanningoftheseproposedprojects?Aretheypreparedtodealwithand
providetheensuingmaintenance?

63-9


10. HowabouttheNationalParkServiceinYosemite?Aretheyinvolvedinthisprocess,andaretheywilling
orabletoacceptmorecarsthattheycannotaccommodate?Asweallknow,thereisaseriousshortageof
parkingplacesinYosemiteValley,socarsendupidling,wastinggasastheyspewexhaust.Howisthis
affectingtheenvironment?DoesthestateofCaliforniacondonesuchdevelopments?Aretheyinvolvedin
theapprovalprocess?

63-10

11. ‘Glamping’soundsfun,buttheproposedrentalrateofasiteorYurtishigherthanthatofmanyexisting
lodgingrates,at$300pluspertentcabin.Thechoicetocampisofteninfluencedbyeconomics,visitors
whocannotaffordlodging,willoftencamp.Attheserates,thisdoesnotsoundlikeitisfillinganeedfor
affordableovernightsleepingfacilities.

63-11




Thesepointsareallofmajorconcerntousandourwayoflife.

Pleaserespondconfirmingreceiptofthisemail.

Thankyouforyourconsideration,

BillNickell
33569HardinFlatRoad
Groveland,CA95321



2. Comments and Responses

Letter 63 Response: Bill Nickell, July 20, 2020
63-1

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each
of these topics can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply; and Master
Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

63-2

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

63-3

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

63-4

Impacts related to Biological Resources were evaluated in in Section 3.4 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated.

63-5

The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts related to each of the projects listed in
the commenter’s remarks. This analysis was contained at the end of each topical
section in the Draft EIR. For each topic, the Draft EIR found that the cumulative
effect of each project’s implementation would be less than significant and would not
be cumulatively considerable.

63-6

Both Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to Transportation and Traffic
were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for
transportation-related issues would be less than significant. A detailed response can
be found in Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

63-7

Please see the response to comment 63-6, above.

63-8

Please see the response to comment 63-6, above.
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2. Comments and Responses

63-9

Caltrans was provided with the Project’s Initial Study, Notice of Preparation, and the
Draft EIR. Caltrans’ comment letter, and the response to it, are included in the Final
EIR as Letter #2. The County and the Project Applicant have consulted with and will
continue to consult with Caltrans during the development process, should the Project
be approved.

63-10

Impacts related to existing recreational resources like Yosemite National Park were
evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that the Project’s
impacts related to the environmental effects arising from the provision of new or
expanded public services would be less than significant. A detailed response
concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

63-11

The purpose of an EIR is not to determine the desirability of a particular course of
action, but rather to determine and disclose the environmental effects of
implementing that action.
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Letter 64

TuolumneCountyCommunityDevelopmentDepartment
2S.GreenStreet
Sonora,CA95370

QuincyYaley,AICP,CommunityResourceAgencyAssistantDirectorͲDevelopment
&TuolumneCountySupervisors:

Re:YosemiteUnderCanvas

Ofseriousconcern:

Lackofwater!
Sewagedisposal!
Firedanger!
Effectonthequalityoflifeoftheadjacentpropertiesduetolackofwater,potentialsewageissues,fire
danger,smokefromcampfires,andnoise.
Dangerincrossingthehighwayfromonedevelopmenttotheother.
Lackoflocalareaemergencyservices.

Wehavepreviouslyexpressedourconcernsandaretrulydisappointedthat,apparentlytheyhavenot
beenseriouslyaddressed.Itisdishearteningaswellasbafflingwhythepublicisinvitedtocomment,
whenthosecommentsarelargelyignored.Whereistheoversight?

Wearecountingonyoutodotherightthing,

Lauren&BillNickell
33569HardinFlatRoad
Groveland,CA95321
209Ͳ962Ͳ4360



64-1

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 64 Response: Lauren and Bill Nickell, July 20, 2020
64-1

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each
of these topics can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, and Master
Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic, including impacts to pedestrians, were
evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for
transportation-related issues would be less than significant. A detailed response can
be found in Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Letter 65

65-1

65-2

Letter 65

65-3

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 65 Response: Angelene Norquist, July 13, 2020
65-1

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

65-2

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. A response concerning
impacts related to emergency evacuation can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

65-3

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to
Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant with identified
mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on these topics can be found in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
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Letter 66

66-1

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 66 Response: Bill Norquist, July 13, 2020
66-1

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. A response concerning
impacts related to emergency evacuation can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, also in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The helicopter pad referenced in the Project Description would be used for
emergencies only, and would consist of an already-cleared area where a helicopter
could land in the event of emergencies, and would not be a permitted heliport as
described in California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 3554.
Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
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Letter 67

67-1

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 67 Response: Charlene & Paul Norquist, July 20, 2020
67-1

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. A response concerning
impacts related to emergency evacuation can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, also in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The helicopter pad referenced in the Project Description would be used for
emergencies only, and would consist of an already-cleared area where a helicopter
could land in the event of emergencies, and would not be a permitted heliport as
described in California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 3554.
Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
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Letter 68

68-1

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 68 Response: Gary Norquist, July 20, 2020
68-1

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. A response concerning
impacts related to emergency evacuation can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, also in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The helicopter pad referenced in the Project Description would be used emergencies
only, and would consist of an already-cleared area where a helicopter could land in
the event of emergencies, and would not be a permitted heliport as described in
California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 3554.
Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
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Letter 69

69-1

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 69 Response: Missy Norquist, July 20, 2020
69-1

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. A response concerning
impacts related to emergency evacuation can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, also in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The helicopter pad referenced in the Project Description would be used for
emergencies only, and would consist of an already-cleared area where a helicopter
could land in the event of emergencies, and would not be a permitted heliport as
described in California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 3554.
Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
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Letter 70
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ellie Owen
Quincy Yaley
Letter to the Planning Department - Under Canvas
Wednesday, July 15, 2020 8:00:26 AM

Letter to the Planning Department
The Under Canvas project is not well thought out. When California is seeing the most destructive fires in it's history,
I would think that common sense would kick in and these projects would not be considered in such an extreme high
wildfire risk area.
The uncertainty of water or lack of is also an issue. Rush Creek has had to bring water in when their supply runs out.
What happens when Terra Vi, Under Canvas and Rush Creek all run out at once?
Would the county be liable approving a project like Under Canvas knowing the high fire danger risk?
Please reject the Under Canvas project.
Ellie Owen
Groveland, Ca.
962-6874

Sent from my iPad

70-1

70-2
70-3

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 70 Response: Ellie Owen, July 15, 2020
70-1

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

70-2

Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to water supply were evaluated in
Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for this issue would be
less than significant. A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master
Response 2: Water Supply, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

70-3

Please see the response to comment 70-1, above.
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Letter 71
15589 Wards Ferry Road
Sonora, CA 95370
July 20, 2020
BY EMAIL & FIRST CLASS MAIL
nrizzi @cotuolumne.ca.us
Community Development Department
Attention: Natalie Rizzi
Tuolumne County
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Re: Highway 120 Corridor
Yosemite Under Canvas DEIR
Dear Ms Rizzi:
I have reviewed the draft EIR (DEIR) for this project which underestimates the significant
adverse impacts by failing to treat both the Terra Vi project and the Under Canvas project as
essentially one, both on property owned by the same owner even though the developers may
differ.

71-1

Water System.
Reliance on wells and a septic system for development will only result in future failures and
problems of contamination of natural resources. As you are aware, there is no underground
aquifer in Tuolumne County, only fractured rock and fissures containing water which can easily
be drained and only slowly recharged, if ever, when overdrawn. However, numerous times the
DEIR refers to an aquifer The hydrology analysis that was performed only tested for a brief
period in one year. Testing should be required for much longer than one year to reflect drought
years such as the protracted drought years which may have ended only three years ago. The
County’s general plan requires that a water system for a proposed development be reliable for
present and future demands. See General Plan Policy 3.B.2.
Without testing over more than a short period within one year combined with longer testing for
the Terra Vi project, there is no way of knowing whether the water supply will be adequate for
these combined projects which likely share the same geology of fracture rock and fissures for
their respective water supplies.
Well pumping at the rates estimated for both this project and the related Terra Vi project may
have a substantial adverse impact on existing wells used by neighboring residences. Nowhere in
the DEIR is mention made of mitigation for such possible impacts on the neighbors should water
shortages occur.

71-2

Letter 71
Community Development Department
Attention: Natalie Rizzi
Tuolumne County
July 20, 2020
Page 2
Septic System.
Paragraph 5.4.14 at page 3.5. 28 of the DEIR states:
“As discussed in Impact 3.3.5, the project site is not located within a basin that is
subject to a sustainable groundwater management plan. The cumulative projects are
also not located within basin that is subject to a sustainable groundwater management
plan. Therefore, relative to sustainable groundwater management plans, there would
be no impact.”

71-3

However, there is reference elsewhere in the DEIR as to compliance with a Basin Plan which is
confusing; such references may refer to County and State requirements for septic systems.
Another confusing reference to a sustainable groundwater management plan or Basin Plan
is at Impact 3.14 at pages 3.5.28 & 29.
The project proposes an engineered septic system for the treatment of waste water as does the
Terra Vi project directly across Highway 120, both of which will have leach fields that will be
above the fractured rock and fissures containing the water for the wells that are proposed to
provide the water for each development. As referenced in the DEIR, some portion of such waste
water is expected to infiltrate the drinking water source and may do so as well in the area of the
Terra Vi development from its own septic system or that of Under Canvas. While drinking
treated waste water may be safe in public water systems in major metropolitan areas, such as
Orange County, which have the staff and expertise to monitor such treated water, a small water
system such as proposed by both Under Canvas and Terra Vi will not have such monitoring on a
daily basis. Infiltration will be a risk to the drinking water for visitors, employees and adjoining
residential properties.

71-4

Lack of Housing.
The number of proposed employees is now included in the DEIR at 20 to 30. However, no onsite housing is being provided for the project unlike nearby developments, such as Rush Creek
Lodge, which do have employee housing.
At paragraph 2.5 on page 2.18 of the DEIR, the statement is made:
“Employees would largely be drawn from the local community, though some could be recruited
from elsewhere. If they desire, seasonal employees from elsewhere without housing in the
local community would be housed in rental units facilitated and paid for by the project
proponent.”

This is the only mention in the DEIR of rent being paid by the developer with no commitment as
to duration or how such a mitigation will be enforced by the County or others.

71-5

Letter 71

Community Development Department
Attention: Natalie Rizzi
Tuolumne County
July 20, 2020
Page 3
As you are well aware, the County is suffering from a lack of affordable housing of all types .
Little new housing is being proposed currently and certainly not affordable housing for
employees of the hospitality industry which pay lower wages than many other employers. The
cost of construction in many cases precludes affordable rental housing as the rents required to
provide a reasonable return on investment exceed what most low and moderate income persons
and families can afford. As a result, the shortage of such housing imposes a great burden on
existing businesses. Even the National Park Service is hampered by the lack of available housing
in trying to recruit necessary staff for Yosemite.
In calculating available rental housing, the DEIR uses a 2016 vacancy rate of 5.2% for the area
which is four years out of date. According to the website City Data. com, for Zip Code 95321
which includes Groveland and surrounding rural communities, there are approximately 399
renter occupied apartments. Using the DEIR’s out of date vacancy rate of 5.2% results in only
20 units available for rent. The demand for such units will come not just from the Under Canvas
project but from Terra Vi, Yosemite Park employees, the Thousand Trails expansion, and other
proposed projects. Clearly there is inadequate off site housing. If the project is to proceed, there
is no reason other than its financial impact to the developer that some of the proposed rental units
could not be reserved exclusively for Under Canvas employees. Even Terra Vi is proposing to
provide some on-site employee housing.

71-5
cont.

The DEIR for the Under Canvas project should include an analysis of available housing within a
reasonable commuting distance of the project site which was not done except for the so called
vacancy rate referenced above. If such housing is not provided by the developer on site or in
close proximity, employees commuting long distances will add to congestion and air pollution as
there is no other feasible way of travel to the project site than by automobile.
No Traffic Study.
As others have commented, the location of the Under Canvas project across Highway 120 from
the proposed Terra project will create a significant impact to through traffic entering and exiting
the respective projects. Also guests and staff of the Under Canvas site can be expected attempt to
cross over to and back from the Terra Vi project which will have more amenities than the Under
Canvas development, either by car or on foot. A vehicle and pedestrian study should have been
included in the DEIR but which was not done based upon the claim in the DEIR that Daily
Vehicle Trips (DVT) would be less than 500 DVT, ignoring the related project directly across
Highway 120.

71-6

Construction Schedule.
The DEIR is out of date even as it is circulated for comment. At section paragraph 2.6 on page
2.l8 a construction schedule is shown as the summer of 2020 through October, 2020. Really!

71-7

Letter 71
Community Development Department
Attention: Natalie Rizzi
Tuolumne County
July 20, 2020
Page 4
The DEIR with required response to comments had not even been completed and no hearings
have been held on the DEIR. Given the number of permits this project will require from various
governmental agencies operating under the constraints of Covid-19, the stated schedule is not
even close.

71-7
cont.

Fire Protection SerVices.
The location of the project within the County is designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone by CalFire. It primarily served by CalFire under contract with the County. Groveland
Community Services District (GCSD) also contracts with the County. Both the County and
GCSD are under great financial strain given the slow growth of revenues compared to the
escalating cost of obtaining services from such providers as CalFire, even before the impact on
revenues caused by Covid-19. Unless and until County and GCSD voters are willing to approve
an increase in taxes or fees, there can be no expectation that fire servvices will expand to meet
the needs of this project or nearby proposed projects such as Terra Vi. As pointed out in other
comments, the limited availability of fire trucks and crew to serve this remote location will put
both visitors and employees at great risk in the event of another major wildfire.

71-8

Law Enforcement Services.
At Impact 3.7-2 at page 3.7.9 of the DEIR, the statement is made:
“The TCSO has reviewed the project and has confirmed that police protection services can be
provided to the project without the need for additional personnel or new or physically altered
police facilities.”
The reference above is to the Toulumne County Sheriff Office which is based in Sonora. The
statement is made at page 3-7.2 that the TCSO has 133 authorized positions. No reference is
made as to how many of those authorized positions currently are filled and how many are now
vacant due to budget and/or hiring conditions. I have personally heard the Sheriff state that there
are only four deputies available on patrol duty at any one time for the entire County with a total
area of 2,274 square miles . With the additional budget constraints due in part to Covid-19 one
cannot anticipate any increase in the number of deputies available for patrol duties. Also I see no
reference in the DEIR as to how this and other proposed projects will assist the TCSO in
providing adequate service to this remote location.

71-9

Project Alternatives.
As I noted in my prior letter of July 20, 2019, of the alternatives studied for future growth in
preparation of the revised General Plan, the concept of growth concentrated around already

71-10

Letter 71

71-10
cont.

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 71 Response: Thomas Parrington, July 20, 2020
71-1

The Under Canvas and Terra Vi projects are unrelated and are being advanced by
wholly separate applicants. Each project has separate utility, and neither is reliant
upon the other for its operation. The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts for each
of the issues that were studied. This analysis considered the cumulative effects that
would occur if both projects were developed, along with several other projects. This
analysis was contained at the end of each topical section in the Draft EIR. For each
topic, the Draft EIR found that the cumulative effect of the Project’s implementation
would be less than significant and would not be cumulatively considerable. The
commenter has not provided any substantial evidence that would indicate that the
Draft EIR’s findings were incorrect.

71-2

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR. That response provides detailed information concerning the
adequacy of the aquifer pumping tests conducted for the Project. In addition to the
master response, two additional technical memoranda have been prepared that
provide additional technical detail on this issue. Those memoranda are attached to
this Final EIR as Appendix B1 and B2.

71-3

As stated on page 3.5-28 of the Draft EIR, the Project site is not located within a
basin that is subject to a sustainable groundwater management plan. The cumulative
projects are also not located within such a basin. Therefore, relative to sustainable
groundwater management plans, there would be no impact. The Draft EIR is
consistent in its presentation of this issue. See for instance, paragraph 3 on page 3.5-9
concerning the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, where it is stated: “The
project site is not located within a DWR-designated basin. Therefore, this Act does
not apply to the project.” See also paragraph 3 on page 3.5-20, where it is stated
“…the project site is not located within a basin that is subject to a sustainable
groundwater management plan.” Again, as stated on page 3.5-28 of the Draft EIR,
“…the project site is not located within a basin that is subject to a sustainable
groundwater management plan. The cumulative projects are also not located within
basin that is subject to a sustainable groundwater management plan. Therefore,
relative to sustainable groundwater management plans, there would be no impact.”

71-4

Impacts related to Water Quality and the Project’s wastewater system were evaluated
in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that the Project’s impacts would
be less than significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response
on this topic can be found in Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
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71-5

The Project’s impacts to population and housing, including impacts related to
employee housing, was analyzed in Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page
3-16. The Project Applicant provides employee housing to its employees by renting a
house (or houses) for use by the employees. The Draft EIR’s analysis found that
Tuolumne County’s rental vacancy rate is about midway between the California
statewide vacancy rate and the national vacancy rate, which demonstrates sufficient
rental housing would be available, as needed.

71-6

Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to Transportation and Traffic,
including impacts to pedestrians, were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less than
significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6: Transportation
and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. As stated on page 3.8-6 of the Draft EIR,
the Project was not required to conduct a traffic study since it would only generate
about half the number of trips required to trigger such a study under either County or
Caltrans criteria. As such, a traffic study was not warranted and was not required.

71-7

The likely construction start date presented in the Draft EIR has changed for a variety
of reasons, and the relevant text has been revised as reflected in Chapter 3 of this
Final EIR. Regardless, the change in the construction schedule would not change the
analysis contained in the Draft EIR, and would have no bearing on the Project’s
environmental effects, and the commenter has presented no substantial evidence that
would indicate otherwise.

71-8

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

71-9

See the response to comment 71-8, above.

71-10

Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.
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Letter 72

Under Canvas responds to EIR
July 18 2020

To: Natalie Rizzi
nrizzi@co.tuoolumne.ca.us

I am opposed to the proposed development Under Canvas. We have
owned our property nearby since 1966. In 1991 Manley had his
property rezoned to commercial under protest from us and other
property owners. At the time, we did not think that the county did the
proper investigations to allow the rezoning to commercial. Our current
objections is the fire danger of the fire pits, traffic congestion, water
supply, and safety of the intersection. The intersection is already
dangerous due to the hill and bend on HW120 right before our turnoff
onto Forest Rte IS03. If a forest fire was started at Under Canvas or
nearby our only exit would be blocked. Does the County want to take
on that responsible? The increase water draw from Under Canvas wells
could very well affect our wells especially in times of drought. The
testing was not done during a drought. After the testing was done, our
well had a very bad taste and leaves a film on our drinking glasses after
we run the dishwasher. This never happened before the testing was
done.
This project is not appropriate for this area.

Gene Pfeiffer

72-1

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 72 Response: Gene Pfeiffer, July 18, 2020
72-1

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less
than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, along with the results of
a sight distance analysis that was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road
intersection. A response concerning impacts related to emergency evacuation can be
found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, also in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.
The commenter has expressed their opinion on the merits of the Project or whether or
not the Project should be developed. A detailed response concerning this issue can be
found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the
Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No
additional response to this comment is required here. All comments, however, will be
provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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Letter 73

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:45 AM
Alexis Mena; Luke Evans
FW: comment for Under Canvas



From:jennypfeiffer<jenny@pfeifferfoto.com>
Sent:Monday,July20,20209:31AM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Cc:QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:commentforUnderCanvas


Comments in response to Yosemite Under Canvas DEIR
To Natalie Rizzi, Quincy Yaley, County Planning Commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors:
Hello, I would like to comment on the Under Canvas DEIR. This report is completely inaccurate. It does not
address many previously identified problems and it minimizes the risks associated with this huge project.
Wildfire-The are 99 stoves and this report does not address the fact that many people will not know how to
operate the stoves safely. This area is very dry and it is completely irresponsible to allow 99 stoves in this area.
These stoves will also emit embers far away and beyond the defensible space perimeter. The closest fire station
is 30 mins away (assuming the 1 truck is available at the time needed), this project will put the lives of all the
people at the other terra vi development and all the other resorts and cabins in the area at risk. If anything
happens you are directly responsible since you voted for this project.

73-1

I would also like to talk about the danger of pedestrians from this project walking across the hwy to go to the
store at Terra Vi. You know this will happen and the turn where they will try to cross is very dangerous. This
report does not address this at all.

73-2

Water- the report does not address the water problem accurately. “...subsurface material consists primarily of
impermeable granitic and greenstone bedrock which can result in a low groundwater yield.” and “The
characteristics of the fractured rock and weather fluctuations have led to some wells providing unreliable
sources of water.” Short-term tests (10 days) of pumping capacity at this site following a very good
precipitation year are very misleading and do not give a good estimate as to capacity during a low precipitation
year, or especially during an extended drought. The report also talks about the wells being recharged from water
from runoff. The report does not give any evidence this is true so if it is not true (very likely) then what happens
after 2 dry winters (the possibility for multiple dry years is very likely)? What is the plan if they run out of
water? What is the plan if they run out of water and then a fire starts?

73-3

There are so many problems with this project and the Terra Vi project and is very surprising that they have
gotten this far without addressing these very serious problems. I know it is tempting to say yes to these 2
projects given these times of lower tax revenue. But putting the forest and the people and visitors in the area at
risk is not worth the tax revenue these projects will bring in.

73-4

1

Letter 73

There are responsible ways to develop lodging for visitors to the area but these 2 projects are not responsible,
they are way too big and have not been designed for low impact.
Thank you,
jenny






Jenny Elia Pfeiffer 



415.999.9196 - http://www.pfeifferfoto.com

2

73-4
cont.

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 73 Response: Jenny Pfeiffer, July 20, 2020
73-1

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

73-2

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic, including impacts to pedestrians, were
evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for
transportation-related issues would be less than significant. A detailed response can
be found in Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

73-3

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

73-4

The commenter has expressed their opinion on the merits of the Project or whether or
not the Project should be developed. A detailed response concerning this issue can be
found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the
Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No
additional response to this comment is required here. All comments, however, will be
provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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Letter 74

74-1

74-2

74-3

74-4

Letter 74

74-4
cont.

74-5

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 74 Response: Patrick and Jill Pfeiffer, July 18, 2020
74-1

The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less than
significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6: Transportation
and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, along with the results of a sight distance
analysis that was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road intersection.
The emergency access roadway that would connect with Forest Route 1S09 is an
existing roadway that currently provides the only access to the private property
inholding that comprises the Project site. Access to the site via this roadway is byright via a designated Forest Service roadway. Once the site is developed and new
access to the site from the east is completed, the existing roadway would be utilized
on an emergency-only basis, and would not be used as a part of daily operations. If
the Project is approved, the Project Applicant will work with the Forest Service to
secure formal access permits, if needed, as provided for in 16 USC Section 532-538.
As stated on page 3.8-6 of the Draft EIR, the Project was not required to conduct a
traffic study since it would only generate about half the number of trips required to
trigger such a study under either County or Caltrans criteria. As such, a traffic study
was not warranted and was not required.
Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts related to each of the
projects listed in the commenter’s remarks. The analysis found that impacts for
transportation-related issues would be less than significant. Again, additional
information can be found in Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

74-2

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts related to this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public
Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

74-3

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR. A response concerning impacts related to emergency evacuation can
be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, also in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

74-4

Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
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74-5

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each
of these topics can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply; and Master
Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Letter 75

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Monday, July 20, 2020 3:31 PM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Yosemite Under Canvas


From:MariaPorges<mfporges@sbcglobal.net>
Sent:Monday,July20,20202:54PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:YosemiteUnderCanvas


July20,2020
NOTE:Pleaseacknowledgereceiptofthisemail.Thankyou.


DearMs.Rizzi:

IwritetodayasahomeowneronHardinFlatRoadregardingtheproposed‘glamping’project,YosemiteUnder
Canvas.ThereareseveralissuesIwishtodrawtoyourattention:

1Watersupplyandquality,andsewageissues
2FiredangeranddangeroflossoflifeduetoinabilityofHardinFlatRoadresidentstoescape,shouldafire
takeplace
3Airqualityissues
4Trafficproblemsanddangerofcaraccidents
5StressonGroveland’semergencyservices
6Noiseproblems

1.
AsIunderstandit,waterflowtestswereperformedonlyinthefallseasonofanormalyear,followingayearof
exceptionallyheavyprecipitation.Thequantityofwaterthatthisprojectwillrequire—especiallyin
conjunctionwiththeotherproposedproject,Terrai,VontheothersideofthehighwayonSawmill
Mountain—isstupefying.Wearetalkingabout2,000,000gallonsayear.Toilets,drinkingwater,washing
water,forupto250peopleinYUCalone(plusthe500moreinTerraVi)isanamountsolargeastobealmost
unquantifiable.Groundwaterisfarfromanunlimitedresource.Wedependonwellwater,asdoallofthe
residentsonHardinFlatRoad,andshouldourwellfailbecausethesedevelopmentsdrainthewaterfromthe
fracturedbedrocksource(NOT,astheDEIRdescribesit,anaquifer),ourhomewillberendereduninhabitable.
Withoutconsiderablefurthertestingofthesupply,thereisnocertaintythattheoutcomewouldnotbefailure
ofwellsforallofthefamiliesonourendofHardinFlatRoadaswellasforthoseonSawmillMountain.The
proposedYUCsite—onaslopingridgeline—couldhardlybemoreinappropriateforthisusage.Andifsome
supplyofwaterremained,thequalityofthatwatercouldbeseverelyimpactedbythesewageandwaste
enteringgroundwaterfromamassiveprojectlikeYUC’sleachfield,locateddirectlyuphillfromourproperty.I
feelitnecessarytopointoutthatasoftoday,coronavirushasbeenfoundinYosemite’ssewage.TheRush
1
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CreekResortinstalledtheCountyͲmandatedstateoftheartsewagetreatmentsystemandstillhadserious
problems.FireservicepersonnelhavedescribeditnotasGrayWater,butBrownWater.Itisnotreasonable
toexpectourfamilytoshowerinwatercontaminatedbyhumanwaste.
Soildoesnotpercolateduringwinterwhenthegroundisfrozen.ItisnotamatterofIfaleachfieldofthatsize
fails,butwhen.

75-1
cont.

Thereisnomonitoringmechanism(likeperimeterwells)describedinthemanypagesofdocuments,such
thatifthegroundwaterbecomescontaminatedwithpathogens—potentiallyruiningwatersourcesforYUC,
TerraViandallhomesnearby—abackupsystemofsomekindforhandlingthewastewatercouldbeputinto
use.Sothewaywewillfindoutthatourwateristoxicis…tobecomesick.

2.
Thefiredangerfrom99woodstovesandthreecommunalfirepitscannotbeoverstated—nottomentionover
100carsandthecombustiblesnecessaryforthecommunalkitchen(gasstove).ThisareaburnedintheRim
Fire,butplentyofnewfuelhasbeencreated,andthesiteisdesignatedasaVeryHighFireSeverityHazard
Zone.Theproposedsitebordersonanationalforest,whichshouldbepreservedforfuturegenerations,not
burneddownbyirresponsibledevelopmentinanareainwhichthereisnotasinglehouseatpresent.
Allitwilltakeisonepersonthoughtlesslydumpingashesoncombustiblematerial…improperlyusingthe
stoveandignitingthetent…andwhatisgoingtostopthemfrombreakingbranchesoffoftreestoburnthem
inthestoves?Arethestaffgoingtoproperlyorientandtrain99Ͳ200guestsonwhattheyshouldandshould
notbedoing?
HardinFlatRoadistheONLYexittothehighwayandsafety.Shouldtherebeanothermajorfirethatrequires
evacuation—areasonablestatisticalprobability,consideringtheincreasedfrequencyoffireinourstate—the
locationofthisprojectattheconjunctionofHardinFlatRoadand120couldcreateamassivejamthatruns
theriskofcausingfatalities,ashashappenedinnumerousfiresinCaliforniaoverthepasttwentyyears.This
isnotagoodspotforalargedevelopment.ThesmallstaffrunningtheYUCfacilitywillnotbeadequateto
directanevacuationofwhatcouldbehundredsofpanickedtourists.

3.
Theimpactonairqualityfrom99woodstoveswillbemassive.Thisislikebuilding99housesthatburnawood
fireeverynight!ThesmallvalleythatHardinFlatRoadwindsthroughcouldbecomeenshroudedinsmokeon
adailybasis,andthesmokecoulddriftandaffectnearbyareas.AsitstatesontheYosemitewebsite,
“AirbornepollutantscontinuetodegradeYosemiteNationalParkresources.What'scausingthesepollutants?
Theburning…fromsourceswestofYosemitecausemostofthepollution.”


3.
TheturnontoHardinFlatRoadisasharpright,andthelikelihoodofeitherrearendcollisionsasinexperienced
driverssuddenlyslowfortheturn,orofdriversfailingtofullymaketheturnandendingupintheditch,seems
likely.OncetheBerkeleyFamilyCamp—nowbeingrebuiltͲͲisrunningagain,thisseemslikeanincreasing
probability.

4.
Trafficaccidentsonahighwayaremorelikelytoleadtoinjuriesorfatalitiesduetothehigherspeedlimit,as
wellasagreaternumberofdriversduringthevacationseason.Andwhenthoseaccidentshappen—
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5.
GrovelandistwentyͲfiveminutesaway,andhaslimitedcapacityforemergencyservices.Shouldafirestart;
shouldaguesthaveahealthemergency;shouldtherebeanaccidentofanykind,thiswillfurtherstressthe
capacityofGroveland’sservicesandmakesuchservicesthatmuchmorestretchedthin/unavailableforthe
residentsofthetown.DoesGrovelandplantoaddanadditionalambulance,firetruck,hospitalbeds?
ResidentsatPineMountainLake,Groveland,andBigOakFlatarealreadyhavingahardtimegettingadequate
ambulanceservicefromthesingleambulanceforthispartoftheHighway120corridor.Andifthatambulance
isdeliveringapatienttothehospitalinSonora,itmaynotbeavailableforamedicalemergencyatYosemite
UnderCanvasuntilatleastanhourormoreafterbeingnotifiedofarequest.CanGrovelandsustainthecost
oflawsuits,shouldpeopledieduetotheslownessorlackofresponse?BetweenYUC,TerraViandthe
expansionofThousandLakes,wearetalkingaboutupto1,400additionalpeopleEVERYDAY.Iquotehere
fromJonBuckley,ExecutiveDirectorofCSERC’sletterregardingtheUnderCanvasDEIR:“Duringawildfire
threat,atbestafirecrewfromtheGrovelandareawillbeavailabletorespond(insteadofthatcrewalready
beingcommittedtoaresponsecallelsewhere).Eventhen,itwilltakethatfireenginecrew25minutesor
moretoreachtheprojectsite.Uponarrival,ifafireisthreateningthesite,thatfireenginecrewwillneedto
decidewhethertoprotectTerraViLodgeacrossthestreet,ortheYosemiteUnderCanvasfacilities,orthe
newlyrebuiltBerkeleyͲTuolumneCampjustdownthehill,ortheThousandTrailsͲYosemiteLakesRVresort
projectwithupto150newcampsites.InawindͲwhippedwildfire,asinglefireengineisliterallymeaningless
whenitcomestoprotectinghundredsofpeopleonanysite,letaloneneedingtoprotectfoursitesthatare
withinahighͲriskStateResponsibilityArea.ItisalsohighlyconceivablethattheclosestU.S.ForestService,
NationalParkService,andCALFIRE/Countyfireengineswillallbeassignedtoinitialattackfiresuppression
actionsattheheadofanyexpandingwildfireorthatthoseenginecrewswillbealreadycommittedto
structureprotectionnearthewildfire’signitionsite.Thatrealisticscenarioleavesnoengineornomorethan
oneenginetoprotecttheUnderCanvassiteandthreeotherlodgingfacilitiesthatwouldalsobefacingthe
wildfirethreat.Accordingly,duetotheflammabilityoftheprojectsiteandtheslowresponsetimeforanyfire
protectioncrewtoarrive,ITISINARGUABLETHATTHEPROJECT,IFAPPROVED,WOULDEXPOSEPROJECT
OCCUPANTSTOTHERISKOFTHEUNCONTROLLEDSPREADOFAWILDFIRE.

6.
Theamountofnoisethatcanbegeneratedbythenumberofguests(potentially200ormore)couldmake,
particularlyifamplifiedmusicisinvolved,ashasbeenmentioned,forpartiesandsuch,willimpactwildlifeas
well.


Iunderstandtheappealofexpandingthetaxbase,especiallyrightnow,whenTuolumneCounty—notto
mentionthewholecountry—ishurting,duetotheCovid19shutdown.Butdevelopmentlikethisisnotthe
answer.Notinthislocation.Thisdevelopmentneedstofindanewsite:onewithapublicwaterandsewage
system.Locatedonthisinappropriatesite,inconjunctionwithTerraViandtheexpansionofThousandTrails
ANDthereopeningoftheBerkeleyFamilyCamp,itisgoingtoharmmanyGrovelandresidents,including
myselfandmyfamily,formorethanitwillhelpthem.WhenaseriouslyillGrovelandresidentcannotgetto
thehospitalbecausetheoneambulanceistakingcareofaTerraViorYUCemergency,thetownspeopleare
notgoingtobehappywiththedecisionthatthecommissionersmadetogoforwardwiththesedevelopments.

Finally:YosemiteUnderCanvasisnot‘justacampground.’ItisafullͲscaledevelopment,andshouldhaveto
gothroughthesamekindsofapprovals,reports,mediation,etc.asothermajordevelopmentsinthearea
havehadtosubmitto.Justbecauseguestswillbeintentcabinsdoesnotmeanthattheywillnotneedtoilets
andshowers,createhealthconcerns,andimpactafragileforestenvironment.Furthermore,thelikelihood
3
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thatthisdevelopmentwillbecombinedwiththemassiveprojectacrossthehighwayamplifiesanyofthese
thingsmassively.

Pleasetakemycommentsseriously.Iandmyneighborshavesubstantialandvalidreasonswhythis
developmentmustnotbeallowedtocontinue.Ihopethatyouwillfairlyandimpartiallyevaluatethe
cumulativeimpactsofbothofthedevelopmentsslatedfortheManlyproperties.Theyareinappropriateand
willdamagetheverythingthatGrovelandwantstopromote,andwhichisthecommunity’slifeblood:the
scenicbeautyofourarea.


Sincerely,

MariaPorges

30843HardinFlatRoad,Groveland,CA
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Letter 75 Response: Maria Porges, July 20, 2020
75-1

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each
of these topics can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply; and Master
Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

75-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

75-3

A response concerning impacts related to emergency evacuation can be found in
Master Response 1: Wildfire, also in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

75-4

Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

75-5

The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less than
significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6: Transportation
and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, along with the results of a sight distance
analysis that was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road intersection.

75-6

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts related to this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public
Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

75-7

Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

75-8

Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.

75-9

The commenter has expressed their opinion on the merits of the Project or whether or
not the Project should be developed. A detailed response concerning this issue can be
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found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the
Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No
additional response to this comment is required here. All comments, however, will be
provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
75-10

The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts for each of the issues that were studied.
This analysis considered the cumulative effects that would occur if both the Under
Canvas and Terra Vi projects were developed, along with several other projects. This
analysis was contained at the end of each topical section in the Draft EIR. For each
topic, the Draft EIR found that the cumulative effect of the Project’s implementation
would be less than significant and would not be cumulatively considerable. The
commenter has not provided any substantial evidence that would indicate that the
Draft EIR’s findings were incorrect.
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Letter 76

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 7:08 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Yosemite Under Canvas Issues
Yosemite Threat.docx


From:LouisRivara<louis@remaxaccord.com>
Sent:Monday,July20,20205:25PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;gyaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us;TracieRiggs<TRiggs@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;
kathleenhaff2020@gmail.com;BOSMembers<bosm@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;jjunette@fs.fed.us
Cc:gmccarthy@uniondemocrat.com;mjackson@oakdaleleader.com;cgeorge@fresnobee.com;
news@clarkebroadcasting.com
Subject:YosemiteUnderCanvasIssues

TuolumneCountyisactivelymovingforwardduringCovidwithnewdevelopmentoutsidethegatesofYosemite.
Let’swaituntilthedustsettlesfromCovidanddotherightthing.
SEEATTACHED.

Regards,
LouisRivara
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July20,2020

TO: TuolumneCounty(CA)Supervisors,TuolumneCountyHealthOfficials,SelectedStateandNationalPublic
OfficialsandSelectedMediaRepresentatives.


FROM:LouisRivara,31583HardinFlatRoad,Groveland,CA95321
(Email:Louis@remaxaccord.comAND925.200.6917.)


RE: YosemiteUnderCanvas(“YUC”)

AsaSanFranciscoBayArearealestatebrokerandownerofasecondhomeinTuolumneCountyneartheBigOak
FlatEntrancetoYosemite,Iamgreatlydistressedbythecounty’sseeminglackofseriousconcernfortheimpactof
YosemiteUnderCanvas(“YUC”)onthoseintheregion.TheproposedactionsbyTuolumneCountyOfficials
regardingthepotentialapprovalofYUCaswellasothersignificantproposednearbydevelopmentsseemstoplace
thecounty’sinterestsabovethoseofthepublicforanumberofreasons,includingthefollowing:

1. TuolumneCountyiscurrentlypubliclyadvertisingthatitsservicesareinadequate.Thecountydescribes
itselfinBayArearadioadsasanunsafe,ruralplacetovisitwithinadequateservicestomeettheneedsof
additionalvisitors.Peoplearetoldtostayaway.
2. Weareinthemidstofapandemic,thefutureimpactofwhichisuncertain.Thismeansthecountyis
consideringapprovalwithanunknownfuturedemand,whichcan’tbeclearlyknownforsometime.
3. StudiescommissionedbyMariposaCountyofsewageindicatethepresenceofCovidinYosemite.Biobot
Analytics,thecompanyperformingthestudieshasestimatedthatitislikely170peoplehavebeeninfected.
4. YosemiteNationalParkhasreducedentryintotheparkbyapproximately50%.Noplaniscurrentlyinplace
forwhatthestatusoftheparkwilllooklikeinthefuture.Forthisreason,nodecisiononYUCshouldbe
madenow
5. Existingbusinessesintheregionarebeingthreatenedwithextinction.Undercurrentprotocolsvacation
rentalsandlodgesareforcedtolettheirpropertiessitidleforroughly25%to35%oftheotherwiseavailable
nightsduetocleaningprotocols.Manysupportservicesaswell,suchashousekeepers,restaurants,
maintenancepersonal,haveseentheirincomesobliterated.
6. ThedevelopmentofYUCandothersimilarproposedprojectsareallatleast1hourfromsignificantsafety
andemergencyservices.Myfamily’spersonalexperienceontwoseparateoccasionsdemonstratedthat
timelysupportsimplydidnotexistandistoofaraway.

76-1
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7. WeshouldnotbecrowdingthepristinenatureofYosemite.Yosemiteisatreasurethatcannotberestored
onceitisdestroyedbyPublicOfficialsstrugglingtofindaddedincomestreamsfortheirservices.
8. TheIssuesintheDraftEnvironmentalImpactReporthavenotbeenreasonablyaddressed.Issuesraisedby
localresidentsandbusinesseshavelargelybeenglossedoverornotaddresseddirectly.
9. Morepeopleintheareawillvastlystrainthewatersupplyinthearea,createcongestionandlikelyincrease
crime.Developmentshouldinsteadfocusonexistingtownswhereinfrastructureexists.Thefocusshouldbe
onqualityhousingthatwilldrawthosewhocannowworkremotelythatareleavingthecities,development
ofadditionalactivitieswithinexistingcommunities,andbusinessesthatcatertothoselookingforaquality
homelife.Astheexistingcommunitiesthrive,thentherewillbeaplaceforaccommodationsandother
supportservicesthatprovidejobstothelocalcommunities.
10. Existinghousingvalueswillsufferasbusinessesareforcedtoclose.Sinceexistingvacationrentalsarenow
struggling,somehaveplacedtheirloansinforbearance.Othershavecertainlystoppedmakingpayments,as
theirincomehasdriedup.Addingadditionalroomsandcampgroundstocompetewiththestruggling
existingoneswilllikelyresultinmanyownerschoosingtosellanddepartthearea,anewroundof
foreclosuresasforbearanceperiodsend,andadropinpricesforeveryone.Lowerpriceswillalsomean
lowertaxrevenueforthecounty.

Movingforwardanysignificantdevelopmentofthesizeofthisoneorothersplannedintheareaisimmoral,in
myopinion,untilweareabletoseewherethingsgowithYosemiteNationalParkandexistingbusinessesinthe
regiononceCovidisbehindus.

Pleaseaddmyemail(Louis@remaxaccord.com)tothelistforanyfuturenoticesofdevelopmentintheHardin
Flat,SawmillMountainRoadandEvergreenRoadareas.

Thankyou.
LouisRivara
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Letter 76 Response: Louis Rivara, July 20, 2020
76-1

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts related to this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public
Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

76-2

The Applicant’s decision to construct and operate the Project will be determined by
market forces. Construction of the Project would constitute a significant outlay of
capital by the Project Applicant, and “[n]o proponent, whether wealthy or not, is
likely to proceed with a project that will not be economically successful.” (Uphold
Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 587, 600, citing Maintain
Our Desert Environment v. Town of Apple Valley (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 430.)
Furthermore, the purpose of an EIR is not to determine the desirability of a particular
course of action, but rather to determine and disclose the environmental effects of
implementing that action.

76-3

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

76-4

Impacts related to Public Services and Recreation were evaluated in Section 3.7 of
the Draft EIR. The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the
environmental effects arising from the provision of new or expanded public services
would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found
in Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

76-5

This comment is noted, but it does not point to a specific environmental effect, not
does it indicate a particular deficiency with the Draft EIR. No further response is
required.

76-6

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

76-7

Impacts related to Public Services and Recreation were evaluated in Section 3.7 of
the Draft EIR. The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the
environmental effects arising from the provision of new or expanded public
recreational services would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning
this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
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76-8

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. However, the commenter has not provided any substantial evidence to support
the assertion that the Draft EIR’s analysis was deficient. No additional response to
this comment is required here. All comments, however, will be provided to
applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.

76-9

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the merits of the Project or
whether or not the Project should be developed. A detailed response concerning this
issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on
Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final
EIR. No additional response to this comment is required here. All comments,
however, will be provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.

76-10

This comment is noted, but it does not point to a specific deficiency with the Draft
EIR. No further response is required.

76-11

Please see the response to comment 76-9, above.
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FROM:MargeneRivara31583HardinFlatRd.,Groveland,CA.95321
Margene@Venturesir.com(925)200Ͳ6916


RE:Proposed“YosemiteUnderCanvas(“YUC”)July20,2020


TO: QuincyYaley,TracyRiggs,KathleenHaff,NatalieRizzi,TuolumneCountyPlanningCommissioners,
TuolumneBoardofSupervisors,Gov.GavinNewson,Lt.Gov.EleniKounalakis,U.S.CongressmanTom
McClintock,JimJunetteU.S.ForestryService,YosemiteConservancy,StateofCaliforniaWaterQuality
ControlBoard,U.S.EnvironmentalProtectionAgency,SierraClub,JamesLairdPastHeadofCalif.Water,
CalFire,andtoallofthosewhohaveaninterestinthefutureofYosemiteforgenerationstocome.

ItiswithgraveconcernthatIamaddressingyouregardingtheProposed“YosemiteUnderCanvas”project.Iam
awareyouhavereceivedmanyemailsfrominterestedpartieswhohavewrittentovoicetheirconcernsregarding
thepossibleapprovalof“YosemiteUnderCanvas”.AllofushavereadtheDEIRReportandmany“RedFlags”goup
abouthowTuolumneCountycanevenpossiblyaddresstheissuesof“EmergencyServices”,“Wildfires”,“Public
Transportation”,“Water”,and“Impact”ontheareawithanysortofguaranteeabouttheunpredictable.Ifanything
goeswrongorifanaccidenthappens,whichtheyoftendo,theFutureofYOSEMITEISATSTAKE.(PleaseREADeach
andEVERYletterofconcernyoureceivecarefullybeforeyouputtheminastackormakeanydecisionsonthis
project).ALLpartiesofconcernmustbeinagreementBEFOREYOUACTonANYpathforward.

AsIseeit,TuolumneCountyisentrustedwithanalmost“SACREDTRUST”toinsuretheveryexistenceofYosemite
willnotbeputatRisk.DonotexchangeafewTaxDollarswhichcouldbegeneratedfromthisprojectforthe
FUTUREofYOSEMITE.IttookBillionsofYearstocarveYosemitefromtheGranitewiththeRivers,andgrowthe
Forests,andpopulatethelandwiththe“EndangeredAnimals”and“Plants”thatinhabitthere.Itcouldtakeone
carelesscamperorcampfiretodestroyYosemiteaswenowknowitFOREVER.WecannottaketheRiskandneither
shouldTuolumneCounty.YouasaCountyDONOThaveacrystalballfortheFutureandyoucannotguarantee
nothingwillgowrong.

Iamproposinga15mile“SAFETYZONE”beputcompletelyaroundtheperimeterofYosemite,whereNONEW
DEVELOPMENTSareallowedotherthanwhathasalreadybeenapprovedbytheCounty.IintendtoLobbytothe
highestofficesintheUnitedStatestosetthisBoundaryaroundYosemite.Wecannotallowpropertyownersor

77-1
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shortsightedpersonswhoaremomentarilyinchargetomakeanydecisionwhichcouldpossiblyrisktheFutureof
Yosemite.PLEASESTOP,makenodecisionsuntilweAppealtotheAmericanPublic.ThereisnoRUSH.Wearein
themiddleofaPandemicofwhichwedonotknowtheoutcome.

Youshould“CAREABOUTYOSEMITE”morethanyoucareabouttheTaxDollarstoTuolumneCounty’sbottomline.
Ifyou“CAREABOUTYOSEMITE”,careaboutyourroleasitrelatestotheFutureofYosemite.Ifyou“CAREABOUT
YOSEMITE”placefuturedevelopmentsclosetoexistingcitiesandtowns,whichalreadyhaveinfrastructuretobetter
meettheneedsofbothresidenceandvisitors.FuturegenerationsshouldalsobeentitledtoenjoyYOSEMITEin
personandnottosimplygazeatitfromabeautifulphotograph.

BestRegards,
MargeneRivara


77-1
cont.
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Letter 77 Response: Margene Rivara, July 20, 2020
76-1

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts related to this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public
Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic, including impacts to public
transportation, were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less than significant.
A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on each
of these topics can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply; and Master
Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The commenter has expressed their opinion on the merits of the Project or whether or
not the Project should be developed. A detailed response concerning this issue can be
found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the
Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No
additional response to this comment is required here. All comments, however, will be
provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
Michael J. FitzGerald*
Eoin L. Kreditor*
Eric P. Francisconi
Lynne Bolduc
George Vausher, LLM, CPA‡
Eric D. Dean
John C. Clough
David M. Lawrence
Natalie N. FitzGerald
Jodi M. Wirth
Brook John Changala
Josephine Rachelle Aranda
John M. Marston†
Deborah M. Rosenthal†
Maria M. Rullo†
Larry S. Zeman†

July 16, 2020

VIA U.S. MAIL & EMAIL

Author’s Email: drosenthal@fyklaw.com
FYK ref # 19077.01

Mr. Quincy Yaley, AICP
Director, Community Development Department
County of Tuolumne
2 South Green Street
Sonora, A 95370
(quincy@co.tuolumne.ca.us)
Re:

Public Review Period for Under Canvas Draft EIR, SDP18-002 and CUP20-018

Dear Mr. Yaley:
The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Under Canvas Project was
released for public review on June 5, 2020, during a once-in-a-lifetime international pandemic
that led most communities in California to shutter business and encourage residents to shelter at
home. The time allowed for public review of the DEIR was forty-five days, the bare minimum
allowed under CEQA Guideline 15105(a). Meanwhile, the DEIR document is well over 1200
pages, including densely-drafted appendices. The forty-five-day public review period is clearly
inadequate to allow comprehensive review by citizens and residents whose futures are affected
by the proposed project. For residents without private access to electronic copies of these
lengthy documents, the pandemic restrictions make all review practically impossible. In fact, as
of July 13, 2020, the Tuolumne County Health and Human Services Agency continued to advise
residents to “limit time outside the home and travel only for permissible activities, such as
healthcare, food, outdoor exercise and recreation.” The City of Sonora issued stay-at-home
orders with enforcement powers. Although Tuolumne County has fortunately escaped the worst
of the pandemic, its elected officials have acknowledged that it is considered at relatively high
risk because of the annual influx of visitors into the area during the summer months.
On behalf of our client, Matthew Moore, this letter requests that the County extend the
time for submitting comments on the Under Canvas DEIR for a minimum of 15 days, to the full
60 days contemplated by the CEQA Guidelines for a complex project application under normal
circumstances. In this case, he Public Notice of Availability for the Under Canvas DEIR is also
confusing because two different versions were circulated, one signed as of June 3, 2020 and the
other signed and filed on June 17, 2020, several weeks after commencement of the public review
period. In addition, for the reasons set forth above, this letter requests that the County accept,
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Public Review Period for Under Canvas Draft EIR, SDP18-002 and CUP20-018
July 16, 2020
Page 2 of 2

acknowledge and respond to all comments submitted to the County while any health orders
restricting or advising against travel outside private homes remain in effect. Given the potential
impact of the Under Canvas Project, the length of the document, and the difficulty of reviewing
project files in person, the current 45-day public review period is a denial or due process and a
violation of the environmental transparency purposes of CEQA. We believe that an appropriate
extension of the public comment period beyond the 60 days allowed under normal circumstances
is the minimum required to address the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on the public review
process.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter of due process and CEQA
compliance. Our client is sure the County is not intentionally trying to take advantage of a tragic
international pandemic to sneak through a highly controversial glamping proposal without the
full level or review and public scrutiny required by CEQA.
Very truly yours,

Deborah M. Rosenthal, FAICP

cc:

Ms. Natalie Rizzi (nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us)
Members of the Tuolumne County Board of Supervisors (bosm@co.tuolumne.ca.us)
Deputy Clerk of the Board (ccunha@co.tuolumne.ca.us)
Mr. Matthew Moore (mattmoore1906@gmail.com)

78-1
cont.

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 78 Response: Deborah Rosenthal, July 16, 2020
78-1

This comment requested an extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment period.
Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment Period,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:33 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Matt Moore Comment Letter -- Yosemite Under Canvas Draft EIR
2020-07-20 Moore YUC Comments.pdf; 2019-07-18 DMR to Natalie Rizzi.pdf;
2020-07-17 Moore COMMENTS ON YUC DEIR.pdf


From:DeborahRosenthal<drosenthal@fyklaw.com>
Sent:Tuesday,July21,202012:23AM
To:QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Cc:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;BOSMembers<bosm@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;ChristinaCunha
<CCunha@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;Mr.MatthewMoore<mattmoore1906@gmail.com>
Subject:FW:MattMooreCommentLetterͲͲYosemiteUnderCanvasDraftEIR


AttachedpleasefindcommentsontheDraftEIRfortheproposedYosemiteUnderCanvasProject.Pleasecallifyou
haveanyproblemswiththistransmission.Thankyou.

DeborahM.Rosenthal,FAICP
OfCounsel

2 Park Plaza, Suite 850
Irvine, California 92614
drosenthal@fyklaw.com
Telephone: (949) 788-8900
Mobile: (714) 608-9424
Facsimile: (949) 788-8980



WEHAVEMOVED!!!
Pleasenoteourphonenumber,faxnumberandemailaddressesremainthesame.Pleaseupdateourcontact
information.
This electronic mail message is intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain privileged
and confidential information that is exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this electronic mail message is not
the intended recipient(s) or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the electronic mail message to the intended recipient(s), you
are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying (digital or otherwise) of this communication is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone at (949) 788-8900 and/or electronic mail at
drosenthal@fyklaw.com that you have destroyed any printed copies and deleted any digital copies of the electronic
mail message. Thank you.
1
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
Michael J. FitzGerald*
Eoin L. Kreditor*
Eric P. Francisconi
Lynne Bolduc
George Vausher, LLM, CPA‡
Eric D. Dean
John C. Clough
David M. Lawrence
Natalie N. FitzGerald
Jodi M. Wirth
Brook John Changala
Josephine Rachelle Aranda
John M. Marston†
Deborah M. Rosenthal†
Maria M. Rullo†
Larry S. Zeman†

July 21, 2020
VIA E-MAIL

Author’s Email: drosenthal@fyklaw.com
FYK ref #

Ms. Quincy Yaley, AICP
Director, Community Development Department
County of Tuolumne
2 South Green Street
Sonora, A 95370
(quincy@co.tuolumne.ca.us)
Re:

Comments on Under Canvas Draft EIR, SDP18-002 and CUP20-018
(SCH # 2019029073)

Dear Ms. Yaley:
Enclosed are comments on the above-referenced Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Under Canvas Project (“Project”), submitted on behalf of our client, Mr. Matthew
Moore. Mr. Moore is a co-owner of 3085 Hardin Flat Road, Groveland, California. His
property is located less than 1000 feet to the southeast of the Project along the one-lane road that
will give access from SR-120 to both the Project and his residence. He has expressed multiple
concerns about the Project since it was first proposed, and he submitted eight pages of comments
and questions to be addressed in the DEIR. Unfortunately, most of these questions remain
unanswered despite the hundreds of pages composing the DEIR. Mr. Moore is disappointed that
the County has apparently elected to ignore the potentially disastrous impact of allowing a 250guest luxury tourist facility in the middle of a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone that is
already occupied by long-time residents. Not only does the Project propose to supply wood-fired
stoves, fire pits, a propane-powered generator, and designated smoking areas, it will be
constructed immediately across SR-120 from a much larger year-round hotel with equally severe
fire impacts. Both Projects propose to rely on groundwater for all their uses, and to build giant
septic systems to treat urban levels of density. It beggars belief that this Project would have NO
significant impacts on the environment, as found by the DEIR.
Mr. Moore asks the County to take a serious look at the impacts of the Project, along with
the Terra VI and other pending proposals, in accordance with CEQA. Some of the deficiencies
in the DEIR are described in the attached comments, while others were pointed out in earlier
comments, and in letter submitted by surrounding residents. This Project and Terra VI Lodge
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will adversely and permanently change the environment along an important stretch of SR-120,
which serves as a gateway to the natural beauties of Yosemite. This is an area of internationallyrecognized environmental importance and sensitivity, while the Project is a cautionary example
of unsustainable development.
Mr. Moore looks forward to reviewing the County’s responses to comments and to
continuing to press for better, less impactive development at this location.
Very truly yours,

Deborah M. Rosenthal
Enclosures
cc:

Ms. Natalie Rizzi (nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us)
Members of the Tuolumne County Board of Supervisors (bosm@co.tuolumne.ca.us)
Deputy Clerk of the Board (ccunha@co.tuolumne.ca.us)
Mr. Matthew Moore mattmoore1906@gmail.com

79-1
cont.

Letter 79

COMMENTS ON YOSEMITE UNDER CANVAS DRAFT EIR
SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF MATTHEW MOORE
JULY 20, 2020
These comments on the Yosemite Under Canvas Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) are
submitted on behalf of Mr. Matthew Moore, one of the owners of 3085 Hardin Flat Road, Groveland,
California. Mr. Moore’s property is located less than 1,000 feet southeast of the Under Canvas Project
(“Project”) site and shares access onto Hardin Flat Road.
The Project DEIR seems designed to obfuscate, rather than reveal, the true impacts of the Under
Canvas Project. For instance, it is almost impossible to tell how many acres will be completely cleared as
a result of the Project, and how many others will be severely pruned for fire clearance. Water usage
estimates fail to define the extent of the affected aquifer and omit critical information about other
planned projects that depend on the same or nearby water sources. Wildfire analysis ignores the risk of
placing large numbers of tourists more than 17 miles from fire facilities, without even acknowledging the
evident conflict between fire access and evacuation on a one-lane access road and two-lane rural highway.
The DEIR assumes that cumulative impacts are never significant, unless the Project is found to have
significant individual impacts, and the fact that multiple locations on Highway SR-120 are concurrently
proposed for development is simply ignored. In other words, the DEIR fails to inform the public of the
Project’s true impacts, and it plays word games with cumulative impacts, despite the obvious fact that the
County is considering a major transformation of the physical environment along a significant stretch of
Highway SR-120 without evaluating whether changing the scenic rural corridor from undeveloped to
developed will have both a local and regional effect.

79-2

Even without the clear, detailed information demanded by CEQA, the DEIR demonstrates the
perils of constructing multiple tourist facilities on a single rural road through fire-prone wildlands. It not
only demonstrates the dangerous conflict between poorly located urban uses adjacent to wildlands but,
in this case, it appears that both tourism and nature will ultimately lose from the proposed development.
Guests of the luxury “glamping” facility will be isolated on a two-lane road with multiple fire sources,
limited water supplies, and poor emergency access. Existing residents will be exposed to potential
groundwater and air pollution, excessive traffic, urban noise and increased recreational activities with
only faint assurances the Project will accept responsibility for its impacts. Nature, the very environmental
characteristic that draws people to the area, will be pruned, tidied, deprived of a normal fire regime, and
maintained for the benefit of ever-increasing numbers of tourists rather than the species that have
depended on it for survival over thousands of years. By improperly splitting this Project from the other
concurrent developments, and analyzing them separately, the DEIR downplays the true environmental
costs of the current proposals.
1. Inadequate Public Review Period:
As set forth in Mr. Moore’s letter of July 16, 2020, Tuolumne County (“County”) has chosen to
circulate the Project EIR for the minimum review period required under the California Environmental
1
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Quality Act (“CEQA”), despite a pandemic that has made it practically and, in some cases, legally
impossible for the public to access the 1200-page environmental review document. Under these
circumstances, the County’s refusal to extend the public review period to a more normal 60 days is a
denial of due process and a violation of the public information purposes of CEQA. (A copy of Mr. Moore’s
letter is attached to these comments as Exhibit A.)

79-3
cont.

2. Improper Project Objectives:
DEIR Section 2.2 appears to confuse the purpose of the Project with implementation methods
having nothing to do with legitimate project objectives. Under CEQA, project objectives must achieve
public, not private, purposes. (CEQA Guidelines § 15021(d).) In this case, the majority of the Project
objectives would be equally met by the “no project” objective, because they simply reflect mandatory
design or mitigation measures. For instance, any claim the Project will “plan for land use compatibility”
is not a public Project objective, but a self-serving argument that the Project will not conflict with County
plans. Arguing the Project will meet General Plan objectives, be financially sustainable, and provide onsite utilities is not only factually inaccurate, but reflects planning consistency items, not Project objectives.
The two Project objectives actually mentioning the provision of additional tourist
accommodations both call for increased tourists visits to Yosemite, which arguably threatens the
environment and is inconsistent with Yosemite’s own and long-term plans. The DEIR asserts the Project
will serve existing tourists, rather than attracting new visitors. However, the DEIR does not consider
whether the assumed need for more short-term accommodations will be met by the high-priced luxury
amenities at Under Canvas rather than expanding affordable opportunities. In purely environmental
terms, the DEIR fails to evaluate the environmental impacts of increasing tourism at Yosemite, which is
already over-crowded during the summer months, especially when combined with other proposed
projects. While the County and Project proponent are free to select their own Project objectives, they are
not allowed to pad the record with objectives that fail to serve the public and reflect only the applicant’s
interests in a remunerative Project.

79-4
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3. Inadequate Project Description:
The Project Description is unstable and apparently designed to obfuscate actual impacts. The
DEIR states the Project will develop 50 percent of its 80.1 acres, with noise restrictions from 9:00 p.m. to
6:00 a.m. At other places, the DEIR states that 55 acres of the site will be affected by development, with
only 25 acres left undisturbed. (DEIR3.4-28.) Yet, at the same time, the earlier Project Descriptions
suggested a much smaller development footprint, with a different noise restriction period. Letters sent
to surrounding residents suggested there would be between 3 and 7 acres of physical impact, while
leaving it unclear whether the remainder would be left in its natural statue or annually pruned and cleared
for fire protection purposes. The DEIR fails to describe how many acres will be developed with tent
footprints, permanent water pipes, 50-foot smoking sections, communal facilities, leach fields, utilities,
roads, paths, and driveways. Although the DEIR indicates that fire buffer requirements will be larger than
the tent development areas, it fails to calculate impacts to the virtually pristine environment of the
2
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Property. The DEIR also incorrectly states the Project will not install permanent infrastructure, although
above-ground wood decking will be left in place during the winter months. In fact, in addition to the
decking, the Project will install significant below-ground infrastructure, including wells and pipelines, a
leach field, solar lighting, and graded gravel roads. Substantial multi-stall bathroom facilities, a
commercial kitchen trailer, housekeeping, and maintenance containers will be left on-site, while individual
and communal tents will be stored in large containers on site. Although technically removable, the aboveground facilities may remain on site year-round, rather than returning the site to its current natural
condition in the off-season.
The Initial Study (IS) states that approximately 20 acres of the Project were affected by the 2013
Rim Fire. The DEIR reports that 25 percent of the Project burned, but then repeatedly claims inaccurately
that “most” of the property burned in 2013, concluding that Project impacts would therefore be
insignificant because the Project has not yet fully recovered. It has been 7 years since the Rim Fire and
the DEIR is very inconsistent about the amount of natural recovery, clearance and restoration during that
period. The DEIR fails to reveal that the majority of the Project is to be located in areas that were not
burned in 2013, or have largely required, and gives no estimate of acreage impact to unburned portions
of the Property. Previous communications indicate the entire Project site will be subject to brush
clearance, including trimming of vegetation up to 20 feet from the ground and removal of important
ground cover that serves as habitat for many species of special interest, but the DEIR is inconsistent in
describing the amount, location and type of clearance. Other communications suggest the Project will
permanently impact only 3 acres, or 7 acres, not the 40 acres described in the DEIR.
In addition, the amount of parking has varied by as much as 30 percent since the IS, while
apparently assuming that employees will arrive by public transportation, and guests will use only one car
per “glamping” tent. Although the DEIR states the Project will hold an unspecified number of special
events, like weddings, it does not include their size or frequency in the Project Description and fails to
include any analysis, except for a brief and misleading description in the Noise Section. The Project
Description states the “glamping” facility will be open for 7 months, but at least one technical study is
based on 250 days of occupancy, or more than 8 months. Deliberate failure to include essential
information on environmental impacts does not avoid the CEQA requirement for describing and revealing
the effects of a proposed Project.

79-6
cont.
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4. Inadequate Baseline:
The Project baseline is inconsistent with CEQA, to the extent it can be determined. The most
egregious example is the establishing that 20 acres, or 25 percent, of the Project site burned in 2013 as
the baseline. Yet, the impact analyses all use the claim that “most” of the site burned as the baseline.
The Project baseline also includes some 5 million visitors to Yosemite, and another 1.7 million to the
Stanislaus National Forest, but fails to incorporate existing traffic, noise and other impacts.

3

79-9

Letter 79

5. Inadequate Environmental Analysis:
The DEIR makes several fundamental errors in its environmental impact analysis under CEQA.
Most important is the DEIR’s repeated conclusion that the Project will have less-than significant impacts
simply because it will be required to obtain public permits prior to construction. CEQA Guideline §13126.4
states: “[c]ompliance with a regulatory permit or other similar process may be identified as mitigation if
compliance would result in implementation of measures that would be reasonably expected, based on
substantial evidence in the record, to reduce the significant impact to the specified performance
standards.” Although the DEIR summarizes a regulatory framework for the various impact areas, it does
not provide any substantial evidence in the record regarding specified performance standards or
implementation measures that are actually linked to a reduction in impacts. The DEIR’s conclusion that
virtually no Project-specific mitigation measures are necessary for a luxury tourist development on an
undeveloped 80-acre site in a High Fire Hazard Zone is based almost entirely on future compliance with
vaguely described permits permit requirements or General Plan policies.

79-10

a. Fire Risk
The Project proposes to place 99 fabric tents and communal structures, each with its own wood
heating stove, up to four communal fire pits, a 70KW stand-by propane-powered generator, and
designated smoking sections in the middle of a designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Mitigation
for fire risk primarily consists of tree and brush clearance, along with permanent annual brush
maintenance, tree removal, pruning, and groundcover removal. Additional mitigation consists of training
seasonal employees, all of whom will live off-site, installation of fire extinguishers near known fire hazards,
and an Emergency Operation Plan describing proposed evacuation routes. Employees will be responsible
for covering fire pits and storing fuel for the 100+ wood-fired stoves.
Fire-fighting access to the site will be from the two-lane SR-120 and one-lane Hardin Flat Road.
Internal roads will be 20-feet (2 lanes) wide and either unpaved or topped with gravel where needed.
(DEIR p.2-10.) A currently unimproved road through the Stanislaus National Forest will provide secondary
emergency, if permission can be obtained prior to construction. The secondary road will provide an
additional evacuation route and portions may be graded and gravel-topped. Although not discussed in
the DEIR, presumably the Project will be responsible for seasonal maintenance of the access routes,
especially in the event of rain or snow. Without requiring annual maintenance, and describing the level
of maintenance in detail, the proposed Project mitigation is inadequate.
Responsibility for fire protection is split among a mix of federal, state, and local agencies. The
United States Fire Service is responsible for fighting wildfires, like the Rim Fire. The Tuolumne County Fire
Department is responsible for providing structural fire protection and emergency medical services.
Wildfire fighting facilities are located between 7.8 and 9.2 miles from the Project. The nearest County fire
station is approximately 17 miles west of the Project site and is staffed to lower than National Fire
Protection Standards. Response times to rural areas are 14 minutes, and “remote areas” have an
unspecified response time that depends on distance. The DEIR does not specify whether the Project site
4
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is considered rural or remote, nor does it estimate actual response times for different events. However,
given firetruck speeds, the Project location, and the absence of estimated response times, it seems likely
the Project would be designated as remote, and thus expected to achieve no specified response time. The
Project will expose at least 250 guests, plus employees to potential fire or emergency risks, but the gives
no estimate of response times from existing fire or emergency facilities, except to report they will depend
on distance.

79-13
cont.

At a minimum, the DEIR should disclose the most likely response times under different fire or
emergency conditions. The fact that Tuolumne County has enough firefighters who can eventually reach
the site, especially with no response time requirements, does not mean that fire risks associated with the
Project are insignificant. Given the large distances covered by the Tuolumne County Fire Department,
locating a new fire source with the potential for threatening the lives of more than 250 people more than
17 miles from existing fire facilities is likely to reduce the Department’s responsiveness in other parts of
the County. The DEIR ignores this potential impact.
The DEIR does not identify a source of water for extinguishing a large fire at or near the Project.
In most cases, water tankers need to be hooked up to hydrants with sufficient water pressure to knock
down large fires. The Project Description does not include fire hydrants, and the groundwater available
to the Project for daily use appears to be inadequate for firefighting. Deficiencies in the DEIR’s hydrology
and utilities analyses are discussed below. But, for the purposes of firefighting, the DEIR simply ignores
the need for large quantities of high-pressure water to fight the types of fires most likely in this area.
The availability of adequate water is particularly important during the dry season, which largely
overlaps the months that Under Canvas will be open to visitors. The fire season picks up mid-to-late
summer as brush dries and, in many cases, winds pick up and can blow embers several miles away where
they can threaten existing residents and forests. Cars often trigger wildfires during this season, and Under
Canvas will be bringing a large number of cars to a site located in a High Fire Severity Zone. Presumably,
Under Canvas will be responsible for annual brush clearance, tree trimming and chipping, snag removal,
and goundcover removal to minimal depths. The DEIR entirely ignores the need for extensive annual fuel
modification on at least 50 acres of the Project site, either during the nesting season (February through
September), or as tourists arrive in March. At a minimum, the Project must evaluate the impacts of
required annual fuel modification over a large area on the forest, wildlife, and traffic.
The DEIR also fails to consider the viability of an evacuation plan at this location, especially given
the multiple projects being proposed along SR-120. Although it requires an evacuation plan and training
as purported mitigation measures, there is no evidence that Hardin Flat Road or SR-120 can handle an
influx of fire-fighting equipment at the same time the Project and other developments must exit the sites
going in the opposite direction. Interior roads are only 20-feet wide, meaning that stopping and unloading
fire equipment at any point along internal traffic routes can block exiting by personal vehicles, vans, and
trucks. Secondary access on an unpaved road through the Stanislaus National Forest, especially at night,
is equally problematic. Even without considering the safety of the Project visitors and the safety of
firefighters, the addition of two streams of traffic to SR-120 – fire equipment and fleeing tourists
unfamiliar with the area – is likely to threaten the ability of existing residents to evacuate safely in the
5
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event of fire. The DEIR simply requires preparation of emergency access and egress routes, without
considering whether they constitute feasible mitigation measures for this isolated Project located on oneand two-lane roads.
Strangely, the DEIR argues that development of the Project will reduce current wildfire risks to
the region by removing existing fuel sources from the site, but never addresses the risks inherent in
bringing large groups of people and their cars, trucks, and vans to the forest. Again, at a minimum, the
DEIR must consider the risks to existing residents, firefighters, and future guests from the addition of new
and different fire sources to the site, as well as the need for safe evacuation routes.

79-16
cont.
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b. Public Safety and Security
In addition to the fire and evacuation risks described above, the Project proposes to leave the site
unoccupied and unprotected at least 5 months each year. Although the tents will be removed and stored,
other infrastructure will remain both as a potentially attractive nuisance and accident risk. The Project is
located many miles from the nearest law enforcement facilities, resulting in potentially serious impacts to
surrounding residents who must rely on SR-120 and Hardin Flat Road, both of which could easily be
blocked by Project traffic and a resulting accident.

79-18

c. Water Supply
The adequacy of groundwater to serve the Project has been the subject of much concern and
controversy. During preparation of the DEIR, Under Canvas dug 3 test wells and conducted short-term
pumping tests during the fall of 2019. The tests reportedly showed sufficient groundwater to serve the
Project at full occupancy, and to recharge in adequate amounts. However, the DEIR acknowledges that
fractured bedrock aquifers, like that underlying Under Canvas and other proposed projects in the vicinity,
are extremely difficult to predict in terms of sustainable yield and storage capacity, especially where they
are the sole source of water. (DEIR, App. G-32.) The DEIR also acknowledges that the adequacy of the
Project water supply is based on assumptions about a relatively brief drought of less than a few years,
while climate projections suggest that longer-term droughts and reduced snow pack may be the “new
normal” over time. The DEIR summarizes water infrastructure as including cisterns but does not describe
the size and location of water storage and, as noted above, fails to address water supply for special events
or fighting the forest fires that will inevitably occur in the future.
The DEIR claims that groundwater tests showed no hydrological connection between the test
wells drilled at Under Canvas and those at the Terra VI project to the north. In fact, the Hydrological Study
reports “[[]t]he data necessary to evaluate the magnitude of potential impact(s) to groundwater supply
resulting from the reported development north of the site has not been made available to [the EIR
preparer] and therefore cannot be adequately evaluated. However, it can be reasonably concluded that
some influences on water levels are likely in at least Well 1. The magnitude of this influence cannot be
estimated at this time. Depending on the neighboring projects water demand and pumping schedule,
some influence to groundwater availability to the project site is possible.” (DEIR, App.G-6; see also App.
6
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G-36.) Given the short period of concurrent pumping, the time of year, the absence of information about
off-site or Tierra VI demand, and the fact the on- and off-site wells are hydrologically connected and
drawing from the same aquifer, there is no basis for the conclusion that impacts to groundwater will be
less than significant. In addition, while Under Canvas will be in operation only 7 months a year, Terra VI
will operate year-round. Without know how much water will be needed for both projects, in combination,
there is no way to calculate recharge rates, especially since Terra VI will continue to draw water during
the winter months when groundwater storage can be expected to peak.

79-20
cont.

The Project also violates General Plan Policy 3.B.3 which “[e]courage[s] the logical extension of
public water services infrastructure during review of new land development projects to provide a reliable
and adequate distribution system to meet the future needs of the water purveyor.” The Under Canvas
Project turns this policy on its head. There is nothing logical about a self-contained well-water system
supporting new development many miles from existing public infrastructure, or in concurrently permitting
two projects that will draw water (in unspecified amounts in one case) from the same fractured bedrock
aquifer.
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Designating the water system as “public” simply worsens the potential environmental impacts.
Typically, public water systems are required to provide water to residential uses on demand; in the event
of drought, all users must share in necessary supply cuts. If the fractured bedrock aquifer proves unable
to support existing users plus the two new projects and any others in the same aquifer, the public system
will presumably have an obligation to continue providing water. Existing residents mayhave their water
usage reduced, even though the potential for impacts to area water supply are predictable, even if
inadequately studied in the DEIR.

79-22

Finally, it appears the current aquifer produces good quality water. The DEIR assumes the Under
Canvas development will not affect water quality, but it does not address potential sources of
groundwater contamination from cars parking on permeable surfaces, underground potable water and
sewer lines, food waste disposal and at least two large leach fields. The DEIR does not describe how many
users currently rely on the fractured bedrock aquifer, the amount of water that is currently removed, the
size and shape of the aquifer, or the number and type of future developments that will either use the
same aquifer or be required to install water pipelines to an existing public supply. The pump tests
conducted after the tourist season in 2019 by Under Canvas answer only a few of the questions necessary
to evaluate the impacts of the Project on water supply and quality. The DEIR discussion is wholly
inadequate.

79-23

d. Wastewater
The Project Description describes provision of a “camping” experience for tourists who are
already in the area, but desire accommodations that are a little more rustic or more luxurious that
otherwise available. Far from the typical campground, the Under Canvas Project will include semipermanent tents with wood foundations and 89 individual toilets, sinks and showers. Seventy-seven of
the tents will have ensuite bathrooms, while the remaining 22 units will be served by 24 separate
7
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toilet/sink/shower combinations in two large structures. (DEIR §2.4.1.) This is a fully urban and deluxe
level of bathroom facilities, each of which will be connected to one of two sewer systems and on-site
leach fields through a web of underground pipes. The larger leach field for high strength food facility
waste will be located near the southeast corner of the Project, closest to Mr. Moore’s home and property
line. The sizes of the two leach fields are not fully described in the DEIR, nor the type of lining that will be
required. Typically, leach fields are not located in close proximity to groundwater aquifers because of the
possibility of contamination; in this case, Well 3 is located between the two leach fields with water found
at a depth of 45.2 feet. The DEIR concludes that impacts from wastewater treatment, including the leach
fields, will be less than significant because the Project will be required to comply with County wastewater
ordinances and regulations, even though some of the wastewater will be routed back into the aquifer
after treatment. (DEIR, p.3.5-20.) No analysis of the potential for contamination or off-site impacts is
included in the DEIR. No mitigation, other than compliance with normal permitting requirements is
required.

79-24
cont.

e. Habitat Loss
The DEIR tries to have it both ways in describing habitat loss attributable to the Project. First, the DEIR
describes the Project site as “mostly” burned, but then describes it as a potential wildlife corridor and
habitat for multiple species. Especially with cumulative habitat loss, the Project removes 80 acres from
service as habitat and replaces it with what is essentially a groomed urban yard, with most habitat values
carefully removed.
f.

79-25

Traffic

The DEIR describes SR-120 as a “two-lane rural expressway that serves as a primary recreational
route for tourists.” (DEIR, p. 3.8-1.) Elsewhere, the DEIR states that Yosemite receives as many as 5 million
visitors a year, while Stanislaus National Forest receives another 1.7 million. Yet, the DEIR states average
annual daily traffic on SR-120 is 3,900 vehicles per day. (DEIR, p. 3.8-1.) The DEIR does not address the
dramatic variance in tourist traffic between the peak summer season when huge crowds descend on
Yosemite, versus the much lower winter season, when cars may be few and far between, especially during
winter snow storms. Traffic impacts cannot be properly evaluated without understanding peak traffic
conditions during times when the Project will be operating at peak capacity. It is essentially meaningless
to use average daily traffic in a resort area where seasonal traffic can vary by several hundred percent, or
more. The DEIR requires payment of a traffic mitigation fee as a condition of approval, even though it
finds no significant Project impacts, and fails to identify any specific improvements serving the Project
that will be funded by the fee. (DEIR, p.3.8-3.) In effect, the DEIR proposes no traffic mitigation
whatsoever, without considering whether SR-120 or Hardin Flat Road may be impacted by seasonal traffic.
The DEIR also discounts automobile traffic on the ground that guests will use YARTS buses to
access Yosemite, but fails to note that YARTS only operates for 5 months a year instead of the 7 months
planned for the Project. YARTS provides 3 buses to Yosemite in the morning and 3 back to Hardin Flat
Road in the afternoon. The buses often fill up during peak summer months and may not be available for
8
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use by Under Canvas guests, especially if the much-larger Terra VI Lodge expects to rely on the same public
transit. Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 requires Under Canvas staff to recommend alternate bus departure
times during peak visitation, in coordination with YARTS. However, with only 3 buses per morning, and
cumulative visitors exceeding 500, the DEIR should treat the possibility of transit demand exceedance as
a potential Project impact and require mitigation in the form of funding additional bus service or other
public transit option.
The DEIR fails to analyze the specific configuration of the SR-120 and Hardin Flat Road
intersection, especially during peak travel hours and after dark. The DEIR does not describe lighting or
signage along SR-120 that may be required for visitors unfamiliar with the area, both of which may impact
the rural environment. The DEIR simply ignores traffic associated with special events which, although
described as occasional, does not appear to be limited in any significant way. Depending on the popularity
of the venue, special events such as weddings could be held weekly without further analysis. At a
minimum, the DEIR should estimate the amount and frequency of additional traffic related to special
events, determine whether it can be handled by the transportation and parking systems, and impose a
mitigation measure requiring frequency limitations an a traffic control plan for all special events attended
by more than a certain number of non-guests.

79-27
cont.

79-28

The DEIR’s analysis of vehicle miles traveled (“VMT’s”), a relatively new CEQA requirement, is
entirely misleading. It assumes the Project will only serve tourists who are already in the vicinity, and will
neither attract visitors from outside the area nor increase the total number of visitors to Tuolumne
County. In effect, the DEIR assumes that tourists who would otherwise have rented rooms at other
lodgings will book tents at the Under Canvas “glamping” facility, but they will not be replaced by other
visitors interested in the area. The DEIR offers no evidence in support of this assumption, which suggests
that other tourist accommodations in the area will be left vacant as a result of Project construction.
79-29

The DEIR calculates Project VMT through comparison with existing campsites, rather comparing
the Project to luxury lodgings available at similar price points. In other words, the DEIR focuses its VMT
analysis only on in-County travel. As a result of the Project’s favorable location near Yosemite and
Stanislaus National Forest, the DEIR estimates that tourists will drive fewer VMT to reach recreational
opportunities, after they arrive in eastern Tuolumne County through travel that is not considered in the
DEIR. (DEIR, p. 3.8-9.) The DEIR offers no evidence, much less substantial evidence, that the Under Canvas
Project will serve only already-existing visitors, rather than attracting new visitors who want to experience
a new high-end “glamping” experience in one of the most beautiful areas in the country.
g. Noise
The Project proposes to construct a 100-unit “glamping” facility in an undeveloped rural area,
where almost the only sounds louder than birds and coyotes are those attributable to traffic on a twolane rural highway. The Project will add cars, vans, delivery and trash trucks, generators, kitchen
equipment, toilets, showers for more than 250 people to this essentially pristine area. Yet, the DEIR
applies the same standard for noise impacts as applied in a totally urban area. The DEIR also fails to
9
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calculate noise impacts from SR-120 impacts over existing setbacks. In general, noise impacts decrease
relatively quickly over distance, but are highly noticeable depending on the existing environment.
In this case, the County largely ignores the impact of distance on traffic noise. But it applies the
same noise significance standards to this historically undeveloped area as to congested urban
neighborhoods. An increase of 5 dB from 60 dB to 65 dB may be accommodated in an urban environment,
but severely impact rural residents unused to significant noise. There is no question that existing residents
will experience a significance increase in ambient noise from the Project, but it is defined as insignificant
by the DEIR.
The DEIR also ignores the serious potential impact of amplified sound associated with special
events until 10:00 pm. In effect, the Project claims the right to increase noise to urban levels until 10:00
pm if special events are booked. Although described as occasional, there are no restrictions on the size
or frequency of such special events, like weddings, and the County proposes to allow amplified sound in
connection with each special event. Although celebrants may enjoy the amplified sound, impacts to
existing residents may be severe, and the DEIR does not evaluate the likely impacts of urban sound
systems on scattered rural residents such as our client, Mr. Moore. There is no question that amplified
sound from special events may have a significant environmental effect on the environment surrounding
the Project, but it is simply ignored by the DEIR.

79-30
cont.

6. Inadequate Cumulative Analysis:
The DEIR makes additional fundamental errors in its cumulative impact analysis under CEQA. The
EIR finds that cumulative impacts need not be considered if individual Project impacts are reduced to less
than significant, rather than being demonstrated as non-existent. In contrast, CEQA clearly states that “a
cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project
evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines 15130(a)(a).
An impact that is purportedly reduced to less than significant must still be evaluated as contributing to a
cumulative impact; only projects that have no impacts may be excluded from cumulative analysis. As
described above, all of the Projects environmental impacts are purportedly reduced to the less than
significant, a conclusion with which Mr. Moore disagrees. But, even if they were reduced to insignificant
through mitigation measures, they must still be considered in terms of their contributions to cumulative
impacts. The cumulative impacts of this Project are both significant and serious, given the scope and
number of concurrently development applications.
For instance, the DEIR concludes the Project will not have significant adverse impacts on
aesthetics, because it will largely be hidden from drivers along SR-120. However, the Project will clearly
alter the aesthetic appearance of the Project site through brush clearance, tree removal, and access
signage. Even if these impacts are not individually significant, which Mr. Moore disputes, they are
cumulatively significant when considered with changes associated with Terra VI and other pending
projects along SR-120. The changes include both the appearance of this rural stretch of SR-120, along
with multiple other impacts described above.
10
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The Project Description states a timber harvesting plan will be implemented prior to
commencement of Project construction. The DEIR devotes almost no discussion to conversion of the
property from timberlands to recreation, through harvesting of existing timber. Loss of timber from the
Project site may be significant on its own, but it is likely a far more significant cumulative impact when
development of adjacent timberlands are considered.
Cumulative air quality receives little attention in the DEIR. As noted above, the Project proposes
additional wood stoves, fire rings, propane-powered generators, kitchen emissions, and traffic emissions.
The DEIR concludes each of these air quality impacts are individually mitigated through Project design,
such as requiring staff to douse fire rings each evening. However, air quality emissions from the Project,
which will clearly result from more than 100 wood-fired stoves in a limited space, must be evaluated in
conjunction with the proposed Terra VI Lodge across SR-120. Construction of the Project and Terra VI,
when considered as cumulative concurrent projects, arguably result in significant unmitigated impacts to
air quality. The DEIR must evaluate these impacts without treating the projects as separate proposals
under CEQA, when they will clearly result in cumulative impacts.
Traffic is another environmental impact where the County attempts to evaluate impacts as though
they are in a ”silo,” instead if considering them as concurrent projects, with cumulative impacts. In this
case, the Project does not generate a large number of peak hour trips, according to the applicant.
However, when combined with traffic from Tierra VI, impacts to SR=120, the YARTS transit system, and
other transportation requirements may be significant. The DEIR fails to include essential information
about the Terra VI Lodge, and therefore erroneously concludes that cumulative impacts will be less than
significant. Accurate date about transportation and traffic is likely to show that additional evaluation is
required. The DEIR is therefore inadequate in concluding that additional traffic impacts need not be
evaluated. CEQA requires assessment of all potential impacts.
Finally, the DEIR effectively ignores fire risks revealed through the DEIR and recent history. Not
only is the Project a fire risk, but the addition of other developments along SR-120 add to the cumulative
risk of fire, the problems with evacuation routes and the alteration of the natural fire regime with
corresponding harm to surrounding residences and the environment.

79-33

79-34

79-35

79-36

7. Other DEIR Defects
The DEIR also fails to impose meaningful mitigation measures on the Project, either for its own
environmental impacts or for cumulative impacts related to the multiple tourist development currently
proposed for the SR-120 corridor. Finally, the Project fails to address the significant impacts of the Project
and the massive changes to SR-120 currently proposed by multiple developments.
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 79 Response: Deborah Rosenthal, July 21, 2020
79-1

This comment provides an introductory assessment of the commenter’s opinion
concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Specific responses concerning each of the
issues raised in this comment are provided in the responses that follow. We also note
that that the commenter’s submittal also included a copy of the comments that they
had submitted on the 2019 Notice of Preparation for the Project. Since that
supplemental material does not contain direct comments on the Draft EIR that was
ultimately prepared, no response to the 2019 comments is provided here.

79-2

This comment generally provides an introductory overview of the topics that the
commenter will discuss in their letter, while also expressing the opinion of the
commenter on the desirability of the Project. The comment also makes general
comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but provides no specific information in
the comment concerning the exact manner in which the document is deficient. We
note that each of the generalized issues raised in this comment are again raised in
more detail in the commenter’s subsequent remarks; therefore, detailed responses to
those comments are provided in the associated responses that follow below.
As for the commenter’s opinion on the desirability of the Project, a detailed response
concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project
or Opinions on Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2
of this Final EIR. No additional response to this comment is required here. All
comments, however, will be provided to applicable decision makers as they consider
the Project.

79-3

This comment concerns the requested extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment
period. Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment
Period, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.
The Draft EIR and all related appendices were made available on the County’s
website. In accordance with the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, the
public was afforded the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIR over a
period of 45 days, or about six-and-a-half weeks. While the commenter has
speculated that some potential commenters may have been unable to access the Draft
EIR, the County has not been made aware of any commenter that was unable to
access the Draft EIR if they had the desire to do so.

79-4

The Project objectives, listed in Section 2.2. of the Draft EIR, comply with CEQA.
With respect to the Project objectives listed in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR and
elsewhere in the document, the commenter is equating public objectives, as
referenced in CEQA Guidelines Section 15021(d), with project objectives, as
described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b). Project objectives are developed by
a project proponent, and are listed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 as a required
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component of an EIR’s project description. The project’s objectives are intended to
state the underlying purpose of a project, “and may discuss the project’s benefits”
[CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (b)]. Project objectives essentially define what the
project proponent hopes to achieve from the project. A clearly defined statement of
objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to
evaluate in the EIR that could partially or fully meet those objectives while lessening
the project’s identified significant effects, if any are found. As clearly defined in the
CEQA Guidelines, public objectives and project objectives are not equivalent, and
the commenter is in error in suggesting such an equivalency.
79-5

CEQA treats impacts to existing recreational facilities like Yosemite National Park in
much the same manner that it does other types of public services, in that it is only
concerned with the actual physical effects of increased usage on existing facilities.
The precise significance criteria used in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, and also in
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (XVI)(a, b) reads as follows:
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?
The CEQA regulations are clear that this threshold is concerned only with a project’s
physical effects on existing recreational facilities. Under the criteria, a significant
effect would occur only if substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated. Visitation by Project guests to the 759,260-acre Yosemite
National Park, which already sees millions of visitors per year, would not create a
substantial deterioration of that facility. Even when combined, the cumulative
combination of projects under consideration in the vicinity of the Project (Terra Vi
Lodge, the Berkeley Tuolumne Restoration project, and the Thousand Trails/
Yosemite Lakes RV expansion) would constitute only a small fraction of the existing
visitors to the park. The same could be said for other public recreational areas in the
region. The documented trend in the increase in visitation to recreational facilities
such as Yosemite National Park and the Stanislaus National Forest is occurring
without the Project, and is not caused by it. These additional visitors are either
already there or are already coming. Based upon these facts, Project’s impacts would
be less than significant.
This comment further suggests that the Draft EIR should have considered whether
“the assumed need for more short-term accommodations will be met by the highpriced luxury amenities at Under Canvas rather than expanding affordable
opportunities.” It is not within the purview of CEQA to provide a market analysis to
address the desirability of a project or to determine if a privately-sponsored project is
economically viable.
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79-6

The Project Description in the Draft EIR presents the Project as it is currently
proposed. Some minor variations between the Project described in the Initial Study
and in the Draft EIR are to be expected as the Project’s details have become more
refined and design efforts have advanced. For instance, the project presented in the
Initial Study included a swimming pool, but that component has since been removed.
The biggest contributor to any variations between the Initial Study and the Draft EIR
is that the Initial Study was just that – an Initial Study – whereas the EIR was
prepared to provide more detail and to take a more detailed look at the Project’s
impacts. The Draft EIR’s Project Description was more comprehensive than the
Initial Study. To the extent that the commenter’s issues arise out of differences
between the Project as described in the Initial Study and as described in the Draft
EIR, the Draft EIR provides the controlling description.
With respect to the acreage numbers used in the Draft EIR, the commenter is referred
to Section 2.4 in the Draft EIR’s Project Description, where it states: “Of the
80.1 acres on the overall Project site, less than half [emphasis added] of that amount
would be developed for the use, and the remaining portions would remain
undeveloped.” Within this context, “developed” means areas of the site where active
day-to-day operations would take place, such as tent sites, roadways, the lobby tent,
and supporting infrastructure. A review of the site plan provided as Figure 2-3
confirms that the actual actively developed portion of the site as defined in this
manner would be less than that portion where no development would occur.
The biological resources analysis for the Project (Draft EIR Section 3.4) considered
the above-described area and added other areas of the site that would be subject to
fuel treatments. These areas would not be subject to active development activities
like placement of tent sites, roadways, and infrastructure, but they would be subject
to fuel treatment work. Once treated, these areas would be left undeveloped, though
maintenance-level fuels management treatment would occur periodically. As stated
on page 3.4-28 of the Draft EIR, this combined area would equal about 55 acres of
the approximately 80-acre site. The remaining 25 acres of the site would be left
completely undisturbed, and would contain no areas of active development and
would receive no fuels management treatment. These 25 acres would be left in their
existing condition.
The quantity of actual ground disturbance on the site would be substantially lower
than the area of active development referenced above. This would be a function of
the low-density nature of the Project, with less than 10 percent of the site directly
impacted by roadways, tent sites, or other infrastructure. As an example of the low
development intensity as part of the Project, removal of live trees would be limited to
removal of 45 trees from within the road right-of-way and those trees which the
arborist determined to pose a safety hazard. This represents less than 3 percent of the
total number of live trees on the actively developed portion of the Project site.
Approximately 1,307 live trees within that area would remain, as would all of the live
trees on the rest of the site. No mass grading would occur, and even in that area of the
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site that would be actively developed, substantial areas of wholly undisturbed land
would remain.
With respect to permanent infrastructure on the site, the amount of infrastructure that
could be considered truly permanent would be minimal, and most of that would be
underground. The wooden tent platforms would not be mounted on permanent
foundations, and they could be moved or disassembled with relative ease. Communal
bathroom facilities, the kitchen, and support “buildings” that would house laundry
facilities and the like are essentially modified trailers that would be brought to the
site on wheels, and are therefore, by definition, mobile and nonpermanent. The
Project’s roadways would not be paved. Underground utilities such as the water
supply and wastewater systems could be considered permanent, but they would be
belowground and would therefore not be visible. Based on this information, the
commenter’s inference that much of the Project’s infrastructure would be
“permanent” is not accurate.
79-7

With respect to the specific quantity of the site that was burned in the 2013 Rim Fire,
the word “most” is an accurate descriptor. As stated on page 3.4-5 of the Draft EIR:
Approximately 19.4 acres of the site were completely burned in 2013 during
the Rim Fire, while much of the remaining acreage of the site experienced
low to moderate fire severity resulting in impacts to understory vegetation
and surface fuels with light to moderate impacts to the overstory. An
investigation of historical aerial photographs indicates that up until 2013 these
areas supported mixed conifer forest at densities similar to adjacent unburned
areas. In addition to areas that were completely burned, individual trees and
small stands of trees outside of those areas were also damaged or burned.
(Emphasis added.) This is an accurate description of the existing conditions on the
site, and this detailed description also corresponds with the more general descriptions
in the Draft EIR where it is stated that “most” of the site was impacted by the fire.
The site currently contains hundreds of standing snags and downed trees, making
movement on foot through the area difficult and hazardous.
This level of impact from the fire has a bearing on the biological resources that are
present on the site. As stated on page 3.4-5 of the Draft EIR, “Due to the recent
wildfire history of the Project site, much of the mixed conifer forest community in
the Project site is disturbed and does not support plant densities and diversity typical
of undisturbed examples of this community type. Many trees within the Project site
were burned during the wildfires.” The Project site is in no way pristine, and the
analysis within the Draft EIR, particularly the analysis related to biological resources,
is a reflection of this reality.
As for the commenter’s assertion that “the entire Project site will be subject to brush
clearance,” please see the response to comment 79-6 for a description of that portion
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of the site that would be subject to fuel treatments. At no point in the Draft EIR is it
stated that the entire site would be subject to such treatments, as that is not the case.
79-8

The 130 parking spaces stated on page 2-11 of the Draft EIR represents the ratio of
spaces-to-tent sites that has been demonstrated to be adequate at other operational
Under Canvas facilities. It is not clear from the commenter’s remarks whether the
commenter believes the number of parking spaces to be too many or too few, so the
purpose of the comment is equally unclear. Regardless, the issue has no bearing on
the Draft EIR’s analysis.
The number of special events that would be held on the site is described in the Draft
EIR as “occasional,” which is an accurate descriptor given the fact that such events
would not be a regularly-scheduled occurrence. Ultimately, operations at the site
during such events would not vary substantially from regular day-to-day operations,
in that participants would likely travel to and stay at the site in much the same
manner as any other guest. The only characteristic of these events that would
substantially differ from the site’s regular operations would be the occasional use of
amplified sound, and the noise impacts associated with the use of amplified sound
was adequately analyzed in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR, where it was found that
noise impacts from special events would not surpass County noise thresholds.
The operational season of the Project is described on page 2-17 of the Draft EIR as
“generally from mid-March to mid-October, depending on weather conditions.” This
is a period of approximately seven months, though earlier or later opening and closing
dates could occur from year-to-year. Some of the analyses conducted for the Draft EIR,
such as that conducted for air quality, assumed an operational period at the longer end
of the above estimate. This conservative approach was deliberately adopted in those
instances to provide for a worst-case level of analysis. In the case of air quality, use
of this conservative methodology actually provided an overestimate of the emissions
that are likely to occur. Even under such a worst-case scenario, the analysis showed
that pollutant emissions from the Project would still be below regulatory thresholds.
The same is true for the other topical issues evaluated in the Draft EIR.

79-9

With respect to the area of the Project site that was impacted by the 2013 Rim Fire,
please see the response to comment 79-6, above.
The Draft EIR adequately described baseline conditions for each of the issues that
were studied. With respect to the commenter’s specific reference to baseline
conditions for traffic, see Section 3.8-2 on page 3.8-1 of the Draft EIR, where
baseline conditions such as traffic volumes and general roadway conditions are
provided. Likewise, page 3.6-3 in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR provided baseline
noise conditions in the Project area. Similar existing condition descriptions were also
provided in each of the other topical sections of the Draft EIR.

79-10

Each topical section of the Draft EIR contained information on the specific
environmental laws, regulations, and permits that would apply to the Project for that
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issue. The purpose of environmental regulations is to reduce or eliminate
environmental effects. Mitigation need only be prescribed when it is found that a
significant effect would occur even after a project’s design features, adherence to
common standards, compliance with regulatory requirements, and commitments
made by the project proponent are taken into account. In the case of the Project, the
Draft EIR found in many instances that most of the impacts arising from the Project
would not require mitigation. In those instances, where it was found that the Project’s
impacts would not be made less than significant through the Project’s design features,
adherence to common standards, compliance with regulatory requirements, and/or
commitments made by the Project proponent, mitigation was prescribed.
The lack of the identified need for mitigation for many issues in the Draft EIR is due
in large part to the low intensity of the Project and the minimal impacts the Project
would have. The Project is substantially less intensive than a traditional hotel, for
instance, in that it would not construct large permanent multi-story buildings,
impervious parking lots, or roadways that would occupy much of a typical hotel site.
Rather, the Project would construct small tent pads and unpaved roadways. No mass
grading would occur, and a substantial majority of the site’s acreage would
experience no ground disturbance whatsoever. Lighting would be minimal, and in
line with what would be expected of a campground. Water use and wastewater
production would be a fraction of that expected for a traditional hotel facility. In
short, the Project would not result in the dramatic impacts suggested by the
commenter. Under such a minimal-impact scenario, compliance with what is already
required by regulation and/or applicable permits, in combination with Project design
features and commitments made by the Project proponent are more than adequate to
avoid a significant effect or trigger the need for supplemental mitigation in most
instances, and, where mitigation was required, it was incorporated into the Draft EIR.
Information already presented in the Draft EIR, as supplemented and clarified in the
issue-specific responses presented here, provide substantial evidence to support the
minimal impacts of the Project and the conclusions in the Draft EIR.
79-11

This comment and much of the wildfire-related comments that follow concern issues
related to both wildfire and public services, though the intent of the commenter’s
remarks concerning the living arrangements of the Project’s operational staff is
unclear, so no response to that remark is provided here. Impacts related to Wildfire
were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to Public Services were
evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of
these issues would be less than significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
Additional information on these topics can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire,
and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, and
additional detail is presented below.

79-12

Per County requirements, two routes of ingress and egress would be provided to and
from the site. The emergency access roadway that would connect with Forest Route
1S09 is an existing roadway that currently provides the only access to the private
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property inholding that comprises the Project site. Access to the site via this roadway
is by-right via a designated Forest Service roadway. Once the site is developed and
new access to the site from the east is completed, the existing roadway would be
utilized on an emergency-only basis, and would be maintained as needed, along with
the Project’s primary access road. As with any seasonal roadway in the area, some
level of maintenance may be needed at the start of each operating season, but not
necessarily so. The Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the entire Project, including
use of the roadway and any minor improvements and maintenance that may be
required, and determined that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant,
with mitigation. The biological resources and cultural resources surveys conducted
for the Project evaluated the secondary access road area. Even though use of the
roadway is already a by-right use as established through decades of prior use, the
applicant will work with the Forest Service to formalize their existing rights, if
needed, as provided for in 16 USC Sections 532-538.
79-13

With respect to emergency services response time to the Project site, this information
was provided in the Draft EIR on page 3.7-2 of the Draft EIR. Project-specific and
cumulative impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects arising
from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public
Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, which provides details concerning a
Condition of Approval for the Project that would provide cost recovery funds to the
County for fire protection and emergency services.

79-14

With respect to water supply for firefighting efforts, and as further detailed in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, the Project would not contain traditional structures such as
buildings with framed construction or shingled roofs. As such, requirements related
to the provision of fire hydrants and a dedicated fire-fighting water supply do not
apply to the Project. As noted in the master response, however, and exceeding
County requirements, the Applicant has elected to provide a standby fire-fighting
water truck with appropriate hoses and nozzles that could be deployed to provide an
initial response in the event of a fire ignition.

79-15

The commenter’s assertion that annual fuels management treatment will be required
on the Project site overstates the frequency and intensity of these treatments. The
most intensive part of any fuel treatment effort is when the treatments are first
initiated. Those treatments are described in the Draft EIR’s Project Description, and
also in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. Once
completed, maintenance is usually undertaken every several years, and at a much
lower intensity than the initial treatment. Completion of these occasional treatments
would be substantially less intensive than the initial treatment, with correspondingly
fewer impacts, and would not exceed the level of impact already analyzed in the
Draft EIR.
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The commenter asserts that cars brought to the site could be a source of fire ignitions.
Vehicles would only be parked on cleared and gravel-surfaced parking areas, so there
would be no risk from cars parking over grasses or other vegetation and sparking a
fire. In the unlikely event that a car were to catch fire on the site, there would be 100
or more fire extinguishers on the site, as well as the standby water truck that could
address the incident. The aforementioned fuels treatments that would be implemented
in the developed portion of the site (where the cars would be) would also lessen the
potential for spread of the fire.
79-16

A response concerning impacts related to emergency evacuation can be found in
Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. The Operational Fire
Protection Plan noted in the response would be reviewed by relevant fire protection
service providers prior to the commencement of Project operations and would
document the procedures to be implemented. The plan would define routes of ingress
and egress, rally points, and protocols for disabled guests and/or guests without their
own transport. In addition, as specified in the Operational Fire Protection Plan, a
training program would be implemented annually with all employees covering issues
such as response to fire, fire extinguisher and firehose use, and first aid and
emergency medical response.
As described on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR, response during an emergency would be
facilitated by a number of design features that would meet or exceed County
requirements. For instance, onsite roadways would incorporate 20-foot widths and
13.5-foot vertical clearances. The bridge over the ephemeral drainage would be
designed and maintained to support the imposed loads of heavy fire apparatus, up to a
4,000-gallon water tender, a semi transport with dozer, or a large semi with 48-foot
trailer. Radii for approach and departure would support these large vehicles. The twolane bridge width would be 24 feet wide and designed for HS-20 loading.
A secondary emergency access route, constructed to County standards, would be
provided at the Project site’s northwest corner to provide a secondary means of
ingress and egress during an emergency. Therefore, in the event of an evacuation,
two routes of ingress and egress would be available (Hardin Flat Road and the
secondary access road), which would avoid the prospect of concentrating vehicles at
one access point. An emergency helicopter landing site would be provided, as would
temporary refuge areas if evacuation were not possible. In exceedance of County
requirements, the Applicant would provide a standby fire-fighting water truck with
appropriate hoses and nozzles that could be deployed to provide initial response in
the event of a fire ignition on the site.
Each of these design and operational features would facilitate implementation of
applicable emergency response and evacuation plans, and would also ease the
burdens on emergency response personnel as they respond to other areas that may be
in more danger or not be as well prepared. Based on the above, and as found in the
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Draft EIR, the Project would not impair an adopted emergency response or
evacuation plan, and any impact would be less than significant.
79-17

With respect to the commenter’s issue with the Draft EIR’s finding that the site
currently presents a substantial fire risk in its current condition, the Draft EIR stated that:
In its current condition, the site presents a hazard with respect to fuel loads,
both in the understory and the overstory. This condition represents a risk of
wildfire not only on the site, but potentially to surrounding areas. Without fuel
reductions, the rate of spread and flame length associated with a fire on the site
would likely exceed the upper limits of control by direct attack methods.
Without a funding source for the hazardous fuel reductions on the site, such as
that provided by the project, this condition would likely continue under the No
Project Alternative, and would therefore present a potentially significant
impact. This impact would be significant and unavoidable, which would
represent a greater level of impact than the project (Draft EIR page 4-18).
The fuel reduction activities that would take place as part of the Project would lessen
fuel loads on the site, with a beneficial effect to overall wildfire risk currently
presented by the existing fuel conditions on the site. In addition, the Project would
incorporate design features and other actions on the site to prevent ignitions and to
respond to an accidental ignition in the unlikely event that one occurs. Again, the
commenter is referred to Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final
EIR for additional details.

79-18

The intent of this comment is unclear, as it is difficult to envision a relationship
between equipment stored on the site during the off-season and a resultant potential
for heightened accident risks on SR-120. Regardless, the commenter is speculating as
to heightened security concerns that could occur during the off-season. The
referenced shipping containers would be painted a neutral color and would be located
in areas that are setback 500 feet or more from SR-120 and Hardin Flat Road, and
would therefore be shielded from view by intervening vegetation and topography.
The wooden tent platforms would remain in place during the off-season, but these
structures also would be located more than 500 feet from public rights-of-way, and
would be even less visible, owing to their low profile against the ground and their
neutral color that would blend in with the surrounding forest. The commenter’s
assertion that these items would constitute an “attractive nuisance” is misplaced,
since they would not be visible from the SR-120 or Hardin Flat Road and therefore
would not serve as an attractant.

79-19

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. Additional
information on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, which provides detailed information concerning the
adequacy of the aquifer pumping tests conducted for the Project. In addition to the
master response, two additional technical memoranda have been prepared that
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provide additional technical detail on this issue. Those memoranda are attached to
this Final EIR as Appendix B.
With respect to water supply for firefighting efforts, and as further detailed in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, the Project would not contain traditional structures such as
buildings with framed construction or shingled roofs. As such, requirements related
to the provision of a dedicated standby water supply do not apply to the Project. As
noted in the master response, however, and exceeding County requirements, the
Applicant has elected to provide a standby fire-fighting water truck with appropriate
hoses and nozzles that could be deployed to provide an initial response in the event of
a fire ignition. The cisterns referred to in the commenter’s remarks and in the Draft
EIR’s Project Description would be small holding tanks for pumped well water that
would supply Project guests and other operational requirements on an as-needed
basis. These would be small in size, and would likely be located in the vicinity of the
Project wells.
As for the need for an additional supply of water for special events that is inferred by
the commenter, operations at the site during such events would not vary substantially
from regular day-to-day operations, in that participants would likely travel to and stay
at the site in much the same manner as any other guest. Therefore, there would be no
additional need for water beyond that which would already be occurring.
79-20

The commenter has speculated without evidence that the aquifer pumping tests and
the hydrogeological analysis conducted for the Project were not sufficient. A detailed
response concerning this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

79-21

General Plan Policy 3.B.3 relates to urban development in areas that are served by an
existing water service purveyor. It is not applicable to the Project. Further, General
Plan Implementation Program 3.C.3 specifically states that the requirement for
geographically contiguous and directly linked public water connections is not intended
to apply to isolated commercial or industrial developments which are served by water
systems which are transient-non-community water systems. As stated on page 2-11 of
the Draft EIR, the Project’s public water system would be classified as a Transient
Non-Community water system, as defined in California Health and Safety Code
Section 116275. General Plan Policy 3.B.3 therefore does not apply to the Project.

79-22

The commenter misunderstands the meaning and purpose of a “public water system.”
The California Health and Safety Code requires that water systems supplying more
than a certain number of people be classified as such. As defined in California Health
and Safety Code Section 116275(h), a “public water system” means “a system for the
provision of water for human consumption through pipes or other constructed
conveyances that has 15 or more service connections or regularly serves at least 25
individuals daily at least 60 days out of the year.” A “transient non-community water
system” means a “non-community water system that does not regularly serve at least
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25 of the same persons over six months per year” [California Health and Safety Code
Section 116275(o)]. Based on these criteria, the Project’s public water system would
be classified as a Transient Non-Community water system.
The primary intent of the “public water system” classification is to ensure that water
supplied by such a system meets applicable standards with respect to pure and safe
drinking water. The Project’s classification as a public water system means that it
would be subject to the requirements of the Health and Safety Code. The system
would serve only the Project site. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, any supply
cuts that would be required in the unlikely event of a supply shortage would be borne
by the Project only.
79-23

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response concerning this topic can be
found in Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. That
response provides detailed information concerning the Project’s wastewater system
and its less than significant impact to water quality and groundwater.
Because the Project would not be an industrial facility with the potential for leaking
oils and hydraulic fluid from heavy equipment, potential impacts from cars parking on
permeable surfaces would be negligible. In general, the Project’s lack of impermeable
parking areas is beneficial to water quality in that it would not concentrate runoff and
contaminants, as would be the case with paved parking areas. From an environmental
impact perspective, minimal oil deposits such as those from parked cars are considered
a de minimus condition within the context of, say, a Phase 1 Environmental Site
Assessment prepared to American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM)
standards, 29 and are not worthy of remediation or correction. It can thus be inferred
that there would be no impact to groundwater from these types of conditions.
Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response concerning this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. As stated previously, the aquifer pumping tests and the
associated hydrogeological report were conducted and prepared in compliance with
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) criteria. The evaluations were
undertaken and prepared in accordance with accepted industry practices and with the
standard of care required of registered professional hydrogeologists. The
assumptions used during the tests, and the interpretation of the results of the tests,
were conservative. The test results were well within applicable SWRCB standards,
and indicate an onsite water supply that is more than adequate to meet the demands
of the Project.

29 American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM). Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments:

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (ASTM E1527-13)
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79-24

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response concerning this topic can be
found in Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. That
response provides detailed information concerning the Project’s wastewater system
and its less than significant impact to water quality and groundwater.

79-25

The Project site was surveyed by a qualified biologist. The likelihood of sensitive
species and habitats occurring on the site was determined based on those surveys.
The results of that analysis are summarized in Table 3.4-3 of the Draft EIR. Where
species or habitats were deemed to be present, and where it was determined that
impacts to those species or habitats could occur, mitigation was prescribed. In its role
in the issuance of any permits for the Project (Section 1602 Streambed Alteration
Agreement for the ephemeral water crossings), CDFW will use the Project EIR to
make its own impact determinations. CDFW, acting in its role as a Responsible
Agency under CEQA, was provided the opportunity to review and comment on the
Draft EIR, but it did not submit a comment letter on the Draft EIR, indicating that
CDFW likely concurs with the mitigation and findings of the Draft EIR.
With respect to the commenter’s disagreement with the Draft EIR’s assessment of the
site as having been “mostly” burned in the 2013 Rim Fire, please see response to
comment 79-7. Wildlife corridors and the Project’s lack of effect on them are
discussed under Impact 3.4-5 on page 3.4-34 of the Draft EIR. As noted there, a
substantial portion of the site (25 acres) would remain wholly undeveloped and
undisturbed, and that portion of the site that would be developed would be occupied
by low density development, with less than 10 percent of the site directly impacted by
roadways, tent sites, or other infrastructure. As an example of the low development
intensity as part of the Project, removal of live trees would be limited to removal of
45 trees from within the road right-of-way and those trees which the arborist
determined to pose a safety hazard. This represents less than 3 percent of the total
number of live trees on the developed portion of the Project site. Approximately
1,307 live trees within the developed portion of the site would remain, as would all of
the live trees on the undeveloped portions of the site. Accordingly, substantial
portions of the site would remain undeveloped and would essentially continue to
function as open space that could facilitate wildlife movement if it were to occur. In
addition, similar habitat types are abundant in the local area, particularly on National
Forest lands that adjoin the site to the west, south, and east.
In short, the commenter mischaracterizes the nature of the Project and its associated
impacts. The Project would not “remove 80 acres from service as habitat and replace
it with what is essentially a groomed urban yard, with most habitat values carefully
removed,” as the commenter asserts, and the commenter’s claim of substantial habitat
loss is not supported by any evidence.
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79-26

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in
Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
With respect to regional visitor traffic associated with Yosemite National Park and
the Stanislaus National Forest, the commenter should be aware that SR-120 is only
one of several roads that lead into the Park, and just one of dozens that lead into the
Forest. Not even a majority of Park and Forest visitors access the Park or Forest via
SR-120; the highway in the vicinity of the Project site is not subject to a “several
hundred percent” increase during the tourist season, as suggested by the commenter.
Based on Caltrans data, and as discussed on page 3.8-1 of the Draft EIR, the average
annual daily traffic (AADT) on SR-120 in the vicinity of the project site is
approximately 3,900 vehicles, and the Peak Month average daily traffic is only 6,300
vehicles per day. 30 Based on this data, and as stated on page 3.8-7 of the Draft EIR,
the Project’s contribution to vehicular trips on SR-120 would be minimal (about 6.6
percent when measured against the AADT and about 4 percent when measured
against the Peak Month). As further stated in Section 3.8.4 of the Draft EIR on page
3.8-6, the Project did not warrant preparation of a traffic study since the Project’s
projected traffic generation fell well below County and Caltrans thresholds requiring
such a study.

79-27

The Draft EIR does not conclude that Project guests use of YARTS service would
appreciably lessen the number of Project-generated trips, nor was such a claim
necessary, given the Project’s less-than-significant effects on area traffic volumes.
The potential use of YARTS bus service by the Project’s guests was discussed under
Impact 3.8-1 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.8-8. As stated there, it would
require speculation to predict the ratio of Project guests that would avail themselves
to YARTS service to visit Yosemite National Park or other locations in lieu of
driving their own personal vehicles, though it would be reasonable to assume that
some may choose to do so. As further stated on page 3.8-8 of the Draft EIR, there is
currently excess capacity on the vast majority of YARTS bus runs, with the overall
load factor on the Route 120 line being 56 percent on weekdays and 47 percent on
weekends during the 2017 season. In 2017, only one run had reservations reaching
the maximum allowed reservation (Run 1 on Labor Day). The YARTS 2018 Short
Range Transit Plan concluded that existing ridership figures did not indicate a strong
need for additional capacity. Mitigation in the form of funding for additional bus
service is not required.

79-28

Since the Draft EIR’s circulation, and at the request of Caltrans, a sight distance
analysis has been prepared for the Hardin Flat Road/SR-120 intersection, using
methodologies outlined in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) 7th Edition.
The analysis is attached to this Final EIR as Appendix C1. The analysis found that

30 Caltrans. 2016 Traffic Volumes on California State Highways. California Department of Transportation, Division

of Traffic Operations.
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corner sight distance (CSD) at the intersection is greater than the minimum CSD
required when looking to the west of the intersection (i.e. viewing eastbound
approaching traffic), but is less than minimum CSD when looking to the east of the
intersection (i.e. viewing westbound approaching traffic). The required stopping sight
distance (SSD) meets minimum requirements for all operations analyzed.
Minimum CSD east of the Hardin Flat Road/SR 120 intersection is not met under
existing conditions. However, actual SSD on westbound SR-120 for vehicles
approaching the Hardin Flat Road/SR-120 intersection exceeds minimum SSD.
Therefore, a vehicle traveling on westbound SR-120 approaching the Hardin Flat
Road/SR 120 intersection would have more than the required time to come to a stop
if an object (for example another vehicle completing a turn) were blocking the
intersection.
Clearing the CSD line of sight to the east of the Hardin Flat Road/SR-120
intersection is likely not be feasible due to the existing raised embankment on the
south side of the highway. However, as noted above, westbound vehicles on SR-120
would have more than the required sight distance to stop for an object at the Hardin
Flat Road/SR-120 intersection, if necessary. Therefore, the analysis recommended
that California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD) Curve
(W1-2) and Side Road (W2-2L) warning signs be installed along westbound SR-120
east of the Hardin Flat Road/SR-120 intersection. Since the current deficiency is an
existing condition, the Project would not create a new significant impact with respect
to sight distance, and the Project would not be required to install the recommended
signage. However, in the interest of safety, both the Project applicant and the County
are willing to coordinate with Caltrans on the matter. Regardless, the Project would
not create a new significant impact with respect to sight distance safety, and the
Project would not involve redesign or reconfiguration of existing roadways.
As stated under Impact 3.8-1 of the Draft EIR, commencing on page 3.8-7, in its
operational phase the Project would not result in significant impacts to level of
service (LOS) along SR-120 or Hardin Flat Road. SR-120 in the vicinity of the
Project currently operates at LOS C. The Project trips would generate a total of
approximately 260 vehicle trips per day. These Project-generated vehicle trips would
represent about 6.7 percent of average daily traffic volumes on SR-120 in the area of
the Project site, which is within the range of typical daily variation in traffic levels
that might be expected on these facilities. Even during peak hours, the Project’s
contribution to overall traffic volumes on SR-120 would be negligible. These
considerations indicate that roadway operating conditions would remain substantially
similar to current conditions and the LOS would not deteriorate. As such,
improvements to SR-120 and Hardin Flat Road, such as widening or provision of
turn lanes, would not be necessary. While special events could occasionally be held
at the Project site, operations at the site during such events would not vary
substantially from regular day-to-day operations, in that participants would likely
travel to and stay at the site in much the same manner as any other guest. Therefore,
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there would not be a substantial increase in the number of trips to and from the
Project during these events. Regardless, the Project’s “normal” trip generation is so
far below triggering thresholds that any incidental additional trips associated with
these events would not surpass any thresholds.
79-29

The vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis performed for the Draft EIR was a
conservative analysis that accounted for all trip types and trip lengths to/from the
Project. As stated on page 3 of the Yosemite Under Canvas VMT Analysis
Memorandum (Wood Rodgers, April 15, 2020; attached to the Draft EIR in
Appendix I, with a finalized version attached to this Final EIR as Appendix C2), the
Project was modeled in the latest available version of the Tuolumne County Regional
Travel Demand Model (RTDM), which was recently updated and validated for the
Tuolumne County SB 743 VMT Study. The RTDM outputs were also post-processed
to account for out-of-county travel.
The commenter has asserted that the VMT analysis in the Draft EIR was flawed
because it assumed that the Project would only serve tourists who are already in the
vicinity and would not attract new visitors from outside the area. This is not accurate.
As stated on page 3 of the Yosemite Under Canvas VMT Analysis Memorandum, the
RTDM analysis generally assumed that some of the Project trips would not be new to
the County, and instead would be rerouted from other similar land uses. The Draft
EIR’s VMT analysis assumed that the Project would generate a mix of rerouted
existing trips and new trips to the area based on the RTDM analysis. This is
demonstrated by the net increase in Countywide VMT under the “With Project”
conditions shown in Table 3 of the memorandum. The net increase in Countywide
VMT is primarily due to a portion of the Project-generated trips that consist of new
trips, which include new trips from outside the County. Therefore, the Draft EIR
VMT analysis does assume the Project would attract visitors from outside the area
and potentially increase the total number of visitors to Tuolumne County.
Similarly, the commenter has also stated that the Draft EIR suggests that other tourist
accommodations in the area will be left vacant as a result of Project implementation.
As stated above, the Draft EIR assumed that the Project would generate a mix of
rerouted existing trips and new trips to the area. We do not speculate on where
visitors will choose to stay beyond those visitors that are assumed to stay at the
Project for analytical purposes. However, it is expected that demand at campground
or hotel facilities is anticipated to increase over time due to the general increase in
Tuolumne County tourism that occurs over time regardless of changes in supply of
campsites, hotel rooms, and cabins in the County. The Final Yosemite Under Canvas
VMT Analysis Memorandum (attached to this Final EIR as Appendix C2) provides
additional discussion and data on growth in tourism in Tuolumne County. Table 6 of
that memo shows that transient occupancy tax (TOT; i.e. taxes paid on temporary
lodging) collected in Tuolumne County increased by approximately 10 percent per
year over the last decade after adjusting for inflation. Therefore, it can be inferred
that total visitor accommodations purchased during that same time period increased
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by a similar amount. Based on the total dollar amounts of TOT collected each year,
and an average increase of collected TOT revenues of 10 percent over the last
decade, it can be inferred that demand for accommodations in Tuolumne County
increased by thousands of transactions per year. Since the Project would consist of
only 99 seasonal campsites, which would represent an increase in accommodations of
approximately three percent when compared to the 3,000+ existing campsites and
hotel rooms in the County, the typical annual growth in demand for accommodations
in Tuolumne County is anticipated to outpace the increase in accommodation supply
due to the Project in a relatively short period of time.
The commenter has also suggested that the Draft EIR’s VMT analysis calculated
Project VMT through comparison with existing campsites, rather than comparing the
Project to luxury lodgings available at similar price points, thus inaccurately
reporting the Project’s VMT. In fact, the VMT analysis utilized a custom trip
generation that was based on trip counts collected at existing Under Canvas
facilities. 31 The analysis showed that the Project would be generally consistent with
trip generation rates for campgrounds and cabins in the RTDM, and not consistent
with trip generation rates for other luxury lodgings at similar price points such as
hotels/lodges. The custom trip generation rate developed for the Project was based on
data from an existing and comparable Under Canvas facility, and therefore represents
a reasonable estimate of Project trip-generation characteristics. Generally, existing
hotels/lodges in Tuolumne County generate significantly more trips per unit than the
Project would, based on trip generation rates in the RTDM, and therefore would
generate significantly more VMT as well. Campgrounds generally generate less trips,
and therefore less VMT, than hotels/lodges because visitors are more likely to stay
on-site once they arrive and participate in on-site outdoor activities. Table 3 of the
Draft Tuolumne County SB 743 VMT Thresholds Memorandum (Wood Rodgers,
May 27, 2020; attached to this Final EIR within Appendix C3, as part of the July 28,
2020 staff report and other materials concerning the County’s adoption of VMT
thresholds), developedas part of the Tuolumne County SB 743 VMT Study, shows
that the average existinghotel/lodge VMT per room in the East County Subarea is
129.1, which issubstantially higher than the Project VMT per campsite of 39.8 and
the average EastCounty Subarea existing campground VMT per campsite of 48.4
from the FinalYosemite Under Canvas VMT Analysis Memorandum. Comparing the
Project VMT per campsite against average VMT of other existing luxury lodgings at
similar pricepoints such as hotels/lodges would be neither meaningful nor accurate,
and ifexecuted in that manner would unfairly benefit the Project by suggesting that
itsVMT would be so much less than those uses.
The commenter also stated that the Draft EIR estimated that tourists staying at the
Project will drive fewer VMT to reach recreational opportunities than tourists that
stay at other campgrounds/cabins in the vicinity. This is generally correct, but is not a
31 See Appendix I of the Draft EIR, specifically the memorandum titled Trip Generation for Yosemite Under Canvas

EIR, prepared for ESA, October 4, 2019. The memorandum provides a detailed explanation of the site-specific trip
generation rates utilized for the project’s transportation and VMT analysis.
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complete summary of what the Project’s VMT per campsite being below the
County’s threshold means. The fact that the Project VMT per campsite is lower than
the existing average VMT per site in the East County Subarea, as outlined under the
analysis for Impact 3.8-2 of the Draft EIR, means that a tourist/employee of the
Project would, on average, travel less miles than a tourist/employee of another
existing campground in the area, including all types of Project travel in and out of the
County. The lower travel associated with the Project is due to a number of Project
characteristics, including location of the Project, Project-provided amenities, an onsite YARTS bus stop, etc. The Project’s proximity to Yosemite National Park will
reduce the VMT of tourists staying at the Project going to and from the park
compared to the VMT of tourists staying at existing accommodations in locations
further away, such as Groveland. Additionally, the planned YARTS shuttle stop will
help reduce tourism VMT to/from major tourist destinations even further by allowing
tourists to avoid driving their own vehicle completely for some trips. The Project
proximity to communities such as Groveland and the option for employees to be
housed in local rental units provided by Under Canvas will reduce employee VMT
to/from the site. The Project’s commercial kitchen, bathrooms, and support facilities
will provide visitors essential services on-site, reducing the need for travel and
further reducing VMT.
As stated on page 3.8-7 of the Draft EIR, the VMT significance threshold that was
used in the analysis conformed with the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research’s (OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in
CEQA, and conservatively adopted OPR’s threshold for residential, office, and retail
uses, which provides that any project exceeding a level of 15 percent below existing
VMT per capita would indicate a significant transportation impact. 32 As stated under
Impact 3.8-2 on page 3.8-9 of the Draft EIR, the analysis found that the existing
average VMT per campsite in the East County subarea was estimated to be
approximately 48.4 VMT per site. The project’s VMT per campsite was estimated to
be approximately 38.2 VMT per site, or approximately 21 percent less than the East
County subarea average. Therefore, the Project’s total VMT per campsite would be
more than 15 percent below the existing subarea average, and the impact would
therefore be less than significant. Based upon these considerations, the Draft EIR
determined that the Project would not result in a significant impact from VMT.
Since the time of the Draft EIR’s circulation, the County has adopted its own
thresholds of significance for VMT (see Appendix C3 of this Final EIR). For hotel/
campground uses, the adopted threshold requires that a project be “Consistent with
[the] General Plan and less than or equal to [the] subarea baseline average VMT per
room/site.” 33 When measured against these thresholds, the Project’s impacts are also
32 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 2018. Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in

CEQA. December, 2018. Available at: https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf.
Accessed October 30, 2020.
33 Resolution 74-20, Exhibit A. Board of Supervisors of the County of Tuolumne, California Environmental Quality
Act Transportation Analysis Threshold of Significance Criteria.
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less than significant: 1) the proposed Project is consistent with the land use and
zoning designations for the subject site; and 2) the Project’s VMT per campsite is
estimated to be approximately 38.2 VMT per site, or approximately 21 percent less
than the 48.4 VMT per site East County subarea average.
Based on the above considerations, the Project’s VMT would be substantially less
than that required under both the 2018 OPR Technical Advisory and the County’s
recently-adopted VMT thresholds. Ultimately, the commenter’s remarks on this topic
do not present any additional information on environmental issues that have not been
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
79-30

Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The threshold applied in the Draft EIR’s noise analysis under Impact 3.6-1 is derived
from the General Plan as Implementation Program 5.A.a, which for stationary noise
sources between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. is a bright-line threshold of 50 dBA as an
hourly average or 70 dBA as a maximum noise level. As stated in the Draft EIR’s
Project Description, special events would not be permitted after 10:00 p.m. The Draft
EIR does not state that such occasional and temporary events would not be potentially
audible to nearby receptors. Rather, the Draft EIR concludes that the resultant noise
impacts to sensitive receptors would not be significant, as measured against applicable
thresholds. That finding is based on the distance of sensitive receptors from the
developed areas of the Project site, and the application of the known properties of
sound to determine the likely noise levels at a measured distance from the noise source.
As described in the Draft EIR, the nearest sensitive receptor is located approximately
1,300 feet from the nearest Project facilities (the leach field). When measured from the
area where amplified sound would be most likely to occur (the lobby tent area), the
distance between the noise source and the property line of the nearest sensitive receptor
would be at least 2,000 feet. At this distance, even a 100 dBA noise event at the
lobby tent (extremely loud, and very unlikely) would measure only about 44 dBA at
the nearest sensitive receptor property line. This calculated value assumes a straightline distance, though in the case of the Project, noise from the Project site would be
further attenuated by intervening vegetation and topography. 34 Regardless, this noise
level would be well below the 50 dBA hourly average threshold and substantially less
than the 70 dBA maximum noise threshold specified in the County’s General Plan.
As such, there would not be a significant impact.

34 This sound level was derived by application of the Inverse Square Law, which provides that for each doubling of

distance from a point source, the sound pressure level decreases by approximately 6 dBA. The formula to calculate
sound attenuation over distance is as follows: Lp(R2) = Lp(R1) - 20·Log10(R2/R1), where Lp(R1) = sound
pressure level at initial location; Lp(R2) = sound pressure level at the new Location; R1 = distance from the noise
source to initial location; R2 = distance from noise source to the new location. Accordingly, a 100 dBA noise
source will be detected at approximately 44.29 dBA at a distance of 2,000 feet.
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The intent of the commenter’s remarks concerning traffic noise from SR-120 is
unclear. If the intent of the comment is to suggest that existing sensitive receptors
would be subjected to a significant increase in traffic noise as a result of the Project,
that question was evaluated under Impact 3.6-1 on page 3.6-12 of the Draft EIR.
Specifically, Table 3.6-6 shows the modeled existing noise levels at a distance of 100
feet from the centerline of SR-120. As can be seen in the table, the Project would
increase existing local roadway noise levels by 0.2 dBA, which is a nominal increase
that is undetectable by the human ear and less than the 3 dBA threshold in an area
exposed to noise levels between 60 dBA and 65 dBA, as established in
Implementation Measure 5.A.a of the General Plan. Therefore, the Project impact
with respect to transportation source noise increase standards of the General Plan
Noise Element would be less than significant.
79-31

The commenter is referred to the standards of significance in each topical section of
the Draft EIR to see the standards that were used to determine whether or not an
impact would be significant. These standards also applied to the Draft EIR’s
cumulative analysis. The Draft EIR does not conclude that there would be no change
to the area as a result of the cumulative projects currently under consideration.
Rather, the Draft EIR made the findings supported by substantial evidence that those
changes would not be cumulatively considerable and therefore the impacts would be
less than significant.

79-32

The Draft EIR does not conclude that the cumulative projects currently under
consideration would not alter the existing visual appearance of the area. The
commenter implies that any alteration of the area’s visual appearance would
constitute a significant impact, but that is not the appropriate threshold. Rather, the
Draft EIR considered whether the Project would “substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings” [CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G I(c)]. The threshold does not equate any level of aesthetic
change, no matter how minor, with an automatic finding that the impact would be
significant. Instead, the question to be asked is whether that change would
substantially degrade the area’s existing visual character. With respect to the Project,
the answer to that question is “no,” and that was the conclusion presented in the Draft
EIR. As stated on page 3.1-10 of the Draft EIR, the closest campground tents to
SR-120 and Hardin Flat Road would be more than 500 feet from the public rights-ofway for each roadway. Some level of vegetative fuel treatments would occur in areas
along the site’s perimeter, to include vegetation removal, thinning and eliminating
ladder fuels to establish defensible space, but these treatments would be confined to
the first 100 to 200 feet of the site’s perimeter, depending on slope. Accordingly,
even after vegetative fuel treatments, substantial quantities of intervening live trees
and topography would lie between the roadways and the tent sites. Based on distance
and intervening vegetation, it is unlikely that the Project’s guest tents would be
viewable from either roadway, and views of any facilities that could potentially be
seen would be fleeting and unremarkable. The guest tents themselves would be
neutral in color and would largely blend into the landscape when viewed from the
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distances described. Any directional signage along SR-120 associated with the
Project would not be lighted, would be minor in nature, and would be required to
conform to Caltrans specifications.
None of these minor changes to the existing visual character of the area could be
reasonably considered to rise to the level of substantial degradation. Therefore, the
Project’s cumulative contribution to any such degradation resulting from other
projects in the area would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning
aesthetic impacts can be found in Master Response 5: Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
79-33

Both Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to Agricultural and Forestry
Resources were evaluated in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR. While the Project would
result in a conversion of the Project site from a focus on timber management to a
focus on recreational use, the Project has been designed to maintain the existing
forest cover largely intact. With implementation of the Project, the Project site would
be capable of maintaining current levels of productivity. In addition, the Project site
would be available for future harvests consistent with the recreational use. Removal
of live trees for the Project would be limited to removal of 45 trees from within the
road right-of-way and those trees which the arborist determined to pose a safety
hazard. This represents less than 3 percent of the total number of live trees on the
developed portion of the Project site. Approximately 1,307 live trees within the
developed portion of the site would remain, as would substantial quantities of live
trees on the undeveloped portions of the site. Consequently, the Project is not
anticipated to result in a loss of capability of the Project site to produce wood
products. Moreover, timber harvesting on private lands dedicated to recreational use
is a common practice and is often necessary to address guest safety and maintain
forest health. Finally, conversion of timberland on the Project site would be the
subject to approval of the Timber Harvesting Plan and issuance of a Timberland
Conversion Permit by CAL FIRE to ensure avoidance and minimization of impacts
to the environment. Consequently, the limited extent of live tree removal that would
take place with implementation of the Project and the Project’s required compliance
with existing regulations, including approval of a Timberland Conversion Permit,
which would be designed to avoid or minimize impacts to the environment, would
ensure that impacts related to loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use would be less than significant. Therefore, the Project’s cumulative
contribution to the loss of timberland in the area would be less than significant.

79-34

Project-specific and cumulative air quality impacts related to wood smoke and other
sources of emissions were evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that impacts to air quality, even under a worst-case scenario, would be less
than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

Yosemite Under Canvas
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-617

ESA / 201901420
November 2020

2. Comments and Responses

The past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future conditions of the Under Canvas
Project site and vicinity include the Terra Vi Lodge Yosemite project, the Berkeley
Tuolumne Restoration project, and the Thousand Trails/Yosemite Lakes RV
expansion project. Both the Berkeley Tuolumne Restoration project and the
Thousand Trails/Yosemite Lakes RV expansion project would be sufficiently distant
(beyond 1,000 feet) from the Under Canvas Project to preclude a possible cumulative
contribution to localized air quality or health effects from the Project site.
79-35

Cumulative impacts related to traffic were analyzed in Impacts 3.8-5 through 3.8-8 of
the Draft EIR. The Project and all development projects in Tuolumne County are
subject to compliance with applicable Tuolumne County General Plan policies
pertaining to transportation, including all of the policies listed previously under
Impact 3.8-1. All projects would also be subject to payment of Traffic Impact
Mitigation Fee (TIMF) Program fees to offset their impacts to the transportation
system. Since the Project would have no significant effects on the transportation
system, compliance with this requirement renders the Project’s cumulative impact as
less than cumulatively considerable, since the TIMF fund is designed to alleviate
cumulative transportation effects [see CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(3)].
With respect to the Project’s cumulative impact to YARTS transit services, in its
2018 Short Range Transit Plan (YARTS, 2018), YARTS noted that in July, 2017, the
busiest month of service, the overall load factor on the Route 120 line was 56 percent
on weekdays and 47 percent on weekends. The busiest weekday runs were the
eastbound run departing Sonora at 6:40 AM (75 percent load factor), while the
busiest westbound run was the 4:00 departure from Yosemite Valley (61 percent load
factor). Only one run had reservations reaching the maximum allowed reservation
(Run 1 on Labor Day). The Plan concluded that existing ridership figures did not
indicate a strong need for additional capacity. Nevertheless, there is the potential that
the Project’s contribution to YARTS ridership, together with other projects along the
SR-120 corridor, could occasionally result in an increase in ridership demand that
could exceed seating capacity on several runs per season. While there is no
applicable threshold that would establish this occasional exceedance of seating
capacity as a significant impact attributable to the Project, the Draft EIR prescribed
mitigation (Mitigation Measure 3.8-1) to reduce the potential for an impact.
Table 3.8-1 in the Draft EIR showed annual average VMT both with and without the
Project for the years 2020 and 2040. With the Project, the net change in total
Countywide VMT would be nearly identical in Year 2020 and Year 2040, which
indicates that the Project’s contribution to the cumulative effect would not be
cumulatively considerable.

79-36

Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section
3.9 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than
significant. Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, describes in
detail how the Project would incorporate design features that would reduce the
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potential for wildfire ignitions on the site and also provide for initial suppression if
such an ignition were to occur. Compliance with regulatory requirements and
proactive fire prevention design features would reduce the impacts from the Project
to less than significant. Accordingly, the Project would not contribute to a
cumulatively considerable increase in wildfire hazards in the immediate vicinity of
the Project site or throughout the region and the potential for cumulative impacts
associated with wildfire hazards would not be cumulatively considerable.
79-37

The lack of the identified need for mitigation for many issues in the Draft EIR is due
in large part to the low intensity of the Project and the minimal impacts the Project
would have. While the commenter has attempted to overstate the magnitude and
intensity of the Project, these characterizations do not accurately describe the nature
of the Project and the existing conditions on the site. As established in the preceding
responses, the Project would not result in the dramatic impacts suggested by the
commenter. With only a few exceptions, compliance with what is already required in
terms of regulatory programs and requirements, in combination with Project design
features and commitments made by the Project proponent are more than adequate to
avoid a significant project-related impact or a cumulatively considerable contribution
to a cumulative effect attributable to the Project. In those instances where it was
needed, mitigation was prescribed that would reduce potentially significant effects to
below the applicable thresholds that would have indicated that a significant impact
would occur. Information already presented in the Draft EIR, as supplemented and
clarified in the issue-specific responses above, provide substantial evidence of the
lack of Project impacts.
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Subject:

FW: DEIR, Under Canvas Appendix G

From:MichaelScott<mscottkdsassociates@gmail.com>
Sent:Thursday,July16,20209:29AM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:DEIR,UnderCanvasAppendixG

HiNatalie,

WearetryingtoaccesstheappendicesforAppendixG(listedonPage1221ofthePDF)fortheDEIR,UnderCanvas
report.Thesedonotseemtobeincluded.Isthereanywaywecanaccessthese?

Thankyou,
ͲͲ
Michael Scott
Hydrogeologic Aide
Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates
Fresno, CA 
(559) 224-4412 




ͲͲ
Michael Scott
Hydrogeologic Aide
Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates
Fresno, CA 
(559) 224-4412 
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 80 Response: Michael Scott, July 16, 2020
80-1

This comment requested additional Draft EIR materials, and does not concern the
findings of the Draft EIR. No response is required. The materials requested in this
comment were supplied to the commenter.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kathy Seaton
Quincy Yaley
Opposition to Terra Vi & Under Canvas projects
Tuesday, July 7, 2020 3:01:11 PM

Dear Quincy,
As a former Groveled area resident I am keenly aware of how this project could impact our former community.
Without a public sewer system, how can the waste be kept from polluting the Tuolumne River and other wells in the
area?

81-1

I understand that the water quantity tests were done during a wet year. We all know what can happen to the water
supplies/wells during a drought and we are due for another in the short run. (We had to drill a new well, to replace
our dried-up one, shortly before we sold our ranch there in 2016.)

81-2

And that doesn’t even begin to address the fire risk. Because of the extreme fire danger in the Sierra summers, I
thought we were trying to keep development OUT of the trees. This just puts EVERYONE in greater danger. We
don’t want to see another Paradise!

81-3

Speaking of paradise, this one will be ruined with all the extra traffic and noise. It’s the peace and quiet and folks
live in the mountains to enjoy. These developments will create havoc for people who struggle to survive in the area.

81-4

Please stop these projects!!!
Kathy Seaton
17967 Old Wards Ferry Rd.
Sonora, CA 95370
209-813-3904

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 81 Response: Kathy Seaton, July 7, 2020
81-1

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

81-2

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

81-3

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

81-4

Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Letter 82

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:45 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Yosemite Under Canvas EIR



From:JohnStanfield<johnnilsstanfield@gmail.com>
Sent:Monday,July20,20207:13AM
To:QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;TarynVanderpan<TVanderpan@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;JohnGray
<JGray@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;TracieRiggs<TRiggs@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;JimJunette<jjunette@fs.fed.us>;NatalieRizzi
<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;bosm@co.tuolumn.ca.us
Subject:YosemiteUnderCanvasEIR

Sendingagaintowiderdistribution.


I am writing in response to the Yosemite Under Canvas (YUC) draft EIR which you recently published. The
DEIR fails to justify by substantial evidence that they will mitigate the significantly increased fire risk; or that
Groveland emergency services will be able to handle the enormous increase in visitors; or that there won’t be
problems with lack of water and/or quality of water due to their significant consumption of water and excretion
of sewer and grey water.

82-1


I will focus on wildfire hazards, effects to local community services and water topics in more detail in the
following statement. Of course there are numerous other issues that should be addressed like traffic
safety, noise pollution, light pollution and wildlife concerns, but I will focus on the three biggest issues.



Fire
As a 12 year veteran wild fire fighter this is the part of the DEIR that bothers me the most. The consultant is
obviously writing the DEIR with the interests of the developers' profits before the safety of the land owners,
visitors to this scenic area, or wildlife. How can adding 99 wood burning stoves for heating canvas sided tents
and having 3 open fire rings and a community kitchen not increase fire risk to the structures and the
surrounding HIGH RISK fire area? Have you spent time in the remnants of the Rim fire that was started by a
campfire? I own a house there and it nearly burned to the ground. We tax paying landowners of the area had to
stand by and watch this unfold, from one camp fire. Remarkably, despite extreme concern expressed by many
during the initial comment period, YUC dismisses the clear and significant fire risks of their proposed
development and does not propose any onsite fire protection or firefighting resources & capabilities.
The report loses credibility and is a slap in the face to every wildfire fighter that risks his or her life when it
goes so far as to state: “Therefore, the project would not exacerbate fire risk, but would instead improve
conditions related to wildfire risk.” The EIR authors’ conclusion - that there is less than a significant risk to
project occupants from wildfire – is utterly false. That judgment defies any logic and underscores again the
clear bias of the EIR authors who write DEIR text to justify the project rather than to neutrally or accurately
point to potential significant impacts and to describe potential mitigation measures that would be needed to
reduce the risk. DEIR spells out on page 3.9-6 that a project would have a significant impact if it would expose
project occupants to the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. That is fully accurate for this high hazard project
site. That is reflective of a reasonable approach to assessing fire risk under CEQA. Yet instead of the DEIR
authors acknowledging that the truthful reality is that this project WOULD INDEED create a significant
impact by exposing project occupants to the risk of an uncontrolled spread of wildfire, the DEIR consultants
1

82-2

Letter 82

instead dismiss any significant risk on the grounds that the property would have a timber salvage treatment
done to reduce hazardous fuel. That's great but adding thousands of visitors to an already EXTREMELY
HIGH FIRE DANGER area will cause more risk.

82-2

County Services
Due to the distance of the project from GCSD resources, a degradation of services will occur locally within
GCSD when our resources respond and are away from the GCSD service area for hours at a time. The travel
distance also causes added wear and tear on very expensive fire and emergency response equipment. The
Under Canvas Project EIR must evaluate the impacts to the GCSD fire and emergency response services,
including:
• GCSD's ability to provide services to the project site meeting industry response standards, or response
standards acceptable to the county or project owner
• GCSD's ability to maintain the current standards and level of services to the properties within the GCSD,
when responding to the project location
• The potential for increased wildfire risk/occurrence resulting from the project
• The impact on evacuation efforts should the project facility be fully occupied and existing traffic is being
routed through Groveland

82-3



The DEIR should not be approved by accepting the claim that converting the Under Canvas project site (as
well as other nearby or adjacent commercial forest sites) to commercial recreational use will NOT be forest
conversion that results in a significant impact. Despite the rationale provided by the DEIR authors, the
opposite is true. The project will clearly result in a significant impact due to forest conversion. It is sadly
revealing that the consultants attempt to ignore that factual impact.
What analysis has been done for the increased impact?
With GCSD being the only resource and they are already at max capacity.


Water
In contrast to the EIR statement, at the 4,000’ elevation along the Highway 120 corridor, most years have very
little snowpack to assist with groundwater recharge. To support that point, the EIR admits on page 3.6-3 that
the project site has two drainages “…that have ephemeral flow that only occurs for a short time period during
and after storm events.“
There seem to be a number of non-validated claims about the amount of water available and how that water is
replenished. There are fellow land owners on Sawmill Mt that have had their wells tested and now have
problems with sediment and contamination. What evidence do we have that there is enough water in the wells
for the development? To do three test holes for such a short period of time is no validation. If I were the
developer I would want a much higher sense of assurances that I would not run out of water and have a plan in
place for fire suppression and operation of the facility in the case that the wells run dry. For the past 10 years I
have been watching the rainfall in the area and my house is at 4000’. Some years we will get very little rain
and NO snow at all and other years we will get snow very briefly but never lasting for more than a few days
max. The statements about “Aquifer” are misleading at best, in all literature I have read the description is
“fractured bedrock” and is not very well understood.
I truly hope that these concerns are addressed as well as the concerns of my fellow land owners. This is an area
of great importance to many people and to have it destroyed for short term revenue gains is ridiculous. Do it
right or don't do it.
-John Stanfield, property owner on Sawmill Mtn Rd.


ͲͲ
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82-5

Letter 82

JohnHollendonerStanfield
+1(650)241Ͳ8073



ͲͲ
JohnHollendonerStanfield
+1(650)241Ͳ8073
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 82 Response: John Stanfield, July 20, 2020
82-1

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. However, as shown in the response below, the commenter has not
provided any substantial evidence to support the assertion that the Draft EIR’s
analysis was deficient.

82-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

82-3

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts related to this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public
Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The Project’s impacts to forest resources were evaluated in Section 3.2 of the Draft
EIR, particularly under Impact 3.2-1 on page 3.2-6. While the Project would result in
a conversion of the Project site from a focus on timber management to a focus on
recreational use, the Project has been designed to maintain the existing forest cover
largely intact. With implementation of the Project, the Project site would be capable
of maintaining current levels of productivity. In addition, the Project site would be
available for future harvests consistent with the recreational use. Removal of live
trees for the Project would be limited to removal of 45 trees from within the road
right-of-way and those trees which the arborist determined to pose a safety hazard.
This represents less than 3 percent of the total number of live trees on the developed
portion of the Project site. Approximately 1,307 live trees within the developed
portion of the site would remain, as would substantial quantities of live trees on the
undeveloped portions of the site. Consequently, the Project is not anticipated to result
in a loss of capability of the Project site to produce wood products. Moreover, timber
harvesting on private lands dedicated to recreational use is a common practice and is
often necessary to address guest safety and maintain forest health. Finally, conversion
of timberland on the Project site would be the subject to approval of the Timber
Harvesting Plan and issuance of a Timberland Conversion Permit by CAL FIRE to
ensure avoidance and minimization of impacts to the environment. Consequently, the
limited extent of live tree removal that would take place with implementation of the
Project and the Project’s required compliance with existing regulations, including
approval of a Timberland Conversion Permit, which would be designed to avoid or
minimize impacts to the environment, would ensure that impacts related to loss of
forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use would be less than significant.

82-4

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
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response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.
82-5

The commenter has expressed their opinion on the merits of the Project or whether or
not the Project should be developed. A detailed response concerning this issue can be
found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the
Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No
additional response to this comment is required here. All comments, however, will be
provided to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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Letter 83

:ƵůǇϮϬ͕ϮϬϮϬ
^ĂƌĂŚ^ƵƚƚŽŶ͕Z>ͲηϰϮϭϵ
ϭϭϵϴϭDĐ'ƌĂǁŽƵƌƚ
'ƌŽǀĞůĂŶĚ͕ϵϱϯϮϭ


dƵŽůƵŵŶĞŽƵŶƚǇWůĂŶŶŝŶŐ
Ϯ^͘'ƌĞĞŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
^ŽŶŽƌĂ͕ϵϱϯϳϬ
ƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ͗EĂƚĂůŝĞZŝǌǌŝ͕ŶƌŝǌǌŝΛĐŽ͘ƚƵŽůƵŵŶĞ͘ĐĂ͘ƵƐ

Z͗zK^D/dhEZEs^͕ƌĂĨƚŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚZĞƉŽƌƚ

ĞĂƌDƐ͘Zŝǌǌŝ͗
/ŚĂǀĞƌĞǀŝĞǁĞĚƚŚĞƌĂĨƚ/ZĨŽƌzŽƐĞŵŝƚĞhŶĚĞƌĂŶǀĂƐĂŶĚƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĐĂŶƉƌŽǀŝĚĞŵĂŶǇ
ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐƚŽǀĂĐĂƚŝŽŶĞƌƐĂŶĚƚŚĞůŽĐĂůƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͘/ĚŽŚĂǀĞĂĨĞǁĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͕ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ƚŚĂƚ/ǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞƚŽ
ƐĞĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚŵŽƌĞƚŚŽƌŽƵŐŚůǇĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞƚŽƐĞĞƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐŵǇ
ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĨŝŶĂůĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂŶĚDDZW͘
&ŝƌĞZŝƐŬ͕ŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞĂŶĚǀĂĐƵĂƚŝŽŶWůĂŶŶŝŶŐ
dŚĞĚĞǀĂƐƚĂƚŝŶŐƵƌďĂŶŝŶƚĞƌĨĂĐĞǁŝůĚĨŝƌĞƐƐƚĂƚĞͲǁŝĚĞŽǀĞƌƚŚĞƉĂƐƚƚŚƌĞĞǇĞĂƌƐƉŽŝŶƚƚŽƚŚĞĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůŶĞĞĚ
ĨŽƌĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚĨŝƌĞƌŝƐŬĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇǁŝƚŚĂůůŶĞǁĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐ͘/ƵƌŐĞƚŚĞŽƵŶƚǇƚŽ
ŽďƚĂŝŶĂĨƵůů&ŝƌĞĂŶĚŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƌĞǀŝĞǁĂƚƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞůĞǀĞůĚƵĞƚŽƚŚĞŚŝŐŚǁŝůĚĨŝƌĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŝŶ
dƵŽůƵŵŶĞŽƵŶƚǇ͘tŚĂƚƉůĂŶƐǁŝůůďĞƉƵƚŝŶƉůĂĐĞƚŽĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƌĂƉŝĚĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶŝĨŶĞĞĚĞĚ͕ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇŝĨ
ĨŝƌĞƚĞĂŵƐĂƌĞĂůƐŽĐŽŵŝŶŐƵƉWƌŝĞƐƚ'ƌĂĚĞƚŽĨŝŐŚƚƚŚĞĨŝƌĞ͍,ŽǁĐĂŶǁĞďĞĂƐƐƵƌĞĚƚŚĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĨƌŽŵƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐůŝƐƚĞĚ
ŝŶƚŚĞ/ZǁŝůůŶŽƚƉƵƚŽƵƌĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĂƚŵƵĐŚŐƌĞĂƚĞƌƌŝƐŬŽĨĞǀĂĐƵĂƚŝŶŐƐĂĨĞůǇ͍,ŽǁĐĂŶĂǀŽŝĚƚŚĞƐŽƌƚ
ŽĨĚŝƐĂƐƚĞƌ͕ŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇĚĂŵĂŐĞĂŶĚůŽƐƚůŝǀĞƐ͕ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚŝŶWĂƌĂĚŝƐĞŝŶϮϬϭϴ͍
,ŝŐŚǁĂǇϭϮϬŝƐƚŚĞŵĂŝŶĂĐĐĞƐƐƌŽĂĚƚŽĂŶĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞǁĞƐƚĂŶĚŝƐǀĞƌǇŶĂƌƌŽǁƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ'ƌŽǀĞůĂŶĚ͕ŝŐ
KĂŬ&ůĂƚĂŶĚƚŚĞǁŝŶĚŝŶŐWƌŝĞƐƚ'ƌĂĚĞ͘WůĞĂƐĞƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĂĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚĨŝƌĞƐĂĨĞƚǇĂŶĚ
ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƉůĂŶ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇĞǀĂĐƵĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ͘/ŶĐůƵĚĞŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ;ĨŽƌƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ
ĂŶĚĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐͿŽŶƚŚĞƌŽĂĚĂůů͕ĂƚŽŶĞƚŝŵĞ͕ŚĞĂĚŝŶŐǁĞƐƚŽƵƚŽĨƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ'ƌŽǀĞůĂŶĚ͕
ŝŐKĂŬ&ůĂƚĂŶĚĚŽǁŶWƌŝĞƐƚ'ƌĂĚĞ͘
WůĞĂƐĞƚĂŬĞŝŶƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚǁĂǇϭϮϬͬ&ĞƌƌĞƚƚŝZŽĂĚŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŝŶ'ƌŽǀĞůĂŶĚĂůƌĞĂĚǇďĂĐŬƐƵƉ
ĂƐƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĂůŽŶŐϭϮϬŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐĚƵƌŝŶŐƉƌŝŵĞǀĂĐĂƚŝŽŶƐĞĂƐŽŶ͘ǀĞŶŝĨĂƐƚŽƉůŝŐŚƚŝƐĞǀĞŶƚƵĂůůǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚĂƚ
ƚŚŝƐŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕ŚŽǁǁŝůůƚŚĂƚŝŵƉĂĐƚĐƌŽƐƐͲƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĞǀĂĐƵĂƚŝŽŶ͍dƌĂĨĨŝĐďĂĐŬͲƵƉĨŽƌďĂƐŝĐƌŽĂĚǁŽƌŬĂƚ
ƚŚĂƚŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐŵĂŶǇůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐĂůŽŶŐϭϮϬ͕ĂůƌĞĂĚǇƌĞƐƵůƚƐŝŶůŽŶŐǁĂŝƚƚŝŵĞƐ͘/ĨƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ
ǁĂŝƚŝŶŐĂƚƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶĐĂŶ͛ƚŵĞƌŐĞŽŶƚŽϭϮϬƚŽĞǀĂĐƵĂƚĞĚƵĞƚŽĂůŽŶŐůŝŶĞŽĨǀĂĐĂƚŝŽŶĞƌƐƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽ
ĞƐĐĂƉĞŽŶƚŚĞŚŝŐŚǁĂǇ͕/ĞŶǀŝƐŝŽŶǁŚŽůĞƐĂůĞƉĂŶŝĐĂŶĚŝŶũƵƌŝĞƐ͕ŽƌǁŽƌƐĞŝĨƉĞŽƉůĞĐĂŶ͛ƚĞǆŝƚŝŶƚŝŵĞ͘

83-1

Letter 83

/ƌĞĂůŝǌĞ/ĂŵƉĂŝŶƚŝŶŐĂĚŝƌĞǁŽƌƐĞͲĐĂƐĞƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽ͕ďƵƚƌĞĐĂůůƚŚĂƚWĂƌĂĚŝƐĞǁĂƐĚĞƐƚƌŽǇĞĚŝŶůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶϮϰ
ŚŽƵƌƐ͊/ůŝǀĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĂǇƌĞĂĂŶĚƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌŚŽǁƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐǁĞƌĞƚƌĂƉƉĞĚǁŚĞŶƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽĞǆŝƚƚŚĞ
KĂŬůĂŶĚ,ŝůůƐĨŝƌĞŝŶϭϵϵϭĂůŽŶŐƚŚĞŝƌŶĂƌƌŽǁƌŽĂĚƐ͕ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚŝŶƐĞǀĞƌĂůĚĞĂƚŚƐ͘/ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůůǇŚĂĚƚŽ
ĞǀĂĐƵĂƚĞĨƌŽŵƚŚĞZŝŵ&ŝƌĞ͕ĂŶĚŚĞůƉĞĚĨĂŵŝůǇůĞĂǀĞƚŚĞĂƌĞĂĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŽŵƉůĞǆ&ŝƌĞ͘tŝůĚĨŝƌĞƐŝŶƚŚĞƐĞ
ƐƚĞĞƉĐĂŶǇŽŶƐŚĂǀĞƉƌŽǀĞŶƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚůǇƚŽďĞǀĞƌǇĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚƚŽĐŽŶƚĂŝŶ͕ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐƵƉĞƌŚĞĂƚĞĚ
ĚƌǇǁŝŶĚƐĨĂŶŶŝŶŐƚŚĞĨŝƌĞƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĞĂƐƚ͘

83-1
cont.

KƚŚĞƌŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ
/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽŵǇƉƌŝŵĂƌǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĂďŽƵƚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐĨŝƌĞƌŝƐŬĂŶĚƉƵďůŝĐƐĂĨĞƚǇ͕/ĂŵĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞ
ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ͗
 ŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͗&ŝƌĞ;ůŽĐĂůŝǌĞĚŝŶĐŝĚĞŶƚƐŝŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽĨŽƌĞƐƚĨŝƌĞƐ͕ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚĂďŽǀĞͿ
DĞĚŝĐĂůƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚĞǀĂĐƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ĂŶĚ>ĂǁŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ͘,ŽǁǁŝůůƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƚŽ
ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐŝŶƐƚĂĨĨŝŶŐ͕ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶĂůůƚŚĞƐĞĂƌĞĂƐ͍/ƚŝƐŶŽƚƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚƚŽ
ƐŝŵƉůǇĚĞĨĞƌƚŚĂƚĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞŽƵŶƚǇĂŶĚŝŐŶŽƌĞƚŚĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚĚĞŵĂŶĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘
 dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͗,ŽǁǁŝůůŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐŝŵƉĂĐƚ'ƌŽǀĞůĂŶĚĂŶĚŝŐKĂŬ&ůĂƚ͍/Ŷ
ƚŚĞƐƵŵŵĞƌ͕ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐŝƐĂůƌĞĂĚǇĐŽŶŐĞƐƚĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƌƐŵĂůůƚŽǁŶ͘/ĂŵĂůƐŽĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚĂďŽƵƚ
ƉƵďůŝĐƐĂĨĞƚǇʹƉůĞĂƐĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŚŽǁƚŽƐůŽǁǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐĐŽŵŝŶŐŝŶƚŽ'ƌŽǀĞůĂŶĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞǁĞƐƚĂŶĚ
ĞĂƐƚ͘ĂŶƌƵŵďůĞƐƚƌŝƉƐďĞŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚ͍tĞǁĞƌĞƌĞĂƌͲĞŶĚĞĚďǇĂƚƌƵĐŬďĂƌƌĞůŝŶŐĂƌŽƵŶĚƚŚĞĐŽƌŶĞƌ
ŝŶƚŽƚŽǁŶĂŶĚŶŽƚƐƚŽƉƉŝŶŐŝŶƚŝŵĞĂƐǁĞǁĞƌĞǁĂŝƚŝŶŐƚŽƚƵƌŶůĞĨƚŝŶƚŽzŽƐĞŵŝƚĞĂŶŬ͘ƐŶŽƚĞĚ
ĂďŽǀĞ͕ƚŚĞĐŽƌŶĞƌŽĨ&ĞƌƌĞƚƚŝZŽĂĚĂŶĚϭϮϬĂƌĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇĂĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶƉŽŝŶƚǁŚĞŶůŽŶŐůŝŶĞƐŽĨ
ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚƐĂƌĞƉĂƐƐŝŶŐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ͘ůƐŽ͕ŽƵƌƚǁŽƐŵĂůůŐĂƐƐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇƉĂĐŬĞĚǁŝƚŚǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ
ŽŶƚŚĞǁĞĞŬĞŶĚƐ;ĂŶĚŵĂŶǇĐŚŽŽƐŝŶŐŶŽƚƚŽǁĞĂƌŵĂƐŬƐ͊ͿǁŝƚŚůŽŶŐǁĂŝƚƚŝŵĞƐ͘
 tĂƚĞƌ^ƵƉƉůŝĞƐ͗,ŽǁǁŝůůƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŵƉĂĐƚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚĂŶĚůŽŶŐͲƚĞƌŵƐƵƉƉůŝĞƐĨŽƌĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͍^ƚĂƚĞͲǁŝĚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞƐŚŽǁŝŶŐǁĂƚĞƌĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇĚĞĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ͕ĞǀĞŶǁŝƚŚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ůĞƚĂůŽŶĞĨƵƚƵƌĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͘
 ƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐ͗ƚŚĞ/ZŵĞŶƚŝŽŶƐƐĞǀĞƌĂůƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐƚŚĂƚǁŝůůŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƚŚĞĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘
WůĞĂƐĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞŵĂǆŝŵƵŵĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĨŽƌĂůůŽĨƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞĂƚĨƵůůďƵŝůĚͲŽƵƚ͘
dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌƌĞĂĚŝŶŐĂŶĚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐŵǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͘/ĚŽƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĐĂŶƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĂƵŶŝƋƵĞ
ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇĨŽƌǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐĂŶĚĂůƐŽĐĂŶƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇďƌŝŶŐƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐƚŽŽƵƌŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ'ĂƚĞǁĂǇ
ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇƚŽzŽƐĞŵŝƚĞ͘

^ŝŶĐĞƌĞůǇ͕


^ĂƌĂŚ^ƵƚƚŽŶ
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 83 Response: Sarah Sutton, July 20, 2020
83-1

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to
Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant with identified
mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on these topics can be found in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. A response concerning
impacts related to emergency evacuation can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

83-2

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts related to this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public
Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

83-3

Please see the response to comment 83-1, above. The traffic issues referenced in the
commenter’s remarks are existing conditions that are unrelated to the Project.

83-4

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

83-5

The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts for each of the issues that were studied.
This analysis considered the cumulative effects that would occur if each of the
following projects were developed: 1) Terra Vi Lodge; 2) Berkeley Tuolumne
Restoration Project; 3) Mountain Sage Nursery special events; and 4) Thousand
Trails/Yosemite Lakes Expansion Project. For each topic, the Draft EIR found that
the cumulative effect of the Project’s implementation would be less than significant
and not cumulatively considerable.
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Letter 84

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 8:06 AM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Comments in response to Under Canvas EIR


From:SteveVrionis<svrionis@gmail.com>
Sent:Monday,July20,20207:05PM
To:NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;TracieRiggs
<TRiggs@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;kathleenhaff2020@gmail.com;BOSMembers<bosm@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject:RE:CommentsinresponsetoUnderCanvasEIR


To Quincy Yaley, County Planning Commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors:
This letter is in response to the “Yosemite Under Canvas EIR,” which included extensive appendices,
well test reports, site plans, and past comments. This document dismisses items that are consider relevant to the
safety and well-being of the neighboring communities and the general public that frequent the Highway 120
corridor in Tuolumne County.
Such Issues are as follow:
WATER SUPPLY & SEPTIC - Well tests taken without the full California drought cycle are insufficient at
best. If wells were tested at the end of multiple years of drought, the well test results would be considerably
different. THERE IS NO PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY OR SURFACE WATER. The community members lack
the ability to get water from a reservoir, lake, or river.)
Similarly, because there is no public sewer system, each of the two projects must rely on an engineered
septic system to treat the truly staggering amounts of wastewater that will be produced. The potential for our
well supplies and the Tuolumne River to be contaminated is another concern. There is no reliable water source,
or a back up water source for residents already in the area in the chance that the septic system is unable to
operate adequately.

84-1

Little evidence has been provided that there is sufficient water for all the needs at the Under Canvas site.
Also, the possibility of groundwater contamination from sewage was never adequately explained.
x
x
x

There needs to be adequate fresh water supplies not only in Wet years, such as the one cited in the
EIR, but in multiple dry years. This was not adequately addressed. How is water to be supplied during
dry years to 250 plus people?
No mention is made of a dedicated firefighting supply of water. This is critical in a Very High Risk
fire area. Without such a dedicated supply, firefighting resources have to be diverted to obtain water in
an otherwise very dry region.
The EIR provided no explanation of how groundwater contamination was to be prevented from its
septic systems during high water years with substantial runoff. In that there are many others
downstream from these projects using Tuolumne River water, groundwater contamination during very
wet years is a very real possibility.
1

84-2

84-3

Letter 84

FIRE RISK - Having the Under Canvas project (with 99 wood stoves and campfire pits and barbecues)- puts
over a hundred ignition sources into the forest landscape at a site that already burned hot once in the recent Rim
Fire and has fuels ready to burn again.
x

The area to be developed into Under Canvas was classified in 2007 as Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone by CAL FIRE (see this DEIR). The 2013 Rim Fire clearly demonstrated this classification is
appropriate. It actually burned part of the site.
x The likelihood of having more than 100 open fires on the site during high fire season cannot help but
worsen the fire risk. Any conclusion that this would be a Less Than Significant fire risk is seriously
flawed.
x The remoteness of the Under Canvas site means that fire response is lengthy. This allows wildfires to
be well developed long before crews are on scene to suppress.
x The EIR is silent on providing adequate and dedicated firefighting water.
x The nearest fire Department is located in Groveland and response time would be close to 45 minutes.
Further, during a fire response, Groveland/Big Oak Flat are left without fire protection for which
they are taxed and pay extra every year.
x Likewise, the nearest medical response comes from Groveland, both fire and ambulance. Again, there is
a 45 minute response time. Further, if medical transport is necessary, the ambulance would be
unavailable for the Groveland/Big Oak Flat area for at least a half a day if not an entire day or longer,
depending upon its hospital destination. Finally, the Groveland/Big Oak Flat residents pay annual taxes
for the ambulance to be available to them.
x The nearest Sheriff's Office is located in Sonora making a response time of an hour or more to the
Under Canvas location. With recent tax increase ballot measures failing, the County Sheriff's Office is
understaffed and responding to under canvas would require at least two hours driving time plus on scene
time. This exposes the rest of the County to undue risk.
TRAFFIC CONCERNS - Public Transportation.

84-4

In order to accommodate Under Canvas as well as the Terra VI project across the highway, significant
widening of Hwy 120 would be required. Looking at the highway changes necessary for the Rush Creek
Lodge located just up the highway, and much less complicated, At least four lanes and probably five would be
required between Sawmill Mountain Road and Harden Flat Road. These lanes could be configured as: WB right
turn, WB thru, Left turn (WB & EB), EB thru, and EB right turn.
x

The current entrance at Sawmill Mountain Road (for the Terra VI project) would have to be moved
because the sight lines and distance from the crest of the hill to the west are too short for safe traffic.
x The presence of large trucks delivering food and supplies to both properties (Under Canvas & Terra VI)
as well as the YARTS buses require long acceleration and deceleration lanes at this location of Hwy
120 due to its steep grade.
x The only evacuation Routes are either eastbound or westbound on Hwy 120. There are no other routes.
OTHER CONCERNS: Under Canvas has now proposed a helicopter pad as well as Terra Vi. UC is
proposing amplified sound for parties, weddings, business meetings. Under Canvas has dismissed the Mewuk
from further evaluation. Many other issues tied to Noise, Visual-Scenic impacts, Cultural and Biological
resources, lack of access and strain on public services such as law enforcement, ambulances, fire, etc.

84-5

84-6

TIMBERLAND CONVERSION
The matter of conversion of the site from commercial forest use to a non-forest use. In section 3.2.4, the
EIR notes that the project could have a significant impact on the environment if it results in the conversion of
forest land to non-forest use.
2

84-7

Letter 84

The EIR text clearly acknowledges that the project would result in a conversion of the project site from a
focus on timber management to a focus on recreation.
Over past decades when projects affecting forest lands have been reviewed, planning commissioners and
county supervisors have strongly advocated for not glossing over the impact of converting commercial
timberlands to other uses.
In Conclusion the EIR has not sufficiently tried to mitigate the environmental impact, it has glossed over and
misrepresented the actual concerns the project poses.


3

84-7
cont.

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 84 Response: Steve Vrionis, July 20, 2020
84-1

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response can be
found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, and Master Response 3: Water Quality,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

84-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR. This response provides additional information concerning on-site
water supply and firefighting equipment requirements.

83-4

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

83-4

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to
Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant with identified
mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on these topics can be found in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

84-5

The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less
than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, along with the results of
a sight distance analysis that was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road
intersection. A response concerning impacts related to emergency evacuation can be
found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, also in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The commenter is speculating that the Project’s guests will trespass onto the
commenter’s property, but this would be highly unlikely given terrain and vegetation
and the distance involved. Regardless, the commenter’s speculation does not concern
an environmental effect, so no impact under CEQA would occur.

84-6

The helicopter pad referenced in the Draft EIR’s Project Description would be used
for emergencies only, and would consist of an already-cleared area where a
helicopter could land in the event of emergencies, and would not be a permitted
heliport as described in California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 3554.
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For the commenter’s remarks concerning amplified sound and noise, a detailed
response can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning tribal consultation and cultural resources,
Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR provides an overview of the County’s efforts concerning
tribal consultation. On May 30, 2018, the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) was contacted by email to request a records search of their Sacred Lands File
(SLF) and a list of Native American representatives with cultural affiliation to the
Project area and vicinity. The response from the NAHC was received on June 14, 2018,
stating that the SLF has no record of any resources on the Project site. The reply also
included a list of two Native American representatives affiliated with the Project
area. On November 5, 2019, the County conveyed AB 52 consultation request letters
via certified mail to the identified tribal contacts (Chicken Ranch Rancheria and
Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk). No replies or requests for consultation were received.
The County’s responsibilities under applicable tribal consultation laws and
regulations have been completed in accordance with those requirements.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning visual resources, a detailed response can be
found in Master Response 5: Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts to biological resources were evaluated in in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less than
significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
For the commenter’s remarks concerning public services, a detailed response
concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.
84-7

The Project’s impacts to forest resources were evaluated in Section 3.2 of the Draft
EIR, particularly under Impact 3.2-1 on page 3.2-6. While the Project would result in
a conversion of the Project site from a focus on timber management to a focus on
recreational use, the Project has been designed to maintain the existing forest cover
largely intact. With implementation of the Project, the Project site would be capable
of maintaining current levels of productivity. In addition, the Project site would be
available for future harvests consistent with the recreational use. Removal of live
trees for the Project would be limited to removal of 45 trees from within the road
right-of-way and those trees which the arborist determined to pose a safety hazard.
This represents less than 3 percent of the total number of live trees on the developed
portion of the Project site. Approximately 1,307 live trees within the developed
portion of the site would remain, as would substantial quantities of live trees on the
undeveloped portions of the site. Consequently, the Project is not anticipated to result
in a loss of capability of the Project site to produce wood products. Moreover, timber
harvesting on private lands dedicated to recreational use is a common practice and is
often necessary to address guest safety and maintain forest health. Finally, conversion
of timberland on the Project site would be the subject to approval of the Timber
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Harvesting Plan and issuance of a Timberland Conversion Permit by CAL FIRE to
ensure avoidance and minimization of impacts to the environment. Consequently, the
limited extent of live tree removal that would take place with implementation of the
Project and the Project’s required compliance with existing regulations, including
approval of a Timberland Conversion Permit, which would be designed to avoid or
minimize impacts to the environment, would ensure that impacts related to loss of
forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use would be less than significant.
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Letter 85

Subject:

FW: Terra Vi and Under Canvas Project

To Whom it May Concern,
My Grandparents have owned the property at 11230 Saw Mill Mountain Rd, Groveland CA for over 30 years.
I would like to express my concerns over The Terra Vi and The Under Canvas projects and also state that I am extremely disappointed in the decision to not
allow an additional 30 days to fully review the EIR’s during these challenging times for many Americans. This has led me to believe that the County and
Builder do not care about the findings of the EIR, and the concerns over the project, they only care about the money involved and the benefits to themselves.

x

x

85-1

Fire Risk. As I'm sure you are aware this area was devastated by the RIM fire in 2013 and it has barely started to recover. My Grandparents cabin
lost an outbuilding and over half of the trees on their property, all due to one fire that was started miles away by a reckless hunter. The Under
Canvas project is projected to have 99 wood stoves with campfire pits and barbecues which will be well over 100 ignition sources in a site that has
already devastated by a fire 7 years ago. Homeowners in this area were extremely lucky to be able to get out in time before the RIM fire got to our
properties and there were no lives lost. However with all these additional sources of ignition and hundreds of people around if a fire was to start at
the Terra VI or Under Canvas site most likely lives would be lost. As an employee of a fire department I understand the need for quick response
times in order to control forrest fires before they get out of hand. Will there be a fire station at Terra Vi or Under Canvas projects that will include a
Water Tender, Truck and Engine 24/7 to prevent these fires?

85-2

Traffic. The proposed second access point for The Under Canvas project directly across from Saw Mill Mountain Rd would cause extreme
congestion in that corridor which includes Saw Mill Mountain Rd, CalTrans Shed, Terra Vi, and Hardin Flat. In the case of an emergency, such as a
fire that was started at Terra Vi, all these access points and roads will put everyone trying to evacuate at risk. A traffic study should be conducted in
this area.

85-3

- Trespassing/ Security. The Terra Vi project is within a mile of our family property. There are no hiking trails around the site so guests will most likely
venture out around the hotel and onto private property. No trespassing signs do not work to deter people from exploring. A huge concern is people wandering
onto our property, realizing that no one is currently there and breaking in, stealing or damaging items.

85-4

-Additional Noise. This site has stated that they will be having weddings/parties, however I am concerned about the noise pollution with the amplified sound
systems.

85-5

x

Sewage, Water Supply and Leach Field: All properties in the area of Saw Mill Mountain Rd are on a well system. The water supply test that was
conducted was done in a short period of time during a wet season which is unusual for this area. This test needs to be done over years in order for it
to reflect correct finds. During dry seasons (which is most of the time) the Terra Vi project could pull enough water from the ground to dry up our
wells which is the only source of water. This area lacks the use of a public water supply such as a reservoir or river. There is also the concern that
our well supplies could be contaminated.

85-6

Safety: Having the Terra Vi and The Under Canvas project so far from Groveland will cause a strain on public services such as Fire, Ambulances,
and Police Officers. With so many more people in the woods there are bound to be accidents, fires, or even incidents where law enforcement is
needed. This pulls resources away from the city of Groveland (where residents pay for these services) and delays the response time for everyone.

85-7

The county needs to consider a different location for these proposed projects. Such as the site known as “The Scar”. This will elevate all of the concerns that
are listed above.

85-8

Additionally while I was reviewing the DIER I also noticed that none of my families original letters of concerns were added, and I heard that a lot of the
neighbors letters were not added as well. I hope that this was just an over site and not the counties way of silencing the majority of people that are against this
project. Because our letters of concern were not added originally, please respond to this email stating it was received.

85-9

x

Thank you,
Samantha Wiedemann
426 Vista Ct
Livermore, CA 94550
Cell: 925-784-4036
Email: samanthakraft129@yahoo.com

1
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Letter 85 Response: Samantha Wiedemann, July 20, 2020
85-1

This comment concerns the requested extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment
period. Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment
Period, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.

85-2

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to
Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant with identified
mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on these topics can be found in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

85-4

The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less
than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, along with the results of
a sight distance analysis that was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road
intersection. As stated on page 3.8-6 of the Draft EIR, the Project was not required to
conduct a traffic study since it would only generate about half the number of trips
required to trigger such a study under either County or Caltrans criteria. As such, a
traffic study was not warranted and was not required.
The emergency access roadway that would connect with Forest Route 1S09 is an
existing roadway that currently provides the only access to the private property
inholding that comprises the Project site. Access to the site via this roadway is byright via a designated Forest Service roadway. Once the site is developed and new
access to the site from the east is completed, the existing roadway would be utilized
on an emergency-only basis. The Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the entire
Project, including use of the roadway and any minor improvements that may be
required. The biological resources surveys conducted for the Project evaluated the
secondary access road area. If the Project is approved, the Project Applicant will
work with the Forest Service to secure formal access permits, if needed, as provided
for in 16 USC Sections 532-538.

85-4

The commenter is speculating that the Project’s guests will trespass onto the
commenter’s property. This is highly unlikely given terrain and vegetation and the
distance involved. Regardless, the commenter’s speculation does not concern an
environmental effect, so no impact under CEQA would occur.

85-5

Impacts related to Noise were evaluated in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
found that the Project’s impacts for this issue would be less than significant.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 7: Noise, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
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85-6

Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for each of these issues would be less
than significant with identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response can be
found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, and Master Response 3: Water Quality,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

85-7

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

85-8

Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.

85-9

All public comments received during the Notice of Preparation comment period were
included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.
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Letter 86

To Whom it May Concern, 
My family has owned the property at 11230 Saw Mill Mountain Road in Groveled for over 30
years. I would like to voice my concerns over The Under Canvas and The Terra Vi projects as
well as the DIERs that were performed. 
First o, I would like to to state how disappointed I am that the additional 30 day request was
not granted. It shows that the people who run this County only care about themselves and not
the people they are suppose to serve, or the land up here they are suppose to protect. 

86-1

Here are a list of the concerns over the projects that I believe will be detrimental to the
ecosystem as well as the land surrounding the area.
1. Water Supply: For starters the water supply test was half heartedly conducted and was
done in a more wetter than normal winter season. To my understanding these tests should
b conducted over multiple dierent seasons to get an accurate depiction of water supply in
dierent climates and dierent parts of the year. California goes through droughts quite
often especially lately and with the properties and with the properties in the area being on
well systems the projects could pull enough water from the ground and dry up the wells.
The wells are our only source of water and if the water supply were to dry up or become
contaminated it would be extremely damaging to us and the environment.
2. Sewage/ Leach Field: Both of these projects are going to rely on an engineered septic
system to treat all of the waste. For projects of this size this’ll be a lot of waste to treat.
Being that The Terra Vi project is on a higher hill and the leach Celd has the opportunity to
bleed into our wells and contaminate our water. To show that this is areal and very
dangerous issue the resort up the road Rush Creek has had numerous issues with this with
no way of stopping or treating the issue.A new concern regarding the Sewage is that fact
that COVID-19 was found in the sewage in Yosemite Park. This should be a real concern
and should be taken into consideration when thinking about this project. COVID-19 is an
extreme virus that we still no little about, however from what we do know it causes great
illness as well as death from some people that become infected. 
3. Road Entrance/ Trac: The intersection of Saw Mill Mountain Rd and 120 is extremely
dicult most of the time to drive onto especially during peak times when people are trying
to go to and from Yosemite. With all the added car trac and food trac from people
walking across 120 to get to both sites it will lead to additional trac hazards. If an
accident were to occur or a pedestrian was hit it will pull emergency resources from the
surrounding areas. 
4. Fire Damage and Hazards: As everyone is aware the rim Cre of 2013 devastated the area.
The rim Cre was caused by a single reckless hunter who started a campCre and it went out
of control and caused an incalculable amount of damage. This Ce took about took about
80-90% of the trees in the area and burned down an outbuilding on our property. It very
narrowly missed the main house but it caused some damage to that as well. With a Cre this
bad being caused by one reckless hunter, what damage could be done by hundreds of
visitors with the projects promising wood stoves, campCre pits, and BBQ’s. If it is a
particularly dry season, which happens all the time, one spark from a Cre pit catches some
dry brush on Cre it could lead to another massive Cre. It only takes one careless person to
cause a massive Cre. 
5. Security and Privacy: The Terra Vi project will be within a mile of the property. One of the
concerns we have is people wandering into our property and either damaging or stealing
things. This are is not known for hiking trails and walking on 120 is very dangerous, which
could lead to people walking on the dirt paths we use to get in and out of our property.
With this project promising wedding and other parties it will lead to a lot of noise pollution. 

86-2

86-3

86-4

86-5

86-6

Letter 86

These are just some of the concerns that I and our family have regarding these two projects.
There is an area closed to Groveland called “ The Scar” that would alleviate a lot of these
concerns. It is closer to emergency services so if there is a hazard/ Cre emergency services
could respond much quicker. Since the Scar area is a much larger area of land it is farther away
from other personal properties and homes os the projects would not be drawing water from
person water supply wells. Where the Scar is located on 120 it is a long Dat road where you
can see both ways and could be perfect for trac lights. It is also just far enough away from
the Yosemite Gates that it will not get congested even during peak times. 

86-7

Lastly while reviewing the DEIR I notices that my pervious comment letter was excluded. It
also came to my attention that all of my families comment letters were excluded. I hope this
letter is included into the next report and the other letters were not left o purposely. Please
respond to this letter to let me know that it was received and will be added to the many other
letters of opposition regarding this project. 

86-8

Zachary Wiedemann

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 86 Response: Zachary Wiedemann, July 20, 2020
86-1

This comment concerns the requested extension of the Draft EIR’s public comment
period. Please see Master Response 10: Duration of the Draft EIR’s Public Comment
Period, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.

86-2

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR.

86-3

Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

86-4

Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to Transportation and Traffic,
including impacts to pedestrians, were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less than
significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6: Transportation
and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

86-5

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.

86-6

The commenter is speculating that the Project’s guests will trespass onto the
commenter’s property. This is highly unlikely given terrain and vegetation and the
distance involved. Regardless, the commenter’s speculation does not concern an
environmental effect, so no impact under CEQA would occur.

86-7

Alternatives to the Project, including alternative site locations, were evaluated in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 11: Alternatives to the
Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR for a response
concerning this topic.

86-8

All public comments received during the Notice of Preparation comment period were
included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.
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Letter 87

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Natalie Rizzi <NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Monday, July 20, 2020 2:21 PM
Luke Evans; Alexis Mena
FW: Yosemite Under Canvas DEIR


From:jbwilbur<avatarsjc@yahoo.com>
Sent:Monday,July20,20201:42PM
To:QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;NatalieRizzi<NRizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;TracieRiggs
<TRiggs@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;JohnGray<JGray@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;'kathleenhaff2020@gmail.com'
<kathleenhaff2020@gmail.com>
Subject:YosemiteUnderCanvasDEIR


July 20, 2020
From John Wilbur
20618 Nob Hill Cir
Groveland, CA 95321
408 605-7721

Tuolumne County Community Development Department
2 S. Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Attn: Quincy Yaley, Tuolumne County Planning Commissioners, Board of Supervisors
Pertaining to Yosemite Under Canvas DEIR,
I have concerns in the following areas:

x

Emergency services –

x

Please require a new fire station,

x

and a new ambulance,

x

and new Sheriff assigned to this area

x

Wildfires – increased risk, available fire equipment, evacuation.

x

Public transportation – highway changes, emergency evacuation.
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x

Water – Includes potable water, firefighting water, and septic discharge.

x

Cumulative impacts on the nearby area as well as in Groveland.

In addition, there are numerous other items shown In table ES-1 that are marked less than
significant with little or no justification.

87-1
cont.

87-2

Emergency services. Here are the authors of the DEIR indicate less than significant impact on fire
response, medical response (fire +ambulance) and law enforcement. This conclusion is not
substantiated in any way.
x

The nearest fire Department is located in Groveland and response time would be close to 45
minutes. Further, during a fire response, Groveland/Big Oak Flat are left without fire
protection for which they are taxed and pay extra every year.
There is a possibility that a Groveland based fire engine may not be funded within several
years. Thus, fire response may come from much further away, dramatically increasing the
wildfire risk.

x

Likewise, the nearest medical response comes from Groveland, both fire and ambulance.
Again, there is a 45 minute response time. Further, if medical transport is necessary, the
ambulance would be unavailable for the Groveland/Big Oak Flat area for at least a half a day if
not an entire day or longer, depending upon its hospital destination. Finally, the Groveland/Big
Oak Flat residents pay annual taxes for the ambulance to be available to them.

x

The nearest Sheriff's Office is located in Sonora making a response time of an hour or more
to the Under Canvas location. With recent tax increase ballot measures failing, the County
Sheriff's Office is understaffed and responding two under canvas would require at least two
hours driving time plus on scene time. This exposes the rest of the County to undue risk.

87-3

Wildfires. The DEIR Authors dismiss wildfire risk without any evidence to indicate why.
x

The area to be developed into Under Canvas was classified in 2007as Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone by CAL FIRE (see this DEIR). The catastrophic Rim Fire of 2013 clearly
demonstrated this classification is appropriate. It actually burned part of the site.

x

The likelihood of having more than 100 open fires on the site during high fire season cannot
help but worsen the fire risk. Any conclusion that this would be a Less Than Significant fire
risk is seriously flawed.

x

The Camp fire in Paradise CA occurred in 2018. Subsequent evacuation studies have shown
the high danger of a large population with only one or two evacuation routes out of the
area. This is clearly the case with respect to the Under Canvas site, particularly when
combined with other nearby projects. (See Cumulative Impact below). The DEIR is silent on
this issue.

x

The remoteness of the Under Canvas site means that fire response is lengthy. This allows
wildfires to be well developed long before crews are on scene to suppress.

x

The DERI is silent on providing adequate and dedicated firefighting water.

Public Transportation. The authors but this report clearly do not understand the issues of public
transportation As they have labeled all the impacts less than significant.
2
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x

In order to accommodate Under Canvas as well as the Terra VI project across the highway,
significant widening of Hwy 120 would be required. Looking at the highway changes
necessary for the Rush Creek Lodge located just up the highway, and much less complicated,
At least four lanes and probably five would be required between Sawmill Mountain Road and
Harden Flat Road. These lanes could be configured as: WB right turn, WB thru, Left turn (WB
& EB), EB thru, and EB right turn.

x

The current entrance at Sawmill Mountain Road (for the Terra VI project) would have to
be moved because the sight lines and distance from the crest of the hill to the west are too
short for safe traffic.

x

The presence of large trucks delivering food and supplies to both properties (Under Canvas &
Terra VI) as well as the YARTS buses require long acceleration and deceleration lanes at
this location of Hwy 120 due to its steep grade.

x

See Evacuation Route note under wildfires above. The only evacuation Route are either
eastbound or westbound on Hwy 120. There are no other routes. The Camp fire of 2018
clearly demonstrated the danger of such a scenario.

87-5
cont.

Water. The authors have provided little evidence there is sufficient water for all the needs at the
Under Canvas site. Also, the possibility of groundwater contamination from sewage was never
adequately explained.
x

There needs to be adequate fresh water supplies not only in Wet years, such as the one
cited in the DEIR, but in multiple dry years. This was not adequately covered by the authors.
How would the water be supplied to a facility with as many as 250 people in repeated dry
years?

x

Backup Water Supply is needed in very dry years should the promises put forth in the DEIR
not be realized.

x

No mention is made of a dedicated firefighting supply of water. This is critical in a Very
High Risk fire area. Without such a dedicated supply, firefighting resources have to be diverted
to obtain water in an otherwise very dry region.

x

The DEIR provided no explanation of how groundwater contamination was to be
prevented from its septic systems during high water years with substantial runoff. In that
there are many others downstream from these projects using Tuolumne River water,
groundwater contamination during very wet years is critical.

x

When considering the Terra VI project across the highway and above Under Canvas project,
mediations must be articulated in the event of groundwater contamination from the Terra
VI septic system infiltrates the water supply of Under Canvas.

87-6

Cumulative Impacts. The DEIR all but ignores the cumulative impact of three other substantial
projects nearby. Arguably the substantial cumulative impact of all of these projects render many of
the less than significant conclusions listed in the DEIR as indefensible. These projects are:
x

Under Canvas

x

Terra VI

x

Yosemite Lakes RV resort expansion

87-7

3

Letter 87

x

Berkeley-Tuolumne Camp

87-7
cont.

Other Considerations.
x

Aesthetics – Presently, travelers to Yosemite are driving through forest lands for many
minutes. To suddenly come upon a resort clearly alters the aesthetic in a very noticeable way.

87-8

x

Air Quality – It is difficult to imagine clean air in the vicinity of as many as 100 open fires
from campers at Under Canvas. However, the DEIR states less than significant impact.

87-9

x

Employee Housing – Completely delineating the housing for the maximum number of
employees on site. The current supply of low cost housing within a 45 minute drive is
extremely limited and 50+ employees would exacerbate the situation. Additionally, inadequate
housing could increase highway crowding and air quality as employees drive long distances to
and from work.

87-10

Hydrology – Runoff from the Under Canvas site with hardened streets and facilities
necessarily must affect the hydrology. Recent experiences with Rush Creek Lodge indicate
there will be significant runoff and it will contaminate groundwater. Special consideration
needs to be enumerated for protecting groundwater during construction.

87-11

x

Conclusions. Tuolumne County must ensure the EIR contains mitigation for the above articulated
and very significant items. To that end, I propose the following conditions for the Under Canvas
County Permit to proceed.
x

An emergency services facility be built and staffed for fire, medical and law enforcement. This
facility would be located between Sawmill Mountain Road and the Yosemite National Park
boundary.

x

Adequate water supplies be identified including a very significant and dedicated firefighting
supply.

x

Water supplies, including backup supplies, must be clearly delineated. When such would be
necessary, supplies for other developments as well as Groveland/Big Oak Flat would be
likewise impacted and in short supply.

x

Further plans for onsite groundwater runoff during storms be delineated during construction as
well as operations.

x

Highway improvements must be recognized and provided for in conjunction with other nearby
projects.

x

Sincerely,
John Wilbur
cc John Gray, Jim Junette, Tracie Riggs
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Letter 87 Response: John Wilbur, July 20, 2020
87-1

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to
Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that
impacts for each of these issues would be less than significant with identified mitigation
incorporated. A detailed response on these topics can be found in Master Response 1:
Wildfire, and Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts for each of the issues that were studied.
This analysis considered the cumulative effects that would occur if each of the
following projects were developed: 1) Terra Vi Lodge; 2) Berkeley Tuolumne
Restoration Project; 3) Mountain Sage Nursery special events; and 4) Thousand
Trails/Yosemite Lakes Expansion Project. For each topic, the Draft EIR found that
the cumulative effect of the Project’s implementation would be less than significant
and would not be cumulatively considerable.

87-2

Table ES-1 in the Draft EIR’s Executive Summary provides only a summary of the
Draft EIR’s findings. The actual analysis and findings, together with substantial
evidence to support those findings, was contained in each of the issue sections within
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR.

87-3

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

87-4

Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR. A detailed response concerning impacts related to emergency
evacuation can also be found in that response. This response also provides additional
information concerning on-site water supply and firefighting equipment requirements.
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Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts for each of the issues that were studied.
This analysis considered the cumulative effects that would occur if each of the
following projects were developed: 1) Terra Vi Lodge; 2) Berkeley Tuolumne
Restoration Project; 3) Mountain Sage Nursery special events; and 4) Thousand
Trails/Yosemite Lakes Expansion Project. For each topic, the Draft EIR found that
the cumulative effect of the Project’s implementation would be less than significant
and would not be cumulatively considerable.
87-5

Impacts related to Transportation and Traffic were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be
less than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

87-6

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Impacts related to Water Quality were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with
identified mitigation incorporated. A detailed response on this topic can be found in
Master Response 3: Water Quality, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

87-7

The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts for each of the issues that were studied.
This analysis considered the cumulative effects that would occur if each of the
following projects were developed: 1) Terra Vi Lodge; 2) Berkeley Tuolumne
Restoration Project; 3) Mountain Sage Nursery special events; and 4) Thousand
Trails/Yosemite Lakes Expansion Project. The cumulative analysis can be found at
the end of each topical section of the Draft EIR. For each topic, the Draft EIR found
that the cumulative effect of the Project’s implementation would be less than
significant and would not be cumulatively considerable.

87-8

Impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be less than
significant. A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 5:
Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

87-9

Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can
be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR. The “100 open fires from campers,” as asserted in the commenter’s
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remarks, would not occur with the Project. Three campfire pits, managed by staff,
would be present on the site. Each tent would be equipped with an EPA-certified
wood heating stove. More information on these features can be found in Master
Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
87-10

The Project’s impacts to population and housing, including impacts related to
employee housing, was analyzed in Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page
3-16. The Project Applicant provides employee housing to its employees by renting a
house (or houses) for use by the employees. The Draft EIR’s analysis found that
Tuolumne County’s rental vacancy rate is about midway between the California
statewide vacancy rate and the national vacancy rate, which demonstrates sufficient
rental housing would be available, as needed.

87-11

The Project’s impacts to hydrology and drainage were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. As discussed under Impact 3.5-1, beginning on page 3.5-15, the Project
does not include the addition of significant amounts of impervious surfaces since the
tents would be on wooden platforms open on the bottom and the roads would be
unpaved gravel. As a result, the site would consist of pervious gravel roadways and
wooden tent platforms that would allow water to run beneath and would maintain
existing drainage patterns. Sheet flow would not be collected and conveyed, and
would continue to sheet flow across campsites. Because the Project would create
minimal impervious area, stormwater treatment would not be required. Existing
drainage patterns would be maintained in concert with the improvements to the
Project site, and the overall Project will not degrade stormwater quality.
As further stated in the Draft EIR, during construction, the Project would be required
to comply with the Construction General Permit and local stormwater ordinances.
These state and local requirements were developed to ensure that stormwater is
managed and erosion is controlled on construction sites. The Construction General
Permit requires preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP), which requires applications of BMPs to control run-on and runoff
from construction work sites. The BMPs would include, but would not be limited to,
physical barriers to prevent erosion and sedimentation, construction of sedimentation
basins, limitations on work periods during storm events, use of infiltration swales,
protection of stockpiled materials, and a variety of other measures that would
substantially reduce or prevent erosion and the potential for impacts to surface water
quality from occurring during construction. Based on each of these considerations,
the Project would not result in a significant impact to hydrology and drainage.

87-12

The points raised in this comment express the opinion of the commenter as to how
the Project should be constructed and operated, and the conditions that the County
should place on the Project. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in
Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project or Opinions on Why the Project Should
or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. No additional response
to this comment is required here. All comments, however, will be provided to
applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.
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Subject:
Attachments:

FW: Yosemite Under Canvas EIR
YUC EIR Reply - EGL & RCL.pdf

From:LeeZimmerman<leez@evergreenlodge.com>
Sent:Friday,July17,20203:40:23PM
To:QuincyYaley<QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;TarynVanderpan<TVanderpan@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;JohnGray
<JGray@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;TracieRiggs<TRiggs@co.tuolumne.ca.us>;JimJunette<jjunette@fs.fed.us>
Cc:BrianAnderluh<briana@evergreenlodge.com>
Subject:YosemiteUnderCanvasEIR
Hi Quincy, Taryn, Tracie & John,



Attached are our comments on the Yosemite Under Canvas Draft EIR. Thank you for the opportunity to share our
concerns.



We were extremely surprised to see in the EIR that, rather than addressing the consistent concerns that were raised
initially by many, Yosemite Under Canvas chose to rationalize and summarily presume no effect and no mediation needed
throughout, due both to its proposed development and the cumulative impacts of other projects in the immediate vicinity. 



This puts the burden on the county to determine mediations and additional resources needed to keep everyone safe and
protected and without loss of quality of life and rights due to Yosemite Under Canvas and the other developments. It also
puts the burden on the county to hold them to the same standards as previous full-scale developments, and to not be able
to skirt appropriate standards by acting like they are just a campground.



Thank you very much for doing so,



Lee




~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Lee Zimmerman
Evergreen Lodge, Yosemite
Rush Creek Lodge, Yosemite
(415) 609-2222
leez@evergreenlodge.com
www.evergreenlodge.com
www.rushcreeklodge.com
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Letter 88

July 17, 2020
Dear Quincy & Taryn,
This letter is in reply to the Yosemite Under Canvas (YUC) EIR and their plan to
construct a luxury campground facility on Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 068-120-062 and
068-120-063.
We and others have significant concerns regarding the proposed development and
the biased and dismissive EIR in particular.
The developers are trying to create the equivalent of a full-service lodging facility
without building in the public safety infrastructure to protect us and others in the
area. They are positioning their proposal as a campground, while really having semipermanent and permanent structures and creating all of the exposures (and more, given
100 proposed wood burning stoves in tents) of a full lodging development.

88-2

The EIR has chosen to defend and ignore, rather than address, the many concerns
and ‘Areas of Controversy’ raised by us and others during the initial public review
periods. They proposed no changes that we see based on the initial round of feedback
from stakeholders. Given this, we ask the county provide the disciplined approach
required in assessing and controlling/containing the project.

88-3

As the county reviews the EIR and contemplates approval and conditions for this facility,
please include in any impact analysis by the county and other agencies the combined
impact of the two contemplated additions, YUC & Terra Vi, rather than each
project individually. Taking a silo approach to each impact assessment will miss the
cumulative effects of the two developments contemplated at this location. YUC’s EIR
sections on cumulative effects are token at best.

88-4

The impact of these two developments needs to also be analyzed in the context of the
already approved development in the same area at Berkeley Family Camp and the
planned expansion at Yosemite Lakes/NACO. The cumulative impacts of these large
projects, nearly 500 lodging units, would be substantial, would significantly increase
public safety and environmental risks, and would significantly expand the need for
infrastructure and key public services. The YUC EIR does not account for these
cumulative risks and needs. Given county economics, it is not clear how additional

88-5
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services and protections would be provided to avoid increasing exposure and risk for
neighbors and local community, which need to be avoided at all cost.
One important note: due to recent local and other California fires, it has become almost
impossible to obtain commercial property insurance coverage in our area. Regular
carriers deny coverage, and we’ve been forced to go to secondary markets to piecemeal
minimum bank-required insurance coverage. Our cost for property insurance alone
(not liability, auto or other coverages) has in two years gone from $88,000 to
$1,250,000 per year, a 14-fold increase. If fire related risks are perceived to have
increased due to these new developments, or if these developments cause any fire
related incidents to occur in our area, it will likely become impossible or financially
infeasible to secure property coverage, which could result in bank default and
bankruptcy for us and other existing hospitality operators. Any new development,
should it be approved to move forward, must be held to stringent fire control and
prevention requirements.

88-5
cont.

88-6

Key concerns not adequately or appropriately resolved in the EIR follow:
All of these comments below apply to YUC, and many key items, including fire safety,
public services, traffic, infrastructure, neighbor impacts and employee housing, are
exacerbated by the contemplated Terra Vi development across the highway.
WOOD BURNING STOVES
• Yosemite Under Canvas specifies wood burning stoves for each of their 99 units.
• Given the extreme fire risk in our area, it is highly imprudent to have nearly 100
novice users burning wood each night in soft sided structures. The wood burning
stoves would also require daily ash removal and transport/disposal from nightly
stove use. The stoves and associated flammable materials transport create too
much risk of a fire occurring that could affect our entire corridor and the county’s
entire Yosemite tourism tax base.
• Property and forest damage is only one element of fire risk. Obtaining property
insurance in event of another fire incident is another, as highlighted by our
comments above regarding the 14-fold increase in property coverage cost in the
past 2 years.
• We also do not accept YUC’s analysis regarding the smoke and air quality impact
from 100 wood burning fires each night. Smoke from these fires would definitely
impact air quality and neighbors, and it would drift east with the winds toward
Rush Creek Lodge, likely impacting us and our guests as well. For reference, our
entire lodge at Rush Creek has 1 wood burning fireplace. Evergreen Lodge has 1
wood burning fireplace as well.

88-7
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• The analysis justifying the stoves is based on the fact that the total emissions over
the course of the year will be under the allowable annual amount. The analysis is
based on only 82 days of usage, which seems an aggressively low number given
how temperatures cool each night with our elevation and low humidity, and given
that there will be no control over the fireplaces being used more frequently based
on guest desires.
• Any analysis should focus on the impact and risk of the 100 wood stoves going
simultaneously in high fire season and the associated peak season daily air quality
impact, rather than relying on full year averages, which are particularly irrelevant
in a seasonal facility with highly seasonal fire and air quality risks.

88-7
cont.

• The idea of proposing the wood burning stoves is completely inappropriate
and unfair to all neighbors and to the county, as it creates significant
economic, health and property risk to all. Doing so without proposing
significant firefighting infrastructure is particularly irresponsible. It is clear
to those who have lived in this county for the past 10 years that the addition
of 100 wood burning stoves, to be used by novices each day, should not be
allowed.
FIRE SAFETY
Given the economic and environmental devastation caused by the Rim and Ferguson
fires, we are duly concerned about the concentration of structures located just a few miles
from our lodges and from Yosemite. We know from experience that tourists are not as
aware of and careful about fire risks as they should be, and it is critical that all structures
be appropriately protected and that sound internal and external firefighting resources be
in place.
Remarkably, despite extreme concern expressed by many during the initial comment
period, YUC dismisses the clear and significant fire risks of their proposed development
and does not propose any onsite fire protection or firefighting resources & capabilities.
The report loses credibility when it goes so far as to state: “Therefore, the project would
not exacerbate fire risk, but would instead improve conditions related to wildfire risk.”
• To minimize fire risk to the site, their neighbors, us, other nearby facilities, the
national forest and Yosemite, proposed tents and all other structures (portable,
semi-seasonal and otherwise), of this large commercial development should
be required to:
1. be protected by an automatic fire sprinkler system, and
2. have central station alarm monitoring
Currently, no sprinklers or monitoring are proposed in the guest tents, bathroom,
commercial kitchen, reception/dining room or other buildings.

88-8
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• YUC must be required to have appropriate firefighting infrastructure onsite
(just as we were). Properties in our area need to be able to contain fires
created onsite. With prevailing winds, a fire that escapes YUC will head
straight towards Rush Creek and will quickly arrive at our property. Given
YUC’s location, county firefighting teams won’t likely be onsite within an hour
of when a fire begins. YUC needs to be able to automatically and rapidly contain
the fire. They do not propose any onsite capabilities for them or the fire
department, other than fire hose stations & extinguishers, for how they anticipate
fighting fires given no outside firefighting resources for miles. Requirements
should include at minimum:
1. A large water tank to provide firefighting water
2. Hydrant system to deliver firefighting water throughout the site
3. A minimum required fire flow rate and duration
4. Adequate well water supply to quickly refill water tank
• No mention is made about mitigating fire risk during the construction period.
Requirements should be in place to do so, including potential fire watch.

88-8
cont.

88-9

• In Table ES-1, under Wildfire section 3.9-3 (& 3.9-7), YUC summarily states
‘None required’ regarding the following obligation, which is clearly false:
Implementation of the project [, in conjunction with other development,]
would not require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power
lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment.
• Under the ‘No Project Alternative’ scenario, the YUC EIR argues that if the
project were not developed, it “would result in a potentially significant and
unavoidable wildfire impact, as compared to the less-than-significant (no
mitigation required) impacts identified with the proposed project.” This is
absurd in the context of the proposed 100 wood burning fireplaces, risk of
smoking guests and other fire hazards from construction and ongoing
operations, and lack of firefighting infrastructure proposed, even before
consideration of the other developments contemplated for the area, and the
comment speaks to the bias and lack of credibility of the EIR and associated
analysis.

88-10
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POTABLE WATER
• Water – we encourage realistic estimates of water usage and sustained water
production for projects to ensure sufficient capacity so appropriate firewater
stores can be consistently maintained.
• Our lodge was designed for 50 gallons per day per person in guest facilities.
YUC targets 12 and designs for 20. Assumed food preparation usage appears
particularly low as well.
• Total expected daily water usage is projected at 7,755 gallons. Based on our
relevant experience actually running lodging facilities in the area, usage will be
closer to 20,000 gallons per day, over 2.5 times their design volume.
• It is not clear that sufficient potable water flow been identified based on realistic
estimates and seasonal drought variability, and hauling water on an ongoing basis
should not be allowed.
88-12

• It is also not clear that in drought years the wells at YUC and Terra Vi won’t
impact the local water table (note: all wells hit initial water at the same level) and
affect the viability of the neighbors’ access to potable water via their own nearby
wells.
• The conclusion that “Implementation of the proposed project, in conjunction with
other development, would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and
multiple dry years” is dubious given how different ongoing well use is from
single short-term testing done after the wettest season in years. Should tests be
repeated this fall to understand drop in water table and flows in a more normal
year to protect neighbors from negative consequences to their water supply?
• Will there be onsite staff for over 6 months? Based on their 7-month operating
season and given overnight operations and limited local housing options, we
assume this is likely. This would make the system non-transient, non-community,
which is not addressed.
WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT
88-13

• Given the scale of development, with hundreds of guests onsite nightly, a full
waste treatment system should be required as was the case with Rush Creek.

Letter 88

• Particularly given proximity to Tuolumne River, dispensing untreated wastewater
into leach fields seems imprudent and would seem to unduly put the watershed at
risk.
• Design volume at under 10,800 gallons is close to half of anticipated actual water
usage based on our experience, meaning both proposed system 1 and 2 are
significantly under-sized and don’t reflect the true waste flow the property will
generate.

88-13
cont.

EMPLOYEE HOUSING
• The modest staffing projection to run a 100-unit hospitality facility, including
housekeeping, front desk, maintenance and food service operation, does not
appear close to realistic. Perhaps it is aimed at skirting obligations that might be
required were the true employee count known. While YUC operations may be
very streamlined, the Evergreen Lodge, of similar scale, although with a few
additional departments, has over 150 staff in peak season.
• Underestimating staffing misrepresents the need for onsite housing given the
limited labor pool and affordable housing stock in and around Groveland.
• With 7-month per year operations, plus opening and closing, it seems appropriate
to have year-round onsite employee housing (or development of affordable local
housing) as a requirement of this project and of Terra Vi as well, so the county
can handle the demand to house employees ‘up the hill’ near the facilities.
Significant staff housing was required for our lodges and staff housing should be
required for YUC’s development as well.

88-14

• With very limited apartment options and affordable housing stock in the
Groveland area, new developments should be charged with providing sufficient
onsite housing for employees. Insufficient onsite staff housing will cause a local
shortage and drive prices up, affecting the stability of all moderate wage earners
in the area, including trade, hospitality, County, National Park and National
Forest Service employees.
PUBLIC SERVICES & COUNTY FIREFIGHTING CAPABILITY
• We strongly disagree with YUC’s summary conclusions that impacts on public
services, including fire protection, ambulance & law enforcement, when
combined with the contemplated Terra Vi project in particular, would be
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insignificant. That conclusion is plainly flawed to anyone who understands our
area and the limited existing access to services.
• County firefighting infrastructure and services will definitely need to be expanded
to be able to handle potential fire at the new facilities, which could extend to our
facility as well. The county has been instrumental at successfully supporting
defense of our properties and advocating for resources to ensure our survival
during previous fire events. With the contemplated YUC & Terra Vi
developments, we have great concern about the additional firefighting resources
and infrastructure that would need to be added, and need to be funded, to provide
continued support at an appropriate level in this essential area to defend us and the
new developments.
• If YUC & Terra Vi are constructed, a rapid response plan and associated
firefighting resources need to be in place to stop a fire from moving from these
developments to Rush Creek. To mitigate fire risk and protect all neighbors,
perhaps YUC & Terra Vi should help fund an onsite county fire station for quick
response and in acknowledgement of the increased risk to neighbors and forest
imposed by the new developments.

88-15
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• Services infrastructure – ambulance and police response time to our lodges is
already slow due to distances and limited resources. Bolstering these resources
‘up the hill’, and potentially at the project sites, will be key if additional
developments are contemplated, particularly given the cumulative visitor count
increases and traffic risk impacts of the projects contemplated. We are glad that
GCSD has importantly raised some of the concerns in this regard as well.
• For reference, as part of our development agreement, Rush Creek pays annually in
support of potential additional ambulance service needs as a result of our
facilities.
TRAFFIC SAFETY & IMPACT
• The cumulative effect of YUC, Terra Vi, Berkeley Camp & potential Yosemite
Lakes expansion will be significant to traffic in the Hardin Flat Road area. A
coherent plan is essential to ensure that this section of scenic State Highway 120
does not become dangerous or congested.
• Turn and merge lanes should be required as appropriate to address safety and
congestion. Turn areas with limited visibility must be addressed given the speeds
of vehicles traveling the highway and Yosemite visitors’ lack of knowledge of the
local roadways and turnouts.
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• Particular care should be taken to address the highway exit/entrance challenges
given the speed of the highway and associated sightlines. One particular turn of
concern that may already be on the county’s radar is the sharp turn from Highway
120 onto Hardin Flat Road, which should be addressed for the safety of all
concerned.
• Relying on expanding YARTS to address congestion issues is not a viable
approach, as it can have marginal impact only versus the 100’s of cars that will
enter and depart the facilities and Yosemite each day.

88-16
cont.

• Yosemite is already limiting park entry due to COVID and traffic congestion.
These new facilities will exacerbate traffic and denied entry problems throughout
the peak season, which is when YUC plans to operate. YARTS does not have
capacity to resolve this.
NEIGHBOR IMPACTS
• The effects of a significant change in traffic flow, noise and light in the immediate
vicinity of the YUC & Terra Vi neighbors will be extreme and a dramatic
departure from the rustic feel that these homesteader families originally sought
and have enjoyed through the years. Such a dramatic change is an unfair impact
to quality of life and property values for these homeowners. Is this really an
appropriate location for large scale development given the significant effects on
and risks to the neighbors who settled the land?

88-17

• Did the zoning change pushed through years ago fairly take into account the
negative consequences and loss of property value and quality of life to the
neighbors who originally settled this land?
CUMULATIVE IMPACT
• Very importantly, the Cumulative Impacts explanations presented are simply not
credible and are dismissive of cumulative risks and impacts from the multiple
projects currently proposed. The cumulative impacts analysis also underestimates
the need for additional county infrastructure and support to address impacts of the
developments proposed.
• We ask the county to be disciplined and thoughtful as it contemplates the pace of
development in our area and the need to create infrastructure to fully support new
development and the varied impacts new development has on existing facilities.
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DEVELOPMENT PACE
• In considering the Under Canvas and Hansji developments, in light of Berkeley
Camp & Yosemite Lakes, the county should carefully assess pace of development
and take into account that the additions of lodging to our corridor have happened
incrementally over many years, which has allowed each business to stabilize and
generate the significant, reliable tax base that has become so important to the
county.
• For example, we bought the 18 cabin Evergreen Lodge in 2001 and added 48 new
rooms there in 2004. We then added 24 more rooms in 2009. Then, 7 years later
in 2016, we opened Rush Creek. These stepwise additions over time allowed new
inventory to be successfully absorbed into the marketplace, and this disciplined
approach has proven out well for the community overall.
• This disciplined approach to growth is especially relevant now, given the current
economic and health crisis caused by the ongoing global pandemic. We and other
businesses are struggling mightily to survive not only the long closure but also the
travel restrictions and associated limited demand for travel to our area now that
we have reopened. We are counting on a return of this demand when the
pandemic subsides; however, the timeline for a ‘return to normalcy’ is unclear.
International and domestic ‘fly to’ tourism may not fully come back for years.
Given the historically challenging economic environment, is this the best time to
push rapid approval of the addition of hundreds of lodging units on our corridor,
nearly doubling the lodging supply?
We strongly encourage a critical, methodical review of the dismissive analysis
provided in the EIR regarding the significant impacts and risks of this project on
the immediate and broader neighbors in the area.
Thank you. Feel free to call me if we can provide any additional information.
Sincerely,

Lee Zimmerman
cc John Gray, Jim Junette, Tracie Riggs
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Letter 88 Response: Lee Zimmerman, July 27, 2020
88-1

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. However, as shown in the responses to follow, the commenter has not provided
any substantial evidence to support the assertion that the Draft EIR’s analysis was
deficient. The comment is noted and no additional response to this comment is
required.

88-2

The Draft EIR evaluated the Project as it was proposed. The Project will operate
seasonally, will contain no permanent structures, and will be developed and operated
at a substantially lower intensity than a full lodging development. The analysis and
findings in the Draft EIR are reflective of that fact. Analysis of a full lodging
development on the site would likely have come to different conclusions, but that is
not the type of development for the Project site, nor is it the type of development that
was analyzed in the Draft EIR.

88-3

During the EIR’s scoping period, a number of issues were identified of special
interest to area stakeholders. These issues are listed in Section 1.4.2 of the Draft EIR.
The Project’s physical impacts with respect to each of these issues were analyzed in
the Draft EIR. The Final EIR responds to comments received on the Draft EIR that
concerned these issues, with additional detail provided in the master responses in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. For the benefit of the commenter, those issues are listed
below, along with a reference to where each issue was evaluated in the Draft EIR,
and where additional information and responses can be found in this Final EIR:
The EIR should evaluate impacts regarding public services (fire protection,
ambulances, and law enforcement) and their associated response times. Impacts
related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects arising
from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than significant.
A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 4: Public
Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The EIR should address the limited affordable housing options in the area and
how this will be impacted by increased Under Canvas employees. The Project’s
impacts on population and housing, including impacts related to employee housing,
were analyzed in Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3-16. The Project
Applicant provides employee housing to its employees by renting a house (or houses)
for use by the employees. The Draft EIR’s analysis found that Tuolumne County’s
rental vacancy rate is about midway between the California statewide vacancy rate
and the national vacancy rate, which demonstrates sufficient rental housing would be
available, as needed.
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The EIR should address recreational impacts on Yosemite National Park. Impacts
related to Public Services and Recreation were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental
effects arising from the provision of new or expanded public recreational services
would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found
in Master Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Further studies should be conducted to confirm there is adequate water supply at
the Project site. Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the
Draft EIR. As discussed, the detailed geohydrology study and aquifer pumping tests
found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed response
on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.
The EIR should address the location of the septic field as it is upstream of the
Tuolumne River and could impact water quality. Impacts related to water supply
were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for
this issue would be less than significant. A detailed response on this topic can be
found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The EIR should evaluate impacts related to air quality as a result of camp fires at
the Project site. Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of
emissions were evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that
impacts to air quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning
this issue can be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The EIR should evaluate traffic impacts, specifically increased entries onto SR-120
and provide valid mitigation to decrease traffic congestion. The Project’s impacts
on Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found
that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less than significant.
A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6: Transportation and Traffic,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, along with the results of a sight distance analysis that
was undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road intersection. As stated on page 3.86 of the Draft EIR, the Project was not required to conduct a traffic study since it
would only generate about half the number of trips required to trigger such a study
under either County or Caltrans criteria. As such, a traffic study was not warranted or
required.
The EIR should address the Project’s impact to wildlife in the vicinity. Impacts
related to Biological Resources were evaluated in in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that impacts to sensitive species and habitats would be less than
significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
The EIR should consider impacts associated with aesthetics and light pollution.
Impacts related to Aesthetics were evaluated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. The
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analysis found that impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be less than
significant. A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 5:
Aesthetics, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The EIR should evaluate the increased risk of wildfire as a result of the Project.
Impacts related to Wildfire were evaluated in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
The EIR should address cumulative impacts, specifically relating to the Terra Vi
development. The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts for each of the issues that
were studied. This analysis considered the cumulative effects that would occur if
each of the following projects were developed: 1) Terra Vi Lodge; 2) Berkeley
Tuolumne Restoration Project; 3) Mountain Sage Nursery special events; and 4)
Thousand Trails/Yosemite Lakes Expansion Project. The cumulative analysis can be
found at the end of each topical section of the Draft EIR. For each topic, the Draft
EIR found that the cumulative effect of the Project in combination with the other
projects would be less than significant.
The EIR should include a finalized site plan for the Project site, including tent,
leachfield, and pool locations. A site plan was provided as Figure 2-3 of the Draft
EIR. Appendix C of the Draft EIR provided detailed grading, erosion control, and
utility plans.
The County should identify and evaluate several alternatives to the Project,
including a different Project site. Alternatives to the Project, including alternative
site locations, were evaluated in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 11: Alternatives to the Project and Alternative Site Locations, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR for a response concerning this topic.
As can be seen above, the Draft EIR did not ignore the concerns that were raised by
area stakeholders, and the commenter’s assertions otherwise are not supported by the
substantial evidence.
88-4

The Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts for each of the issues that were studied.
This analysis considered the cumulative effects that would occur if each of the
following projects were developed: 1) Terra Vi Lodge; 2) Berkeley Tuolumne
Restoration Project; 3) Mountain Sage Nursery special events; and 4) Thousand
Trails/Yosemite Lakes Expansion Project. The cumulative analysis can be found at
the end of each topical section of the Draft EIR. For each topic, the Draft EIR found
that the cumulative effect of the Project’s implementation in combination with the
other projects would be less than significant.

88-5

Please see the response to comment 88-4, above.
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Speculation as to future insurance markets is not a CEQA issue, and is beyond the
scope of the EIR. For a discussion of the Project’s design features related to wildfire
risk and abatement, please see Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

88-7

Impacts related to Wildfire and the Project’s associated risks were evaluated in
Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for this issue would be
less than significant. A detailed response on this topic, including detailed information
of the Project’s wood heating stoves, can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
Again, speculation as to future insurance markets is not a CEQA issue, and is beyond
the scope of the EIR. For a discussion of the Project’s design features related to
wildfire risk and abatement, please see Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR.
Air Quality impacts related to wood smoke and other sources of emissions were
evaluated in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts to air
quality would be less than significant. A detailed response concerning this issue, as
well as an explanation of the substantial evidence upon which the finding was based,
can be found in Master Response 8: Wood Smoke and Air Quality, in Section 2.2 of
this Final EIR. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR’s conservative
dispersion modeling and emissions analysis related to the wood stoves evaluated both
daily and annual emissions. The commenter is again referred to Master Response 8,
particularly the Revised Draft EIR Table 3.3-4 contained therein, which provides
details of the Project’s emissions contributions.
For the Project’s impacts to wildfire risk associated with the Project’s wood stoves,
the commenter is again referred to Master Response 1: Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of this
Final EIR.

88-8

Impacts related to Wildfire and the Project’s associated risks were evaluated in
Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that impacts for this issue would be
less than significant. A detailed response on this topic, including detailed information
of the actions the Project will take to prevent ignitions on the site and the firefighting
equipment that will be provided, can be found in Master Response 1: Wildfire, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.

88-9

The commenter is again referred to Master Response 1: Wildfire for an overview of
the Construction Fire Prevention Plan that is currently in preparation for the Project
as a condition of permit issuance.

88-10

It is unclear precisely what portion of the quoted Draft EIR statement with which the
commenter takes issue, but the impacts of implementing the entirety of the Project,
including those aspects of the Project related to reducing wildfire risk, were evaluated
in each of the topical sections of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that the impacts
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of implementing the Project would be less than significant with mitigation, where
applicable. We also direct the commenter to Master Response 1: Wildfire, in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
88-11

The Draft EIR determined: “In its current condition, the site presents a hazard with
respect to fuel loads, both in the understory and the overstory. This condition
represents a risk of wildfire not only on the site, but potentially to surrounding areas.
Without fuel reductions, the rate of spread and flame length associated with a fire on
the site would likely exceed the upper limits of control by direct attack methods.
Without a funding source for the hazardous fuel reductions on the site, such as that
provided by the Project, this condition would likely continue under the No Project
Alternative, and would therefore present a potentially significant impact. This impact
would be significant and unavoidable, which would represent a greater level of
impact than the Project” (Draft EIR page 4-18).
The fuel reduction activities that would take place as part of the Project would
decrease fuel loads on the Project site, with a beneficial effect to overall wildfire risk
currently presented by the existing fuel conditions on the site. Impacts created by
activities at the Project site under proposed conditions (including the use of woodburning stoves) were determined to be less than significant. We refer the commenter
to Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR and to Master Response 1, Wildfire, in Section 2.2 of
the Final EIR.

88-12

Impacts related to water supply were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The
analysis found that impacts for this issue would be less than significant. A detailed
response on this topic can be found in Master Response 2: Water Supply, in Section
2.2 of this Final EIR. That response provides detailed information concerning the
adequacy of the aquifer pumping tests conducted for the Project. In addition to the
master response, two additional technical memoranda have been prepared that
provide additional technical detail on this issue. Those memoranda are attached to
this Final EIR as Appendix B1 and B2.
As noted in the Draft EIR (Table 2-1 on page 2-12), the Project’s anticipated daily
water use of 7,755 gallons per day was based on recorded observations at other
facilities operated by the Project Applicant. Those facilities are similar in size to the
Project, and operate in an identical manner. The Project would utilize the same water
efficiency features that have been implemented at the Project Applicant’s other
operational facilities, including the use of water fixtures that use minimal water,
shower facilities with shower heads and faucets that turn on by pulling a handle or
pushing a knob and turn off as soon as the handle or knob is released, and toilets that
would use 0.8 to 1.2 gallons of water per flush. The Project would not utilize
irrigated landscaping or contain a swimming pool, spa, or other water features. In
short, the Project would operate in a substantially different manner than a traditional
hotel (a use to which the commenter is using as a comparison), and the anticipated
water demands of the Project reflect that difference.
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88-13

Impacts related to Water Quality from the Project’s wastewater treatment system
were evaluated in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that the Project’s
impacts would be less than significant with identified mitigation incorporated.
A detailed response on this topic can be found in Master Response 3: Water Quality,
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR.
The peak wastewater generation for the Project was presented in Table 2-2 of the
Draft EIR. The total value (10,841 gallons per day) was derived from generation
factors provided in the California Plumbing Code, and represents a worst-case
scenario of the maximum volume of sewage that could be generated per day at full
capacity, with all tents at maximum occupancy and all guests and employees eating
all their meals at the site. 35 The modeled peak wastewater generation for the Project
is nearly 30 percent greater than the expected maximum daily potable water usage for
the Project (7,755 gallons per day). 36 The Project’s wastewater system and leach
field was designed to accommodate the higher number (10,841 gallons per day),
which means that the system is oversized by a factor of at least 30 percent for the
amount of effluent that is likely to be generated.

88-14

The number of employees required to operate the Project was derived from other
facilities operated by the Project Applicant. Those facilities are similar in size to the
Project, and operate in an identical manner.
The Project’s impacts to population and housing, including impacts related to
employee housing, were analyzed in Section 3.0.3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on
page 3-16. The Project Applicant provides employee housing to its employees by
renting a house (or houses) for use by the employees. The Draft EIR’s analysis found
that Tuolumne County’s rental vacancy rate is about midway between the California
statewide vacancy rate and the national vacancy rate, which demonstrates sufficient
rental housing would be available, as needed.

88-15

Impacts related to Public Services were evaluated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis found that the Project’s impacts related to the environmental effects
arising from the provision of new or expanded public services would be less than
significant. A detailed response concerning this issue can be found in Master
Response 4: Public Services, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR. That response also
provides information on the Project’s fair-share contribution to the Groveland
Community Services District for provision of emergency response services.

35 See Table 2-2 on page 2-13 of the Draft EIR. All wastewater flow rate calculations and tank sizing specifications

were derived from Appendix H of the 2016 California Plumbing Code. Specifically, 2016 California Plumbing
Code, Estimated Waste/Sewage Flow Rates, Table H 201.1 (2), 9. Hotels (No kitchen); 30 gpd/person. Also Chart
H 901.7 Design Criteria for commercial kitchen/food preparation wastewater treatment and dispersal using
disposable utensils. Per Tuolumne County Environmental Health policy, the maximum daily volumes used for
wastewater system design must represent maximum daily volumes at maximum occupancy.
36 See Table 2-1 on page 2-12 of the Draft EIR. The expected water use values for the Project are based on recorded
observations at other Under Canvas facilities.
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88-16

The Project’s impacts to Transportation were evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis found that impacts for transportation-related issues would be less
than significant. A detailed response can be found in Master Response 6:
Transportation and Traffic, in Section 2.2 of this Final EIR, which includes the results
of a sight distance analysis undertaken for the SR-120/Hardin Flat Road intersection.
The Draft EIR did not rely on the provision of YARTS service to lessen the Project’s
already less-than-significant impact to transportation. Rather, the Draft EIR stated:
“While it would require speculation to predict the ratio of Project guests that would
avail themselves to YARTS service to visit Yosemite National Park or other
locations in lieu of driving their own personal vehicles, it is reasonable to assume that
the number of guests and employees that would do so could be substantial, with a
subsequent reduction in daily personal vehicle trips realized beyond the low level of
trips (emphasis added) already discussed” (Draft EIR page 3.8-8).

88-17

The commenter is referred to the standards of significance in each topical section of
the Draft EIR to see the standards that were used to determine whether or not an
impact would be significant. The Draft EIR does not conclude that there would be no
change to the area as a result of the cumulative projects currently under consideration
in the area. Rather, the Draft EIR made the supported finding that those changes
would be less than significant, as weighed against the defined standards.
The zoning change referred to by the commenter was made in 1991, and the time to
appeal that decision has long since expired. Any appeals or litigation associated with
that action were litigated and resolved, or could have been litigated and resolved,
long ago, and the issue is no longer germane to the current Project application.

88-18

Please see the response to comment 88-4.

88-19

The commenter has expressed his opinions on the merits of the Project and the
manner in which it should or should not be developed. A detailed response
concerning this issue can be found in Master Response 9: Opposition to the Project
or Opinions on Why the Project Should or Should Not Be Developed, in Section 2.2
of this Final EIR.
The purpose of an EIR is not to determine the desirability of a particular course of
action, but rather to determine and disclose the environmental effects of
implementing that action. The Draft EIR has done that.
The comment is noted and no additional response to this comment is required.
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From: Keith Martin
20139 Pine Mountain Drive
Groveland, CA 95321
To: Ms. Natalie Rizzi and Ms. Quincy Yaley
Tuolumne County Planning Dept
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Reference: Yosemite Under Canvas proposed project
I am writing this letter to bring up additional concerns about the above referenced project.
A review of the Under-Canvas website indicates that Under Canvas marketing is aimed at young adults
and families with young children. They charge upwards of $600 per night per tent. They have operating
sites near the Grand Canyon outside of Valle Arizona, Moab Utah, outside of Zion in Utah, outside of Mt
Rushmore in South Dakota and near the Smokey Mountains at Pigeon Forge, Tennessee.
Section ES.3 of the DEIR submitted for the Under-Canvas project in Tuolumne County states:
“the site would require issuance of a use permit as provided in the County’s Zoning Code
(County Code Chapter 17.15.030). “
County code chapter 17.15.30 reads as follows:
“17.52.030 Temporary rummage sales and flea markets. Temporary rummage sales and flea
markets may be held in any given location or sponsored by a particular person or group for not
more than three days in any calendar year.”
It appears the DEIR has referenced the wrong portion of the zoning code.
It is likely they intended to reference chapter 17.15.40B: Temporary and seasonal uses and structures:
“B. Commercial and industrial uses which are seasonal in nature and reestablished annually may
be permitted in any district for one continuous period not to exceed six months each year,
provided a use permit is first secured. Once a use permit is issued it shall remain valid each year
without reapplying or renewal as long as the seasonal use occurs each year, unless otherwise
stated in the conditions of the permit. No use permit shall be granted pursuant to this section
unless the applicant for such permit guarantees removal of the structure or Use after each
period of six months or less by posting a bond or other device acceptable to the director. This
section shall not apply to any use which is not considered to be seasonal in nature by the
director.”
Section ES.3 of the DEIR states that:
“The operational season for the site would generally be from mid-March to mid-October”
That time period would exceed the six months permitted by 17.15.40B.

89-1
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In addition, the DEIR states that:
“Tents would be made from fire-retardant-treated canvas mounted on non-permanent wooden
decks. Decks would typically be mounted on moveable above-ground concrete footings. The
tents would be removed at the end of each season in October, with the decks remaining in
place.”

89-1
cont.

The decks remaining in place violates the requirement that the permit guarantees removal of the
structure or Use after each period of six months or less….”
In addition to the applicable county codes, the project would also need to comply with the California
Building Code. The portion of the code that applies to Temporary Structures is CBC Section 3103:
“CBC Section 3103 Temporary Structures:
CBC Section 3103.1 General. The provisions of Sections 3103.1 through 3103.4 shall apply to
structures erected for a period of less than 180 days. Tents, umbrella structures and other
membrane structures erected for a period of less than 180 days shall comply with the
International Fire Code. Those erected for a longer period of time shall comply with applicable
sections of this code.
CBC Section 3103.1.1 Conformance. Temporary structures and uses shall conform to the
structural Strength, fire safety, means of egress, accessibility, light, ventilation and sanitary
requirements of this code as necessary to ensure public health, safety and general welfare.
CBC Section 3103.1.2 Permit required. Temporary structures that cover an area greater than
120 square feet including connecting area or spaces with a common means of egress or
entrance that are used or intended to be used for the gathering together of 10 or more persons,
shall not be erected, operated or maintained for any purpose without obtaining a permit from
the building official.
CBC Section 3103.2 Construction documents. A permit application and construction documents
shall be submitted for each installation of a temporary structure. The construction documents
shall include a site plan indicating the location of the temporary structure and information
delineating the means of egress and the occupant load.
CBC Section 3103.3 Location. Temporary structures shall be located in accordance with the
requirements of Table 602 based on the fire resistance rating of the exterior walls for the
proposed type of construction. “
The requirements of CBC 3103 appear to require that Under Canvas structures must comply with the
same code requirements as Rush Creek and Terra Vi which include constructing structures able to
withstand the wind speeds of 95 miles per hour per Figure 26.5-1B of ASCE 7-16. According to CBC
Section 310.2 the structures on the site should conform with the requirements of Residential Group R-1:
“Residential Group R-1 occupancies containing sleeping units where the occupants are primarily
transient in nature, including: Boarding houses with more than 10 occupants, Congregate living
facilities with more than 10 occupants, Hotels, Motels”

89-2
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The structures must conform to CBC 420.4 and 420.5:
“CBC Section 420.4 Automatic sprinkler system: Group R occupancies shall be equipped
throughout with an automatic sprinkler system in accordance with Section 903.2.8.
CBC Section 420.5 Fire alarm systems and smoke alarms. Fire alarm systems and smoke alarms
shall be provided in Group I-1, R-1 and R-2 occupancies in accordance with Sections 907.2.6,
907.2.8 and 907.2.9, respectively. “
The structures should also comply with CRC Section 1.8.2:
“California Residential Code Section 1.8.2 Authority and Abbreviations
California Residential Code Section 1.8.1.1 General. The Department of Housing and Community
Development is authorized by law to promulgate and adopt building standards and regulations
for several types of building applications. The applications under the authority of the
Department of Housing and Community Development are listed in Sections 1.8.2.1.1 through
1.8.2.1.3
California Residential Code Section 1.8.2.1.1 Housing construction. Application-Hotels, motels,
lodging houses, apartments, dwellings dormitories, condominiums, shelters for homeless
persons, congregate residences, employee housing, factory-built housing and other types of
dwellings sleeping accommodations with or without common toilet or cooking facilities
including accessory buildings, facilities and uses thereto……
Enforcing agency-Local building department or the Department of Housing and Community
Development. “

In addition, the structures should conform to the requirements for building in the Wildland Urban
Interface:
“California Residential Code Section R337 Materials and Construction Methods for Exterior
Wildfire Exposure.”
Failure of Tuolumne County to enforce the applicable code requirements will likely result in the county
being held responsible for any injury or death resulting from the county’s negligence in enforcing
applicable codes. It is difficult to see the Under-Canvas project, constructed as a tent campground,
being able to meet the code requirements.
Sincerely yours,
Keith Martin

89-2
cont.

2. Comments and Responses

Letter 89 Response: Keith Martin, July 27, 2020
89-1

County Code 17.15.30 does not regulate “temporary rummage sales and flea
markets” as asserted by the commenter. Rather, County Code 17.15.30 defines
conditional uses permitted on parcels designated as O-1, which applies to a portion of
the Project site.
County Code 17.15.40B, referred to by the commenter, does not exist within the
County Code. The quoted text provided in the comment is instead found in County
Code 17.52.040, relating to temporary and seasonal use structures. This section of the
County Code does not apply to the Project. Therefore, no response to the
commenter’s assertions relating to this section of the County Code is provided.

89-2

The Project would be required to comply with all applicable building codes. As
stated in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, Project Description, the canvas tents that would
make up the bulk of the Project are not traditional hard structures, and thus are not
subject to the same requirements as traditional buildings. The code citation provided
in the commenter’s remarks relate to large tent structures that are used for assemblies
of people, such as those used for circuses, temporary skating rinks, and the like. The
cited code section does not apply to the Project.
For information concerning the Project’s tents and their characteristics vis-à-vis
flame resistance standards and other criteria, please see Master Response 1: Wildfire,
in Section 2.2. of this Final EIR.
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