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:
•

Emergency services – fire, ambulance, law enforcement.

•

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

•

Public transportation – highway changes, emergency evacuation.

•

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

•

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.
•

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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•

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 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.
•

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.

•

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.

•

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.

•

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 DERI is silent on providing adequate and dedicated firefighting water.

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.
•

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.
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•

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.

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.
•

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?

•

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

•

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 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.

•

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.

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:
•

Under Canvas

•

Terra VI

•

Yosemite Lakes RV resort expansion

•

Berkeley-Tuolumne Camp

•

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.
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Other Considerations.
•

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.

•

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.

•

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.

•

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.

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.
•

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.

•

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

•

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.

•

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.

•

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

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.
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
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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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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-------CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 10
P.O. BOX 2048, STOCKTON, CA 95201
(1976 E. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. 95205)
PHONE (209) 948-7325
FAX (209) 948-7164
TTY 711
www.dot.ca.gov

Making Conservation
a California Way of Life.

July 17, 2020

Ms. Natalie Rizzi, Planner I
County of Tuolumne
Community Resources Agency
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370

TUO-120-PM R50.350
Yosemite Under Canvas
Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR)
SCH# 2019029073

Dear Ms. Rizzi,
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the
opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for Yosemite Under Canvas Site Development Permit SDP18-002
application. This application would allow the development of a 99-unit tent
campground and supporting facilities such as a mobile kitchen, dining and
reception tent, laundry facility, and bathrooms. On-site infrastructure would
include internal access roads and pathways, potable water wells, and
wastewater leach fields. The project site consists of two parcels totaling 80.1±
acres and is located south of the intersection of Hardin Flat Road and State Route
(SR) 120 on Assessor's Parcel Numbers (APNs) 068-120-062 and 068-120-063.
Caltrans has responded to the previous routing of this project on August 6, 2018,
August 24, 2018, March 25, 2019, and July 16, 2019. The following comments are
in addition to the prior submitted letters:
The cover page of Appendix F is mislabeled (contents of the appendix are
correct). Please correct the cover page so that it reads "Appendix F - Biological
Resources," instead of "Appendix E - Air Quality."
Hydrology:
·

The applicant provided a discussion on calculated flow rates and analysis
of the 10-year, 25-year, and 100-year 24-hour storm events. Caltrans
requires a minimum analysis of a 10-minute time of concentration for
undeveloped areas. It is unclear where the outlet point is for the watershed
analysis.
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·
·

·

The applicant will need to calculate runoff peak discharges for 10-year and
100-year storm events for Pre and Post construction.
There is contradicting documentation that potential stormwater treatment
facilities are located in Appendix A in the DEIR, However, upon review,
there were no exhibits provided. Please provide exhibits for Appendix A.
Appendix G just provides the Hydrogeology Report and does not discuss
the total Hydrology of the project.

Traffic Operations and Safety:
·

Caltrans requests a sight distance analysis of both directions at the Hardin
Flat Road and SR 120 intersection.

Outdoor Advertising:
Based on the project description, it is important to note that any advertising
structure visible to the National Highway System (NHS), which in this case includes
SR 120, is subject to the provisions of the California Outdoor Advertising Act
outlined in Business and Professions Code Section 5200 et seq. Any advertising
structure that displays off-premise commercial copy visible from the NHS will
require a permit from the Office of Outdoor Advertising (ODA). Any advertising
structure that only advertises goods and services available on-premise will not
require a permit from ODA, provided it adheres to the provisions of Business and
Professions Code Section 5272 and 5274 and California Code of Regulations 2243
and 2246. Each of the proposed advertising structures should refrain from
operating in any of the conditions outlined in Business and Professions Code
Section 5403. For questions related to the ODA permit application process please
contact Kenneth Parmelee at (916) 651-9327.
Encroachment Permit:
If any project construction activities encroach into Caltrans Right-of-Way (ROW),
the project proponent must submit an application for an Encroachment Permit to
the Caltrans District 10 Permit Office. Appropriate environmental studies must be
submitted with this application. These studies will include an analysis of potential
impacts to any cultural sites, biological resources, hazardous waste locations,
and/or other resources within Caltrans ROW at the project site(s). Please include
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documentation with supporting
technical studies when submitting the Encroachment Permit. For more information
please visit the Caltrans Website at:
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https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep/applications
If you have any questions or would like to discuss these comments, please
(email:
contact
Michael
Casas
at
(209)
986-9830
Michael.Casas@dot.ca.gov or me at (209) 941-1947 (email:
kevin.schroder@dot.ca.gov).
Sincerely,

Kevin Schroder, Interim Chief
Office of Rural Planning
Cc:

Quincy Yaley, Director, Tuolumne County Community Development
Department
State Clearinghouse
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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
To Quincy Yaley, County Planning Commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors:
This letter is in response to the Under Canvas DEIR and its analysis of the proposed project.
While CEQA Guidelines define the role and standards of an adequate DEIR as an “Informational
Document” that is “prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis”, this particular document proves itself
to be biased, inaccurate and woefully incomplete when addressing the significant concerns of the area’s
residents and the many other interested stakeholders. The fact that this DEIR concludes, in almost all
areas of impact, that there is “less than significant” to “no impact” demonstrates its lack of neutrality to
the project. Given the scope of the Under Canvas project and its proximity to several other large
developments proposed in the immediate area, the DEIR had an enormous responsibility to be
informative and accurate in its assessment; it fails at both.
Overall, the major flaw in this DEIR, beyond its lack of thorough analysis and flat out dismissal of key
concerns, is the fact that it does not adequately consider the cumulative impacts of the following
projects IN ADDITION to Under Canvas:
• The Terra Vi Lodge Yosemite project: a proposed master-planned lodging development that would be
located directly north of the project site across State Highway 120 and includes a public market, a
general lodge with multipurpose indoor and outdoor areas, 100 guestrooms, 7 cabins providing 26
guestrooms, and 5 employee housing units.
• The Berkeley Tuolumne Restoration project: approximately 2.7 miles southeast of the project site at
31585 Hardin Flat Road, which would include 90 cabins to replace a similar use lost during the 2013 Rim
Fire.
• Consideration of a Use Permit for the Mountain Sage Nursery in Groveland to conduct occasional
special events.
• The Thousand Trails/Yosemite Lakes RV expansion project: a proposed 150-site expansion of the
existing Yosemite Lakes RV Resort, divided between RV sites, cabins, and employee model home sites,
approximately 0.8 mile southeast of the project site at 31191 Hardin Flat Road.
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CONCERNS AND INADEQUACY
As taken from the DEIR under the heading, “Areas of Controversy”, the concerns below were either not
addressed or addressed with little import or regard to the many stakeholders and interested parties:
1. “The EIR should evaluate impacts regarding public services (fire protection, ambulances, and
law enforcement) and their associated response times.”
This DEIR, over and over, comes to the conclusion that the project does not pose any serious impact
in regards to public services; this conclusion is irresponsibly deleterious. As acknowledged in the
DEIR:
“The nearest TCFD firefighting resources are located at Fire Station 78 in Groveland, approximately 17
road miles west of the project site. Fire Station 78 is a cooperative fire department with CAL FIRE,
Tuolumne County, and the Groveland Community Services District. Given no road delays, the quickest
response by a fire engine would be roughly 20 to 25 minutes, once the fire crew is alerted to a fire
emergency at the Yosemite Under Canvas site.”

It is misleading to suggest that with no improvement or additions to fire service, or other public
safety entities, that this project would have little to no impact on overall public safety. Should there
be an emergency in more than one location or a wildfire, the safety of everyone would be
compromised with such limited and distant services. And, this does not consider the cumulative
effects of having multiple developments and hundreds more people in the area should all the other
projects go forward. In fact, in the Under Canvas NOP, GCSD's (Groveland Community Service
District) suggests this very thing on page 613/1263 when it says:

“Due to the distance of the project from the GCSD resources, a degradation of services will occur locally
within GCSD when our resources respond and are far 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 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 exiting traffic is
being routed through Groveland.”

Their letter goes on to suggest that these impacts for the DEIR must be evaluated with the development
of Terra Vi in mind, cumulatively, but this was not done to any serious degree. In fact, all of the GCSD’s
concerns were readily dismissed on page ES-16 in all of section 3.7 when the conclusion was the public
service impacts were, “Less than Significant.” Anyone with any knowledge of this remote area, its
distance from services and an understanding of the current level of community need would know that a
“Less than Significant” impact is a blatant falsehood. GCSD clearly expressed their concerns and, being
that they are the service provider, their issues should have been more adequately addressed in the DEIR.
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2. “The EIR should evaluate the increased risk of wildfire as a result of the project.”
Again, the DEIR falls far short of any legitimate analysis and, in fact, loses much of its
credibility when it asserts: “…the project would not exacerbate fire risk, but would instead
improve conditions related to wildfire risk.”
This statement is suspect for a variety of reasons, two being that it is not at all provable nor is
it logical. The flawed logic that adding 99 tents, albeit made with fire retardant materials, but
with wood stoves and used by inexperienced and often careless tourists would make an
already highly dangerous fire area LESS dangerous is an example of the flawed thinking in this
DEIR. This assessment fails to not only consider the wood stoves in tents, but also the
multiple community fire pits, the commercial kitchen, the BBQ area and the allowance of
smoking on the property. As evidenced from the Rim Fire and the many other massive
wildfire events in California since, wildfire is not an “if”, rather it is a “when” scenario. Adding
naïve and inexperienced tourists with access to fire pits and wood stoves in what is often
described as a “tinder box” and “extreme fire area” is irresponsible at best and deadly at
worst.
Further, the DEIR then goes on to conclude that the “No Project Alternative”, while clearly
“Environmentally Superior” in most ways, does have one problem: it poses a “significant and
unavoidable” fire threat. In other words, the DEIR asserts, with no factual evidence, that the
community would be safer if the project were built, despite the fact that it has fire pits, wood
burning stoves, allows smoking and brings well meaning but often forest ignorant tourists to
the area. That is not logic nor is it analysis, it is opinion and it cannot be proven. In fact, plain
logic would suggest that it would be flat out impossible to make that determination without
avoidance of actual facts.
3. “The EIR should evaluate traffic impacts, specifically increased entries onto SR-120 and provide
valid mitigation to decrease traffic congestion.”
The fact that somehow this DEIR did not require a traffic study defies logic and flies in the
face of the intention and purpose of an EIR. In particular, when combined with the other
potential and in process developments, a traffic study should have been necessary and yet,
traffic is not adequately addressed at all in this document.
Because Under Canvas didn't have any way to determine daily trips they estimated traffic
amounts based on another Under Canvas site; this, this is basically a fabricated number. From
that, they concluded that they didn't have enough trips daily to trigger a traffic study. This is
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not “analysis”, this is a way to circumvent the process. Further, the traffic/daily trips they
manufactured were for Under Canvas generated traffic only, they did not consider
cumulative trips/traffic. A traffic study in this instance should be requisite. The safety of this
intersection and the traffic generated should be considered in its entirety with the
cumulative impact of travelers going to and from Hardin Flat Road, Sawmill Mountain Road
(1S03), Terra Vi, the proposed Under Canvas access on 1S09 and Highway 120 visitors to and
from Yosemite. To not consider traffic in this manner is a major flaw in the DEIR and will not
adequately inform any entity in terms of dangers and their mitigation.
4. “Further studies should be conducted to confirm there is adequate water supply at the project
site.”
While studies were conducted to determine if there was an adequate water supply, their
methods and conclusions are suspect. A ten day pump test in the fall following one of the
wettest winters in the last ten years, is not reliable nor is it a complete and accurate assessment
of long term water supply.
Further studies need to be conducted to look at water supply over longer periods of time and
when there has not been above average or even average amounts of rain. This area is known for
its drought cycles, and for the ten day pump test to conclude 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 not a fact, rather an opinion gained from dubious information.
This claim is further suspect when it becomes clear that, while the pump test was happening at
the same time as the Terra Vi pump tests, the two entities did not share information or
collaborate in this endeavor. While the Under Canvas well closest to the Terra Vi well did draw
down during the test, it was determined that this was not a significant enough event to be
worrisome or conclude that water was in short supply. However, without the information for
BOTH projects studied together, how can it be determined with any accuracy, that “…test
results indicate that the proposed project and the Terra Vi project would be able to operate
simultaneously without adversely affecting each other’s operations.”? Again, because data was
not shared nor were the tests completed in any coordination or collaboration with one another,
this is conjecture and assumption, not analysis and thorough investigation.
In the Tuolumne County General plan, Policy 3.B.2 says that the DEIR must:
“Consider whether the water system proposed to serve a new development has a reliable source
of water, sized to serve their existing and future customer's’ foreseeable demands. Projects shall
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only be approved where the water supply system has reliable sources of water capable of
meeting present and future demands.”
This has not been proven with any assuredness. Furthermore, the DEIR only examines the use of
water in relationship to the two projects, Under Canvas and Terra Vi, stating that they are looking
at the impacts of both projects operating simultaneously:
“…because the proposed project would operate at 20 gpm rather than the 40 gpm used
for the aquifer pumping tests, and would also not operate in the winter, the cumulative
impact would be even smaller. Therefore, the two projects would not combine to result in
a cumulatively considerable impact (less than significant).”
But what is not considered anywhere in this DEIR is the potential impact of the many residents in
the surrounding area, both in Hardin Flat and Sawmill Mountain Road. While it is clear that the
DEIR is very concerned that the projects “…be able to operate simultaneously without adversely
affecting each other’s operations”, where is the concern for the other stakeholders in the area
and their ability to maintain their water source? This is not mentioned or even addressed in any
way. The DEIR must take into consideration and address the potential further impacts on
surrounding homes/businesses and their need for and access to water. This must be included in
the “cumulative impacts”. The closest this is to being addressed is with this assessment:
“Implementation of the proposed project would not substantially
decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin (Less than significant).”
Again, this is a claim that cannot be substantiated without further testing in different conditions
over a longer period of time.
The GCSD had opinions about water supply as well that were not adequately addressed in the
DEIR, stating in the NOP on page 613:
“It is important for the EIR to thoroughly evaluate the ability of the project to be served with
adequate water supply from fractured rock groundwater wells. We have experienced other
lodging/resorts in the region that have unexpectedly run short on adequate basic water supply
due to the variable and unpredictable nature of the groundwater in the region…we have concerns
that should the wells fail and/or have an effect on other wells in the area that an alternative water
supply may not be available for firefighting and sanitation. In addition, we suggest that the
environmental review for the Terra Vi project be coordinated with the EIR for this project as well.”

The DEIR does not adequately address the cumulative nature of both projects as there was not a
coordinated effort to investigate the true impact on water supply since no data was shared. Nor
does it consider the potential impact on neighboring wells.

PAGE 6 OF 8
Lastly, in reviewing the project’s water usage and need, their estimates are questionable. Other
lodging facilities in the area use far more water than they claim to need and the DEIR should look
further into their usage calculations and assure that they are being realistic in their estimates.
5. “The EIR should address cumulative impacts, specifically relating to the Terra Vi development.”
This request is flat out dismissed. While there is some reference to Terra Vi in regards to water
and fire, and the other projects are mentioned in the DEIR, by and large, this DEIR treats the
Under Canvas project as a “stand alone” development. The complete disregard for the true
impact of the Under Canvas development along with Terra Vi, Berkeley Camp, Mountain Sage’s
event permits and Thousand Trails/Yosemite Lakes expansion is exceedingly neglectful.
Every part of the DEIR to be studied including traffic, fire, noise, aesthetics, water supply,
wastewater management, air quality, public services, light pollution are all profoundly impacted
by the cumulative effect of these many projects and to willfully ignore this fact makes this DEIR a
specious document at best. There is no way to separately address the impact of Under Canvas
without looking at the cumulative impacts of EVERY project in this relatively small area. This is a
remote area with permanent and part time residents, the impact on them and the entire area
will be beyond profound. Given that two of the developments (Under Canvas and Terra Vi) are
including such significant additions like helicopter pads and event space, it is disconcerting that
not more is being done to study the impact of ALL the projects on the area. To ignore the
cumulative effects ignores the purpose of doing an EIR in the first place. The environment of the
area will forever change because of ALL of the projects, not just this one, and to not adequately
study the impact of each project individually as well as of ALL the projects together invalidates
this DEIR and its intended purpose:
“As required under CEQA, the EIR evaluates and describes potentially significant
environmental impacts, identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the significance
of potential impacts, and evaluates the comparative effects of potentially feasible
alternatives to the project.”
Looking at Under Canvas on its own and not in conjunction with the many other large
developments and expansions in the area does not do this process justice nor does it accurately
depict the number of impacts and their true significance.
6. “The EIR should consider impacts associated with aesthetics and light pollution and noise.”
As pointed out, many times, there is currently nothing located in this location thus there is no
non natural light and very little noise, save for the cars on the highway if the wind is blowing the
right way. The visual of this project will have a direct impact on those who live nearby and travel
on the road. This is the gateway to Yosemite and, as such, any development should be
thoughtfully considered and the impacts thoroughly studies. The determination that there is “no
significant impact” in regards to aesthetics, noise and light is flat out wrong. Again, considering
the Terra Vi project across the street MUST be a part of any aesthetics/noise/light analysis. In
this DEIR it is not even considered. It cannot be overstated that the impact of Under Canvas on
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its own, does not have the same weight as the impact of the multiple projects slated for the area
and any DEIR MUST take into the account the dramatic and significant impacts in regards to
aesthetics/noise/light. This DEIR ignores the fact that across the street from Under Canvas there
will be a far larger development with more noise and light than has ever been in this area before
and therefore, this impact needs to be re-analyzed with the cumulative impact considered.
7. “The EIR should address the location of the septic field as it is upstream of the Tuolumne River
and could impact water quality.”
Even when not considering the cumulative impacts of the other major developments, the Under
Canvas project still draws major concerns when it comes to the location of the leech fields in
proximity to the Tuolumne River. The DEIR does not go far enough to protect the river and puts
the watershed at risk. Like other lodging facilities in the area, Under Canvas should be required
to have a full wastewater treatment system given the numbers of guest that will be staying there
and the overall scale of the development. To do anything less is neglectful and ignores the very
real risk of river and groundwater contamination.
8. “The County should identify and evaluate several alternatives to the project, including a
different project site.”
While it is noted that other sites were briefly considered, the ultimate conclusion in the DEIR is:
“For this project, the County has elected (consistent with CEQA) to evaluate only on-site
alternatives.” It is unclear, though it is attempted to be justified in the document, how the
County can flatly ignore a CEQA requirement. The fact that only on-site alternatives are
considered goes against the purpose of the DEIR and the process as a whole. This DEIR never
legitimately and in good faith evaluates other options for this project thought it is required by
law. Furthermore, the document goes on to acknowledge that the No Project Alternative is
clearly the best option in terms of diminishing/eliminating environmental impact, but then draws
the puzzling conclusion that, ultimately, No Project is not an option because the fire risk to the
surrounding community would be far too great (“significant and unavoidable”). In other words,
according to the DEIR, if the project were not built the whole area would remain in grave fire
danger, therefore some version of the project MUST be built to help save the community from
fire danger. This is circular logic and diminishes the effectiveness of the entire document and
causes the reader to question its supposed neutrality and its overall motives.
IN SUMMATION
The Under Canvas DEIR is not a complete and thoughtful analysis of this project. Rather it is a
report touting the “less than significant” impacts for what is quite obviously a significant project.
Were that its only flaw, it would still be a dubious document, however, it’s most significant flaw
is that this DEIR takes the position that Under Canvas is a solo endeavor not to be considered,
with any real depth, its relationship with the many other developments in the area. For the most
part it ignores that it is part of a package of projects that are slated for this remote and
undeveloped area. It is an irresponsible position to take and, if not corrected, will result in the
thoughtless overdevelopment of the area, the Highway 120 Corridor and the gateway to
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Yosemite. Related, the DEIR also fails to adequately address the impact of this project on the
immediate community of residents who live and work in the area. By and large the community is
not considered in regards to impact on water, public services and fire risk among other life
serving/saving necessary needs. The whole point of the DEIR is to address the community’s
concerns and attempt, where possible, to mitigate them. This DEIR does not even come close. Its
purpose appears to be to make a case for the fact that both Terra Vi and Under Canvas can
peacefully co-exist, and in doing so ignores its primary objective: to address the many concerns
of the stakeholders that have been expressed as a part of this process.
and work to ameliorate them.
To responsibly develop this area an EIR MUST consider all parts of the community and address its
concerns, not dismiss or ignore what is inconvenient to the projects being proposed.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for Under Canvas. I hope you will
consider these comments in as you consider the DEIR.
Regards,
Mary Beth Campbell
30350 Sawmill Mountain Road
Groveland, CA 95321

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


“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 :


“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:


“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:


“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:


“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 :


“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)



“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)



“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)

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:


“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)
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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:


“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)



“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)


“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)



“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)

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:


“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:


“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
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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.
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.
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

6

production has decreased to about 4.5 gallons per minute. This current rate is insufficient for the
system's water demand needs”.1

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:


“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:


“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:


“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)
https://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/14793/Tuolumne-County-Fire-SafetyReport
2
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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)


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.



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.



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



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



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)



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

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


“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.
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.
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.
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:


“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
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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:


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
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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)
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.
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:



“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.
The DEIR explains:


“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
15

other readily accessible locations within the watershed. We need to understand the impacts on
recreational use and if mitigation may be required.

Respectfully submitted,

Cindy Charles
19745 Cherokee Trail Road
Groveland, CA
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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 find 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, Traffic and Transportation, Utilities and Service Systems, Wildfire.
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 identified 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.
The following are areas of concern to be addressed in the final 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 five 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
significantly 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.

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 fixtures 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 significant
with no required mitigation when the DEIR does not provide evidence to support this conclusion?
Additionally, new artificial lighting, not to mention bright, hot spots of multiple campfires and barbecues,
will deteriorate views of the night sky. The artificial 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 significantly, especially because there is no existing lighting on
the site currently.
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 definition 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 affirms 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.”
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 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. 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, fire pits, barbecues, helipad, kitchens, dining and reception
areas, roads, parking lots, laundry facilities, communal restrooms, swimming pool, maintenance facilities,
propane tanks, and large leach fields 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.

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 significant and will forever destroy
the unspoiled natural setting. The DEIR says that the project’s impact is less than significant 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 significant. Removing trees may exaggerate the fire hazard on site by making the
forest much drier and windier. The DEIR needs to evaluate these risks and has failed to do so.

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 fire places, 12 barbecues (although they are not identified or discussed in the report), and
several larger community fire circles, and generators that will spew smoke, ash, and fine 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 fireplaces to the area will
create unhealthy air pollutant levels. Simply stating in the DEIR that the project’s wood stoves, fire 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
significant 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 significant.
Furthermore, the Significance 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 significant for ozone or emissions
because there is nothing to compare them to. This conclusion is flawed.
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 significant concern to nearby residential properties. Something cannot be deemed less than
significant if there are not proper measurement procedures.
Odors are discounted as not a problem, with a statement that flush type toilets will be used to reduce
odors. The odor issue that should have been analyzed is actually with the septic system and leach field,
but these odor problems are not addressed and have been dismissed as “potential odor impacts would be
less than significant.” 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.

Dismissing the Terra Vi project as being “sufficiently 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 significant 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 significant.
4. Biological Resources
The Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) commented on the Under Canvas proposal and noted
significant 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 significant.”
The DEIR raises many additional unresolved conflicts 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, insufficient 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 significantly 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 sufficient 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 significant 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 significant.
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 fields?
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.”

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 traffic. 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, Pacific 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 qualified wildlife biologist. The DEIR report is ”based on
literature, databases, handbooks, and a field 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.
Every impact analyzed under “Impact Analysis” states that the environmental impacts would be potentially
significant 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 conflict 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, Traffic, CalTrans, and emergency responders. The location of this access point causes other
significant concerns. (See Hazards #7, Traffic #9, Wildfire #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

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
significant 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.
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 significant
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 field 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.
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 fire 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) filled 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 traffic.
The exit routes will be clogged with thousands of tourists and local residents trying to safely escape a
raging wildfire. The MND cavalierly states, “Due to the use of spark-arresting equipment and . . .due to
the registered flame resistant materials used for the tents,”. . . “operation of the proposed project would
have a less than significant impact related to exposing people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildfires.” The propane tanks for both projects as well as campfires, stoves,
barbecues, cigarette smokers, and careless tourists are all serious wildfire liabilities; utilizing spark
arrestors and supposed flame resistant tent material will not thwart a wildfire.
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.

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 significant.
“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 traffic 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.
Common sense should prevail; it is clear that the area poses a tremendous fire 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 significant, 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 fire suppression. Hauling additional water would also contribute
to other areas of environmental concern such as pollution, traffic, noise and should be disclosed.
The MND states that 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.
How will fire 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 sufficient
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 fields 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.

The Terra Vi 600+ and the 400+ Under Canvas daily vacationers will constantly flush toilets, significantly
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 landfill which will reach capacity in
2030. What happens when the landfill reaches capacity in ten years. Does this estimation include other
cumulative projects?
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, Traffic, 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.
Traffic: 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 traffic 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 difficult 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 traffic backs up for miles. Increased traffic 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 fire regulations, it is prudent to evaluate
other alternative properties. These significant issues have been omitted from the DEIR.
The DEIR incorrectly claims a Traffic Study is not warranted because Under Canvas does not exceed 500
trips, yet they do not include the cumulative Terra Vi proposed traffic, Sawmill and Hardin Flat residences,
and normal 120 travel. A traffic study is requisite! This is a very dangerous section of the highway.

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?
Noise: The Initial Study said there would be no amplified noise, but the DEIR now describes weddings
and amplified 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 amplified 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 traffic noise, people and children noise, pet noise, radios, amplified music, garbage trucks,
busses, motorhomes, cars, motorcycles, outdoor dining, community campfire events, etc. These are all
noise producing activities that have never been on these properties before and will produce significant
noise disturbance that cannot be mitigated.
Impact Analysis in the DEIR is flawed 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
traffic, delivery vehicles, human voices, amplified 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 influx 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.
The resort plans for Terra Vi have specified 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, traffic, and unnecessary degradation of Sawmill, Hardin Flat, Groveland, Priest Grade.

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 significant to the proposed project site and would not require
expanded fire equipment. A letter from the Groveland Community Services District expresses concerns
about providing fire 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 fire 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 confirmed that it can
provide fire 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 fire 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 fire suppression equipment in all new development in order to improve fire safety. I do not find
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 fire protection services be less than
significant? 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 significant 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 significant, 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 significant 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 fire 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 fire protection, ambulances,” are summarily discounted as
less than or non significant. 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 fire place/pit to start a wildfire; this will absolutely put additional
strain on resources. If there are two emergencies simultaneously, GCSD lacks coverage in the area.

In addition to ambulances and fire 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 find healthcare?
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 traffic 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 traffic. A traffic 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 Traffic 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 difficult to maneuver now with small
amounts of traffic and would differ from that which is already occurring. The impacts have been deemed
less than significant again, and issues surrounding the secondary exit on federal lands has been ignored.
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 significant. 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 significant 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. Wildfire
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 significant adverse impact by increasing exposure to
wildfire risk.
Wildfire is one of the greatest areas of significant 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

outdoors with cigarettes and potentially cause more fire threat to the area. Humans are responsible for
igniting a wildfire in Ahwahnee Meadow on July 15th in Yosemite National Park. US Park Rangers and
firefighters of YNP have investigated seven human-caused wildfires in the park in 2020. That equates to
one per month so far this year. Why would we invite more fire danger to Sawmill and Hardin Flat?
The proposed plans for YUC campfire pits, stoves, and barbecues exacerbate the potential danger for
wildfire, just as the previous Rim Fire that was started by a campfire. That fire 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 five family generations were in danger;
some barely survived the ravaging flames while others did not.
There are no analyses in the DEIR that evaluate the increased chance of starting a wildfire, the hazards
posed to Sawmill Mountain and Hardin flat 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 wildfire risks, nor substantially increase the likelihood that the project would expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire is frightening
and unconscionable.
Wildfire is addressed by stating that the project would present a benefit 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 fire area.
To reiterate: there are no emergency water sources proposed, no sprinklers, no fire hydrants. During the
intense heat of a wildfire, 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 wildfire 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 fire 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 traffic.
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.

The DEIR provides three alternatives with the first “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 campfire ring at each site: 99 tent and RV pads! How can 99 campfire 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 identified 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 benefit of building the project and should be maintained regardless.
Concluding Summary
Overall, the DEIR appears to assert that every factor is of no concern and of no significant impact without
offering adequate analysis or sufficient supporting evidence. However, the issues must be addressed.
The proposed Under Canvas project will have significant impacts which cannot be adequately mitigated.
The Cumulative impacts from projects proposed in this area are significant. 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 confines 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, campfire 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 significant.
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

Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center
Box 396, Twain Harte, CA 95383 • (209) 586-7440 • fax (209) 586-4986
Visit our website at: www.cserc.org or contact us at: johnb@cserc.org

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
To Quincy Yaley, County Planning Commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors:
As you are aware, there is a tremendous amount of technical and planning information that is
packed into the voluminous “Yosemite Under Canvas DEIR,” including extensive appendices, well test
reports, site plans, and past comments received. Yet despite the most text and data of any DEIR
prepared in Tuolumne County (up to this time) for a project that our Center has reviewed over the
past 30 years, in this case, when it comes to essential information -- “quantity does not equal
quality,” and as these comments will emphasize, the DEIR does not provide legally adequate,
required information and analysis to meet CEQA requirements.
Specifically, State planning requirements clearly mandate that the environmental review
process must provide accurate information to assist lead agencies in determining whether a project
may cause a significant impact on the environment. When public input and detailed information
within an initial study or EIR provides evidence that there is the potential for a risk of a significant
impact, the hired consultants cannot simply ignore that evidence and conclude that there is a “less
than significant” impact from the proposed project. Sadly, in many key instances throughout the
planning analysis for the Yosemite Under Canvas project, the EIR authors have failed to provide
accurate information or have failed to acknowledge that the combination of public input and study
results show a significant risk is indeed likely if the project gets approved.

TWO EXAMPLES OF MISINFORMATION AND BIAS BY THE EIR CONSULTANTS
TIMBERLAND CONVERSION (“Yes, but… it’s not really significant…”)
A first example of many in the DEIR is 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 on
page 3.2-7 then accurately acknowledges that the project would result in a conversion of the project
site from timber management to recreational use. Further, on page 3.2.8 the DEIR describes how the
Terra Vi Lodge project, the Thousand Trails/Yosemite Lakes RV expansion project, and the Under

Canvas could cumulatively combine to result in an even broader area of forest land being converted
from forest use to non-forest use.
The DEIR 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, and on page 3.2.7 it spells out that
the “conversion of timberland on the project site would be subject to approval of the Timber Harvest
Plan and issuance of a Timberland Conversion Permit by CAL FIRE…”
The property owner is applying for a Timberland Conversion Permit from CAL FIRE. There is
no debate that the property is being converted from commercial timberland to recreational use.
That is a significant impact. But the EIS authors blatantly attempt to skirt that fact by asserting that
because nearly all green trees will still remain on the project site, then possible “future harvests”
could be consistent with recreational use, and thus impacts related to conversion of forest land to
non-forest use would supposedly be less than significant.
Conversion of timberland to other uses is not based on whether all the trees on a property
will or will not be removed. Conversion of timberland occurs because the primary management
purpose of a forest site is being requested for approval by CAL FIRE to be switched from commercial
forest management to some other use – in this situation, commercial recreational lodging.
The fact is straightforward. The property owner is applying for a Timberland Conversion
Permit. Once approved, the property will not be managed as commercial timberland, but as a
commercial recreational lodging site. Whether or not 1,307 or any other number of trees may still be
growing on the site, it no longer will be managed for the primary purpose of being a wood production
property. The acquisition of a Timberland Conversion Permit proves that fact. For purposes of CEQA
analysis and the need for mitigation of a significant impact, forest conversion is deemed to be a
significant impact. Yet the consultants misleadingly claim that if some trees might be cut some time
in the future consistent with the new recreational operations, then the County can ignore the
Timberland Conversion Permit and that there would be no significant impact due to forest
conversion.
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. The FEIR 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. This first example of misinformation and poor
analysis is just one of many errors that need to be corrected in the FEIR.

WILDFIRE RISK WILL BE EXACERBATED BY THE PROJECT, NOT DIMINISHED
This second example of bias and misinformation by the DEIR authors is equally
straightforward and inarguable. Wildfire risk analysis and fire response prioritization are directly tied
to the related questions of whether a high severity wildfire would pose risk to life or property, and
potentially also to unique or high-value natural resources.

Currently there is not even a single residence on the Yosemite Under Canvas property. It was
nevertheless classified back in 2007 as being a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone by CAL FIRE, as
identified in the DEIR. That designation was made by the State prior to the 2013 Rim Fire burning
across the site with varying degrees of fire intensity. Based upon fuel loading, slope, fire weather,
and other relevant factors, this site was ranked in 2007 as very high fire risk. That was proven to be
accurate as the Rim Fire proved.
Now, for commercial lodging purposes, the Yosemite Under Canvas project applicants desire
to place up to 250 people at one time on this high-fire-risk site during the busy tourist season, which
extends throughout the summer/fall fire season. Those 250 or more people in combination with the
possibly 550 or more additional people who could be present on the Terra Vi Lodge project site
directly across the highway could result in an overall total of perhaps 800 people -- guests, workers,
market customers, or visitors -- present on the two Very High Fire Hazard risk properties during the
height of the summer/fall fire season.
Later in these comments, we will address multiple reasons why the danger of placing
customers on the Terra Vi Lodge and Under Canvas sites is made even worse by the site’s remote
location from emergency services - far from the nearest county fire station. The DEIR fails to discuss
this risk in any detail or how it exacerbates risk to occupants of the site. We will address cumulative
additional stressors that reduce the potential availability of even that distant fire crew to be able to
defend two lodging facilities (Under Canvas and Terra Vi Lodge) that are proposed to be located in
the midst of dry forest fuels. Again, the DEIR fails to adequately consider those factors. And we will
point out that the Rush Creek Lodge, CSERC, area property owners, and the Community Service
District all have raised concerns in previously submitted comments about the adequacy and
availability of fire and other emergency services for this project site and the Terra Vi Lodge site across
the street. Once again, those concerns about the adequacy of fire and other emergency service
responses are inadequately analyzed in the DEIR and are a glaring defect of the DEIR.
This pivotal issue wildfire risk in the DEIR is a strong example of consultant bias and the lack
of accurate information. The 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
straightforward and fully accurate for this high hazard project site. That criteria 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 and
the Terra Vi Lodge project both separately and cumulatively WOULD INDEED create a significant
impact by exposing project occupants to the risk of an uncontrolled spread of wildfire, the DEIR
consultants instead dismiss any significant risk on the grounds that the property would have a timber
salvage treatment done to reduce hazardous fuel -- as if fuel reduction treatments magically make
fire risk disappear. (Just on that point, as noted in the forest conversion section, consultants claim
that only 3% of the green trees growing on the site are planned for removal. So even if the scattered
dead trees on the site might be removed during fuel reduction treatments, 97% of the site’s green
trees would still be present as fuel for a potential wildfire that could burn across portions of the site.)
Even if fuel reduction treatments are implemented to reduce surface and ladder fuels, the
Under Canvas project would still be adding flammable fuel – including 99 fabric tents (supposedly
“approved by the State Fire Marshall)”, 99 wooden tent support structures, 99 wood heating stoves
and stacks of firewood, 3 community campfire rings, a large portable kitchen facility (with gas burning

appliances and combustible materials), a portable administrative facility, and more than 100 cars or
other vehicles. Mitigation measures to make the additional fuel (added as a result of the project)
only create minimal additional risk does not take away the original baseline risk that comes from the
site being forested with flammable groundcovers and ladder fuels.
It has already been proven by the Rim Fire that this Under Canvas project site can burn
intensely. Since that fire, much of the vegetation on the site has now regrown with sufficient
amounts of surface, ladder, and overstory fuels to make it ready to burn again. And whether or not
various fuel reduction and dead tree removal actions are taken, due to the forest cover the site will
still be rated as being located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone within a State
Responsibility Area.
CSERC emphasizes that occupants of this site will consistently be placed at risk du to wildfire
threats – especially during late afternoon periods or early evening periods in the heat of summer –
when the site will be filled with up to 250 people, 100 vehicles, and the new visitor-serving facilities.
During a wildfire threat, at best a fire crew from the Groveland area will be available to
respond instead of that crew already being committed to a response call elsewhere). Even then, it
will take that fire engine crew 25 minutes or more to reach the project site. Upon arrival, if a fire is
threatening the site, that fire engine crew will need to decide whether to protect Terra Vi Lodge
across the street, or the Yosemite Under Canvas facilities, or the newly rebuilt Berkeley-Tuolumne
Camp just down the hill, or the Thousand Trails-Yosemite Lakes RV resort project with up to 150 new
campsites. In a wind-whipped wildfire, a single fire engine is literally meaningless when it comes to
protecting hundreds of people on any site, let alone needing to protect four sites that are within a
high-risk State Responsibility Area. It is also highly conceivable that the closest U.S. Forest Service,
National Park Service, and CAL FIRE/County fire engines will all be assigned to initial attack fire
suppression actions at the head of any expanding wildfire or that those engine crews will be already
committed to structure protection near the wildfire’s ignition site. That realistic scenario leaves no
engine or no more than one engine to protect the Under Canvas site and three other lodging facilities
that would also be facing the wildfire threat.
Accordingly, due to the flammability of the project site and the slow response time for any fire
protection crew to arrive, IT IS INARGUABLE THAT THE PROJECT, IF APPROVED, WOULD EXPOSE
PROJECT OCCUPANTS TO THE RISK OF THE UNCONTROLLED SPREAD OF A WILDFIRE. For years
CSERC’s Executive Director worked as a Forest Service firefighter and taught wildland fire behavior to
Hot Shot fire crews and to other firefighters. There is nothing that minimally-trained Under Canvas
employees with limited fire suppression equipment could do to effectively suppress a major wildfire
or to provide safe refuge on the project site for occupants if a wind-whipped conflagration blew
flames across the property. Simply getting people packed and effectively evacuating from the site in
the midst of a potential firestorm situation is likely beyond the capacity of a small staff who would be
dealing with panicked clients – many who will never have been in a wildfire risk situation previously.
THE PROJECT WILL CLEARLY EXPOSE PROJECT OCCUPANTS TO THE POTENTIAL RISK OF THE
UNCONTROLLED SPREAD OF A WILDFIRE. Yet the DEIR consultants choose to ignore that very clear
fact, and instead they dismiss any significant impact for the project tied to wildfire risk – both for
the project by itself and for the cumulative effects of fire risk for the proposed project combined with
the Terra Vi Lodge, Berkeley-Tuolumne Camp, the Thousand Trails/Yosemite Lakes expansion project,
etc. 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. The adequacy of the DEIR is highly flawed due to inaccurate statements and clearly
biased judgment by the authors.
The two revealing examples described above -- of biased conclusions and analysis by the DEIR
authors -- are reflective of widespread misinformation bias throughout the DEIR. Accordingly, the
DEIR fails to comply with the essential mandate for the EIR document to provide accurate analysis in
order to inform agencies to determine whether a project may cause a significant impact on the
environment or may place public safety at risk.

KEY FLAWS IN THE PROJECT AND GLARING GAPS OR FAILURES IN THE DEIR
SPECIFIC COMMENTS OF PRIORITY IMPORTANCE
If a County Planning Commissioner or County supervisor spends the time to read these
comments in response to the DEIR, the following Summary of truly significant impacts should be one
focus of their attention. The summarized reasons provided in the Summary Paragraph below
succinctly highlight why our Center, other local organizations, some businesses, numerous Highway
120 residents, and others believe that this recreational lodging project should not be approved for
this hazardous, remote-from-services, unsafe location.
The Yosemite Under Canvas project concept would possibly be a feasible and appropriate
commercial “glamping lodging” proposal if it was proposed to be located at a property site that
was not “leap-frog development,” that had public water and sewer reasonably available, and that
had close proximity to necessary essential services such as law enforcement, fire protection, and
ambulance service – AND if significant project impacts were effectively mitigated. Instead, the
applicants have chosen a private property site close to Yosemite and then began figuring out how
to justify the project at that site.
SUMMARY PARAGRAPH
The Yosemite Under Canvas project proposes to develop a “Very High Fire Risk” forest
property that is located at a long driving distance from any state or county fire station. The project
proposes wells as the only water supply source for up to 250 people per day, yet the site’s wells
have never been tested for a prolonged time during a dry time of year, nor during a drought period.
The project proposes the use of a large septic system that - combined with the cumulative effects
of a proposed similar septic system across the street - has high cumulative potential to contaminate
subsurface water (especially during wet periods with saturated soils). There is the potential for
contamination of each project’s wells and the neighbors’ wells. Implementation of the project
would result in forest conversion of the site to a recreational lodging use. As proposed, the
approval of the Project with 99 wood stoves that could all be used on cool, dry spring or fall
evenings would exacerbate fire risk and create high potential for adverse health effects for the 250
people on site. For scenic effects and aesthetics, the cumulative impacts of this project plus the
proposed Terra Vi Lodge project across the street would significantly diminish the scenic highway
corridor visual setting for more than one million visitors a year who enter and/or leave Yosemite
Park by traveling along the Highway 120 corridor.

These comments from our Center emphasize the Project’s legal flaws and the failure of the
EIR to adequately mitigate for the significant project impacts summarized above, CSERC also points to
numerous other flaws in the EIR, additional impacts that are inadequately addressed, and the failure
of the EIR to appropriately consider feasible alternative locations for the conceptual “glamping”
enterprise.

EIR ERRONEOUSLY CLAIMS WELL WATER IS ADEQUATE FOR PROJECT WATER SUPPLY
Tuolumne County’s General Plan allows for special commercial type developments to be
designed and located on parcels that are not served by public water or public sewer. But such a use
is allowed only where a planned project can provide sufficient water supply to fully meet project
needs during drought periods and only where appropriate wastewater treatment for the project can
be achieved – including during wet periods when snowmelt of rainfall have saturated a site’s soils.
In this case, the County and the authors of the EIR cannot assure that either of those water
supply and wastewater treatment requirements can be met for this site – which has no public water
or public wastewater treatment options available..
The project site is roughly 80 acres of forest land sloping away from the highway ridgeline. If
anyone was arbitrarily picking where to choose to establish a commercial recreational development
that would be totally reliant upon well water, then picking a sloping ridgeline area would be amongst
the last choices.
After listening to testimony at development hearings and reviewing environmental
documents for three decades, our Center recognizes that the current geological technology is still
inadequate to accurately assess or predict exactly where subsurface water in fractured bedrock lies
beneath the soil surface. Accordingly, the estimate of 462 acres as being the “local recharge
watershed for the project area” is an informed guestimate that is no more readily validated than a
completely different guess of a bigger or smaller amount of local recharge watershed acres. It is
simply an informed guess and cannot be proven. Further, the EIR claims on 3.5-2 that the local
watershed receives 35 to 40 inches of precipitation, “however the watershed has extensive areas
above snowline, meaning that rainfall is not the only source of runoff from the watershed.”
If -- as that statement appears to intend -- the EIR authors are suggesting that snowpack on
the project site adds to the 35 to 40 “of precipitation, that is incorrect, since the snowfall and
snowpack is already counted in the 35 to 40 “of precipitation. Further, as locals are fully aware, the
amount of snowpack at this specific site that affects the local recharge watershed varies greatly at the
site from year to year, with some years literally having almost zero measurable snow on the project
site. 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.“
Rather than repeat information readily available in the EIR, CSERC simply notes that three test
wells were bored with wells W-1 and W-2 both bored to a depth of roughly 1,000’ at what the EIR
described as the site’s optimal well locations. Separate 10-day pump tests were conducted in Wells 1
and 2, and those wells along with test well W-3 were monitored for the response to pumping.

THE EIR CONTAINS MANY WATER SUPPLY CLAIMS WITH NO EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT THEM
First, CSERC notes that numerous DEIR claims - purportedly based on well tests on the project
site - are simply conjecture with no factual evidence of any sort to prove the assertion. On page 3.53, the EIR text claims that groundwater at the site is recharged from rainfall and snowmelt (we
agree), and from runoff from offsite upslope areas (there is no evidence at all for this claim), and
from underflow from upgradient offsite areas (again, there is zero evidence for this claim).
Factually, there is no dispute that precipitation that falls on the project site during the rainy
season saturates the ground and seeps down into subsurface water. But also factually, there is zero
evidence that groundwater at this site receives any runoff “from offsite upslope areas” – because in
fact there are no closely adjacent offsite upslope areas. In reality, there are zero offsite upslope areas
to the northwest, west, south, or east of the project site. And unless the applicant has some
unrevealed evidence that water is recharging onto this site from the western slope of Sawmill
Mountain that lies to the northeast, that claim is simply conjecture.
Similarly, text on that same page of the EIR asserts that groundwater at the project site is
recharged from “underflow from upgradient offsite areas.” Again, since there are no higher elevation
areas to the northwest, west, south, or east of the project site, there appears to be no evidence to
support this stated claim. And further, there appears to be no evidence to validate the additional EIR
claim that estimates the volume of recharge of to be 25 to 80 acre-feet of water within the local
drainage basin (described on the previous page as 462 acres).
The only true factual evidence related to groundwater as the basis for the project water
supply is the very limited factual information describing the depth at which the wells were drilled,
how much the pumping rate was shown to be, and whether monitoring showed any result.
Second, as the DEIR indicates, and as CSERC has already pointed out in previous comments,
wells in Tuolumne County are primarily described by geologists as being in fractured bedrock and not
in aquifers. Due to there being no aquifer, wells at many scattered residential sites across Tuolumne
County failed or became unusable during the recent multiple years of drought that dropped
groundwater levels at so many locations. Tuolumne County officials partnered with TUD and the
State to provide emergency water to families and individuals whose wells failed during the drought.
Well failures during drought periods is a significant concern publicized by the County.
Yet the DEIR misleadingly assumes that by doing two 10-day pump tests on the project site -(tests that were done during the fall season of a normal water year that followed an exceptionally
wet water year) -- those brief tests somehow provide proof of adequate groundwater for water
supply during a dry year – or worse – during multiple dry years or drought. There is simply no
evidence to justify such a judgment.
Furthermore, there is far higher potential for groundwater impacts to be measurable if the
project is approved and project applicants end up pumping at 20 gpm for 200+ days per year versus
the brief 10-day 40-gpm pumping tests done last year.

FOR THE PURPOSE OF DETERMING POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS DUE TO AN
UNPROVEN WATER SUPPLY, IT IS NOT SUFFICIENT FOR THE PROJECT APPLICANT AND EIR
CONSULTANTS TO SHRUG OFF THE POTENTIAL FOR DRY YEAR GROUNDWATER DIMINISHMENT OR
THE POTENTIAL FOR DROUGHT PERIOD WELL FAILURES.
CSERC emphasizes that there is no secondary water supply backup as an option at the
project site. If the project’s wells fail during a drought or during a year that has low overall
precipitation, the project cannot simply shift to connect to the closest public water system, as was
the solution for some sites with well failures during the recent multi-year drought. There is no closeby public water system available to connect to because this project and the neighboring Terra Vi
Lodge proposal are leap-frog development far from public water or sewer.
The EIR authors assure that because some wells were tested for 10 days at the 40 gallons per
minute pumping rate and because that pumping only dropped the water level in test Well 3 less than
one foot, that purportedly shows there is plenty of water. IN REALITY, AS NOTED ABOVE, THE
LIMITED WATER PUMPING TESTING DONE TO DATE DOES NOTHING TO SHOW WHETHER THERE IS
SUFFICIENT GROUNDWATER IN FRACTURED BEDROCK (NOT AQUIFER) BENEATH THE SITE DURING
EXTENDED PERIODS WHEN THERE ARE MULTIPLE DRY WATER YEARS.
Further, it is also simply conjecture for the EIR authors to suggest that because the water
dropped less than one foot at Well 3 (which ls located 1,256’ from Well 1 and 660 feet from Well 2)
that somehow the minimal water impact at Well 3 “indicates that the effect of pumping Wells 1 and 2
is largely limited to the project site.” That assertion is simply preposterous. There is no possible
logical connection to enable the EIR consultants to claim that the limited monitoring done at Well 3 (a
¼ mile away from Well 1) somehow assures that Well 1 is not having a far more significant water
draining effect on groundwater in the opposite direction from Well 3. That entire claim is without
merit. It further establishes the lack of accurate information in the DEIR. ALL OF THESE INACCURATE
ASSERTIONS NEED TO BE CORRECTED IN THE FEIR AND THE DEGREE OF SIGNIFICANCE NEEDS TO BE
ACKNOWLEDGED.
It is also a highly important fact that the adjacent Terra Vi Lodge project proposes to use
onsite wells to provide all the water needed for that major development that may have up to 500+
people onsite daily on property adjacent to the Under Canvas project. As noted on page 3.5-28 of the
DEIR, “It is assumed that the cumulative projects would also use groundwater beneath their sites for
water supply. If the onsite water usage exceeds the capacity of aquifers (CSERC NOTES – THERE ARE
NO “AQUIFERS,” ONLY FRACTURED BEDROCK) beneath each site, then the pumping of groundwater
could conflict with the Basin Plan by adversely affecting water supply and water quality.”
Nevertheless, despite a lack of well testing during a dry or during multiple dry water years and
despite a lack of well testing for more than a 10-day pumping period, the EIR consultants choose to
assert that the impacts related to water supply and groundwater would be Less than Significant.
Overall, the entire groundwater section – which contains one unvalidated assertion in the text after
another - cannot be viewed by a court as anything but biased pro-project endorsement by the
consultants instead of the consultants correctly providing a neutral, fact-based assessment of water
supply as part of the description of the environmental setting, potential impacts, and a description of
needed mitigation measures.

General Plan Policy 3.B.2 reads: “Consider whether the water system proposed to serve a
new development has a reliable source of water, sized to serve their existing and future customers’
foreseeable demands. Projects shall only be approved where the water supply system has reliable
sources of water capable of meeting present and future demands.
To address this requirement and CEQA checklist requirements, the DEIR responds to Impact
3.5-7, which assesses whether the project would have “…sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project… during normal, dry, and multiple dry years.” And without solid evidence to
support their claim, the judgment by the EIR consultants is that well pumping tests show that there is
sufficient water, and that the impact would be Less than Significant.
CSERC strongly challenges that conclusion based on the fact that no well tests at high pumping
rates were done in either a dry water year situation or during multiple dry water years, and no backup water supply solution currently exists.
In addition to all of the flaws in the DEIR analysis of water supply, there is also the fact that
the projected water demand of the project is not accurately estimated. As noted in comments
submitted on behalf of the Rush Creek Lodge and Evergreen Lodge management, the total expected
daily water usage for Yosemite Under Canvas is grossly underestimated. Rush Creek Lodge was
designed for 50 gallons per day per person in its guest facilities, while Under Canvas apparently
designs for only 20 gallons and anticipates even lower actual use. Total expected daily water use for
the Under Canvas Project is projected to be less than 8,000 gallons per day, whereas the Rush
Creek and Evergreen Lodge management comment letter states that sufficient potable water flow
based on their experience would make Under Canvas project water use to be far closer to 20,000
gallons a day, roughly 2.5 times higher than the design volume of the DEIR.
This real-life correction of misinformation in the DEIR further underscores the inadequacy of
the DEIR analysis of water supply and adequacy. All of the specific issues of inaccurate information,
misleading claims, and information gaps described above should be corrected in the FEIR.
Most important, the final EIR should fully acknowledge that there is currently no solid
evidence that during multiple dry water years or during a severe drought that the pumping of wells
from the project site will be adequate to supply water to the Under Canvas project at a rate
sufficient to meet water demands of the 250 people on site, restrooms, kitchen, laundry, etc.
The final EIR should also acknowledge that numerous DEIR statements purportedly
describing the adequacy of the project’s water supply are speculative assertions based upon
unproven conjecture rather than factual evidence, and that in reality the limited water testing of
wells to date does not provide grounds for the County to approve project wells as a proven
sufficient water supply – especially since there is no backup water supply alternative option.

WASTEWATER TREATMENT POSES SIGNIFICANT RISK TO SUBSURFACE WATER QUALITY
CSERC staff spent numerous years engaged with the State Water Board and participating with
a Tuolumne County onsite waste treatment system (OWTS) committee -- evaluating various iterations
of on-site sewage treatment system regulations for Tuolumne County. Over that time, the originally
proposed strict onsite sewage treatment and disposal system requirements put forward by County

staff were revised and weakened a number of times during the regulatory process as Tuolumne
County supervisors weighed in at the request of the building industry. The final result established
generally weak, minimum criteria standards for the sizing and design of onsite sewage treatment
systems. Those minimum standards were primarily evaluated for applications for residential or small
commercial use. Yet now those minimum criteria standards are being applied to the Under Canvas
and Terra Vi Lodge wastewater treatment systems – with potentially up to 800 people per day
cumulatively producing wastewater for treatment by the two close-by systems.
The DEIR assures that detailed investigations were conducted to evaluate the onsite soil
conditions and capability of the site for onsite wastewater treatment. Yet similar to the limited value
of pre-project onsite analysis for the adequacy of onsite wells, pre-project site visits cannot assure
with any credibility that the construction and operation of an engineered wastewater septic system
with two leach fields will function effectively during wet months with saturated soils onsite, or that
less-than-fully treated wastewater will not leach deep into the project site’s soils and contaminate
subsurface groundwater.
In previous CSERC comments our staff pointed out that during the tourist season when the
project is planned to be operating, in some Wet Water Year scenarios soils at the site’s elevation can
be saturated from melting snow and spring precipitation. In some such wet years that saturation
may extend to as late as the end of May or early June. In unusually wet fall periods, rains can
saturate forest soils at the project site’s location as early as late September or early October. While
normal or dry water years will not present the problem of saturated soils to add to the challenge of
effectively treating wastewater, the County and the applicant cannot simply hope that all years will
result in unsaturated soil conditions. This increases the potential for wastewater discharged into
leach fields causing pathogenic bacteria contamination of subsurface water.
CSERC has previously raised strong concern that at the 250 -300 persons per day use level on
the project site, the Yosemite Under Canvas project will potentially demand 2,000,000 gallons per
year for operations, and thus will produce roughly 2,000,000 gallons per year of wastewater. If the
septic system for the site, (even with the addition of sand trenches to bolster the filtering effect of
soils), does not fully and adequately treat the wastewater to a level without pathogenic bacteria, this
project could be an ecological disaster for not just the project wells that are planned to be the pivotal
water supply for the project, but also for potential contamination of the Terra Vi Lodge well and wells
belonging to existing parcel owners to the north of the site who rely entirely on relatively shallow
wells for their own water needs.
In case there is any question of the treated or poorly treated wastewater reaching subsurface
groundwater, the DEIR on page 3.5-20 reads: “…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.” The use of the word “aquifer” is notably incorrect since water beneath the
project is described elsewhere in the DEIR as being in fractured bedrock and not in an aquifer. But as
the DEIR indicates, it is to be expected that to whatever degree the wastewater will be treated, that
treated wastewater may then leach down into subsurface groundwater. THIS IS A MAJOR CONCERN
FOR CSERC.
The DEIR dismisses any such concern by claiming that wastewater would be treated to levels
such that the water quality standards and waste discharge requirements would be achieved. Yet
CSERC points to the fact that the DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the highly likely cumulative effects

of wastewater not just being treated on the project site, but that it is also likely to be treated directly
across the road from the project site on the adjacent Terra Vi Lodge project site.
That Terra Vi Lodge project proposal for the site across the street includes a public market, a
lodge, 126 guestrooms, and 5 employee housing units, which could result in up to 500 persons or
more per day producing wastewater at that site. The combined wastewater amount that would
cumulatively be produced by the two projects is not discussed in full detail in the DEIR. That is a
major omission. The potential for the leach fields on the Terra Vi Lodge project to contaminate wells
on the Yosemite Under Canvas project site or vice versa is also not analyzed in any detail within the
DEIR.
The problem is exacerbated by the underestimated amount of wastewater that is honestly
likely to be produced by the Under Canvas project. As the experienced lodge management at Rush
Creek and Evergreen Lodge point out in their comment letter, the Under Canvas Project design
volume of less than 10,800 gallons per day is roughly half of the actual water usage that Rush Creek
and Evergreen Lodge actually experiences. On one hand we have a low estimate of water use based
on conjecture. On the other hand there is the factual information provided from the real life
experience based management of recreational lodges in the area, which is double the amount of
wastewater compared to the DEIR estimate.
The FEIR should based design volume for wastewater at or close to the actual amounts of
wastewater generated at the Rush Creek Lodge and Evergreen Lodge facilities. Further, as the same
management comment letter from those lodges pointed out, dispensing untreated wastewater into
leach fields further poses water quality contamination risk for downslope water resources such as the
Tuolumne River.
Despite the uncertainty posed by the huge amount of wastewater that would be produced
by the combined Terra Vi Lodge and Yosemite Under Canvas projects, the DEIR fails to provide any
clear monitoring mechanism to determine whether or not project-induced contamination of
subsurface water will be promptly identified so that the problem might be promptly corrected.
There is no proposed network of monitoring wells to be located strategically around the
perimeter of the Under Canvas or Terra Vi Lodge leach fields that -- if tested quarterly -- could reveal
when groundwater contamination occurs. There is no back-up alternative plan for handling project
wastewater at these two closely associated project sites in the event that at some point monitoring
does show contamination by pathogenic bacteria from project wastewater.
The FEIR should correct the multiple flaws identified above by these comments – especially
in terms of the DEIR’s unproven assurance as to the adequacy of an untested treatment system for
wastewater on the Yosemite Under Canvas project site.
The FEIR should define how the project will assure a feasible, effective well-monitoring
system that will be capable of promptly detecting elevated levels of pathogenic bacteria in
groundwater both on the project site and on neighboring properties that rely upon wells that could
be contaminated by treated groundwater.

FIRE RISK AND PUBLIC SAFETY
Previously in these comments in response to the DEIR, our Center identified numerous flaws
in the analysis of wildfire risk, safety (or the lack thereof) of customers of the project, and erroneous
conclusions by EIR authors who dismissed the potential for significant impacts of the project when it
comes to fire risk and public safety. These supplemental fire risk and public safety comments add to
our previous concerns that we raised.
The choice to propose a commercial lodging development project at this leapfrog
development site creates a significant impact in two ways. First, by being located so far from fire and
emergency services, the project site cannot reasonably be served in a timely manner so as to reduce
harm to the occupants on the site or to public safety. As acknowledged in the DEIR, “the nearest
TCFD firefighting resources are located at Fire Station 78 in Groveland, approximately 17 road miles
west of the project site. Fire Station 78 is a cooperative fire department with CAL FIRE, Tuolumne
County, and the Groveland Community Services District. Given no road delays, the quickest response
by a fire engine would be roughly 20 to 25 minutes, once the fire crew is alerted to a fire emergency
at the Yosemite Under Canvas site.
It is a significant impact in any CEQA analysis for a visitor-serving development project with
hundreds of people onsite to be at least 20 minutes away from the firefighting resources designated
as the responsible entity.
While a USFS engine may be available at times at the Buck Meadow fire station 10-15 minutes
away and a Yosemite Park engine may be available roughly 30 minutes away from the project site,
those federal land agency fire crews are trained for wildland fires. The USFS fire crew in particular,
being the closest to the project site, is manned during daytime hours and has evening and night-time
crew capacity that varies greatly depending on each fire season, staffing, etc.
All of those distant fire engine crews may already be committed to initial attack or to other
public safety actions at the time of a fire emergency at the Yosemite Under Canvas and/or the Terra
Vi Lodge project sites. Thus, in many periods during the long summer and fall fire season, the first
available fire engine to the project site may not arrive for more than 30 minutes and often it would
be longer. The lack of timely fire protection capacity is a significant impact.
A similar significant impact exists for ambulance service. The DEIR completely fails to
provide responsive detailed information to the issue of a lack of ambulance service for the project
site. Combined just with the Terra Vi Lodge project, the Berkeley-Tuolumne Camp rebuilding project,
and the proposed 150 additional RV campsites at Thousand Trails/Yosemite Lakes resort, those
cumulative new developments create ambulance service demands for roughly 1,400 or more visitors
and staff each day. The DEIR completely fails to identify how many ambulances are available along
the entire Highway 120 corridor and whether the currently available ambulance service is often
unable to provide a short response time due to excessive demand – let alone how much ambulance
service might be available for the four cumulative visitor-serving development projects at Terra Vi
Lodge, Under Canvas, Thousand Trails, and the Berkeley-Tuolumne Camp.
What is especially significant is that over 1 million visitors travel along the Highway 120
corridor each year as they travel to Yosemite, with another 1 million travelers returning along the
corridor as they travel back from Yosemite Park. That results in 2 million travel visitors with vehicle

accidents, heart attacks, strokes, or suffering other health failures that result in the immediate need
for ambulance transportation.
CSERC staff heard at a very early public planning meeting concerning the Terra Vi Lodge
project that residents at Pine Mountain Lake, Groveland, and Big Oak Flat already struggled to get
adequate ambulance service from the single ambulance supposedly stationed along the Highway 120
corridor. Again, if that ambulance is delivering a patient to the hospital in distant Sonora, that
ambulance may not be available for a medical emergency at Yosemite Under Canvas until at least an
hour or more after being notified of an ambulance request. This is another significant impact that is
not appropriately analyzed in the DEIR, and no clear mitigation measure has been proposed.

LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES ARE OFTEN UNAVAILABLE FOR THIS LOCATION
The DEIR openly acknowledges: “Police protection to the project site is provided by the
Tuolumne County Sheriff’s Office in Sonora… … approximately 44 miles northwest from the project
site.’ Thus, at best if a sheriff’s deputy is not already in the project area and available, a deputy who
must be sent from the Sheriff’s Office in Sonora could be more than 45 minutes away from the Under
Canvas project site.
The DEIR acknowledges: “…in 2018, TCSO received 41,181 patrol calls for service, 3,910 traffic
stops, 801 total citations, and 9,348 deputy-initiated incidents.” Now due to COVID-19 and millions
of dollars in Tuolumne County budget shortfalls, county services are suffering even more lay-offs and
decisions not to fill staff vacancies. In the midst of all the shortfalls in law enforcement capacity,
Yosemite Under Canvas and three associated new developments face the potential for major law
enforcement demands for the roughly 1,400 or more visitors to the project sites each day.
Typical of the bias throughout the DEIR, the consultants choose to assess significance for
availability of public safety services NOT by considering response times, or by evaluating the
competing demands for fire engines or resources or by assessing whether current demand for
services already often exceeds available capacity. Instead, the DEIR authors focus narrowly the
question of whether there will be new physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities. THAT IS NOT EVEN REMOTELY THE QUESTION FOR CEQA
ANALYSIS.
The State has made clear in the CEQA Guidelines that the sample checklist in Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines contains questions that “…are (1) broadly worded, (2) highlight environmental
issues commonly associated with most types of new development, and (3) alert lead agencies to
environmental issues that might otherwise be overlooked in the project planning and approval
process.” The Environmental Checklist is described as only being provided as a sample form that
can be tailored to address local conditions and project characteristics.
Thus, the consultant authors of the DEIR cannot narrowly focus the CEQA analysis for
purposes of legal significance on simply whether the project will trigger the construction of a new
public services facility. Since Tuolumne County officials expect a budget shortfall and have no plans
to develop any new public service law enforcement or fire suppression facilities along the Highway
120 corridor, that question is not what matters for consideration of a potential project-caused

significant effect. What matters is whether a new project, if approved, would put occupants of the
development or other members of the public (such as staff or visitors) at significant risk because
insufficient emergency services for fire, ambulance, and law enforcement currently are available
along the Highway 120 corridor. Thus, adding the cumulative impact of Yosemite Under Canvas,
Terra Vi Lodge, and the two other developments should be fully analyzed by the FEIR for risk to public
safety – not whether or not some new facility may need to be built.
As was spelled out in a comment letter of July 9, 2019 from GCSD:
“The “Under Canvas EIR must evaluate the impacts to the GCSD fire and emergency response services,
including:
* GCSD’s ability to provide service 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 serv ices 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 exiting traffic
is being routed through Groveland.
It is also important for the EIR to thoroughly evaluable the ability of the project to be served
with adequate water supply from fractured rock groundwater wells. We have experienced other
lodging/resort projects in the region that have unexpectedly run short on adequate basic water
supply due to the variable and unpredictable nature of the groundwater in the region.”
For all of the reasons spelled out above, the DEIR fails to provide accurate, informed, and
necessary information in response to issues raised by CSERC and other organizations, businesses, and
other commenters on the scoping proposal for Yosemite Under Canvas.
The FEIR should correct all of the major flaws, misinformation, and unsubstantiated
judgments by EIR consultants that lead to conclusions that there are no significant impacts that
would be caused by approval of the project despite the lack of sufficient and timely services for fire
protection, ambulance, and law enforcement services.

AIR QUALITY
The DEIR properly identifies the risk to lungs and public health that can be caused by
particulates less than 10 microns in diameter. Yet despite detailed scoping comments and previous
comments by CSERC and others that point to the potentially dense amount of smoke that would be
generated on the project site on cool evenings or mornings when 99 wood heating stoves are all
burning firewood, the DEIR completely fails to address this important air quality and public health
issue that would be produced by the project.
It takes considerable review of the DEIR to even find mention that the project (despite
public criticism) still intends to provide 99 woodburning stoves as a key part of the glamping
experience. Those 99 stoves are in addition to the 3 community campfire burn sites within the
project and are in addition to the new creation of air quality emissions due to vehicles idling, kitchen

functions that will be based on propane gas burning, and other sources of air quality emissions on the
project site.
In prior comments, CSERC has strongly opposed any approval of the proposed 99 individual
woodstoves based on the fact that many if not most of the customers at the Under Canvas site will
not be highly familiar with the woodstoves, will not have extensive wood-burning expertise, and
potentially will knock coals or embers out of the stoves so that ignition occurs to start a wildfire.
CSERC has also noted that the cumulative total number of people potentially present on the
project site and at the Terra Vi Lodge project site across the street, along with neighbors on parcels
north of the Terra Vi Lodge property, all will potentially suffer from inhaling fine particulate matter
from the smoke generated by the community campfires and the “up to 99” woodstoves all burning at
the same time. Once again, in this section, the EIR authors have irresponsibly avoided their
professional obligation to provide accurate information and to judge accurately whether or not a
project poses a significant risk.
In this situation, page 3.3-9 of the DEIR spells out that the project could have a significant
impact on air quality if it would result in emissions adversely effecting a substantial number of
people. Given that up to 800 people may be present on the project site or the Terra Vi Lodge site on
any cool evening when up to 99 woodstoves and 3 community campfires are all burning, the resulting
production of PM10 particulate matter has very high potential to cause significant adverse health
effects. That is the opposite of the conclusion by DEIR authors, who again skew the discussion to
align with the project.
The FEIR should correct the failure of the DEIR to identify 99 woodstoves combined with
community fire pits and kitchen gas burning to combine to produce smoke and air quality emissions
that collectively pose health risk for up to 800 people at one time (on the project site and across the
street on the adjacent Terra Vi Lodge project site). It is incorrect for the DEIR to dismiss air quality
emissions of PM10 particulate matter just because there is not a concentration of “sensitive receptors”
close to the project site. Instead, there are up to 800 people on or adjacent to the project site who
will be the receptors of the smoke, and any number of them could have asthma, lung disease, be
elderly, etc.
Air quality emissions and PM10 particulate matter in particular combine to be an issue of high
concern for this Under Canvas project. The FEIR should carefully respond to all the related issues
raised during previous comment periods that are associated with the woodstoves, the community
campfires, and overall smoke generated by the project.

TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS ARE UNDERESTIMATED BY THE DEIR
The DEIR section related to Transportation continues to mislead and misinform by dismissing
highly like project impacts as being less than significant. While there are many specific statements
related to the project in the DEIR text that are debatable or biased, it is the lack of acknowledgment
of the significance of Cumulative Impacts that is most egregious.
On page 3.8-11 of the DEIR, the document correctly sets the context for analyzing the
cumulative impacts of the project combined with past, present, and future projects. In particular,

cumulative impacts will be the total effect of the Yosemite Under Canvas project along with the
Berkeley-Tuolumne Camp reconstruction, the expansion of 150 sites proposed at Thousand
Trails/Yosemite Lakes RV Resort, and the Terra Vi Lodge project proposed across the street.
Due to Highway 120 sloping steeply up the hill to the western edge of the Terra Vi Lodge
and Under Canvas parcels, there is a blind spot just as drivers crest the hill. Many drivers are
hurrying toward Yosemite impatiently after driving for hours from Bay Area and Central Valley
sites. The fact that they cannot see over the hill to where vehicles may be turning into or coming
out of the Terra Vi Lodge and Under Canvas project sites results in a truly hazardous situation that
is likely to lead at some point to fatalities. Drivers pulling out from either project site will mostly be
visitors who have no experience at all with that potentially deadly lack of sight for drivers headed east
as they crest the ridge at the western edge of the two project parcels. Accordingly, drivers who are
on vacation in what seems to be a quiet, rural forest setting may often pull out slowly without sharp
concentration on whether an oncoming vehicle is just entering their view as the car comes over the
crest.
The DEIR does not adequately evaluate this significant hazardous situation that would be
created not by just one new development project with hundreds of vehicles a day turning onto or off
from the highway, but instead the cumulative impacts would be even greater due to the combined
vehicle traffic generated on the two project sites of the Under Canvas and the Terra Vi Lodge
projects. CSERC strongly asserts that the FEIR should require a far more critical analysis of entry or
exit locations on the Under Canvas project with careful consideration for the cumulative impact of
the even large Terra Vi Lodge project.
A final issue related to transportation is the new risk of pedestrians crossing back and forth
between the two proposed development sites. Terra Vi Lodge proposes a market/store - plus there
may be other incentives for guests at Under Canvas to hurry recklessly across the highway to get a
soda, coffee, etc. or to simply visit the lodge site. The FEIR should fully evaluate the pedestrian
crossing risk which appears to be a significant issue that could be unavoidable even with mitigation.

AESTHETICS
It is ironic that Tuolumne County supervisors and planning commissioners are often highly
enthusiastic about economic factors that benefit the County, and yet County staff and elected
officials appear to be so insensitive to the extremely high economic tourism value of preserving the
scenic viewshed along the Highway 120 corridor. The viewshed aesthetics become even more
important the closer that travelers are to Yosemite Park – the primary recreational destination for so
many tourists.
There are three main travel corridors providing tourists with vehicular access into Yosemite,
and competition is evident between the three counties to market their route so as to convince
recreational visitors to travel the highway that best benefits their businesses. Over decades,
Tuolumne County has generally retained its natural scenic viewshed along the Highway 120 corridor
east of Groveland. Yet now, the Yosemite Under Canvas project and the Terra Vi Lodge project would
create significant new visual impacts of a commercial nature on both sides of Highway 120 at the
project site just a few miles from the Park entrance station.

The DEIR on page 3.1.-1 acknowledges that the project site is located within a rural setting
where lighting is minimal. In fact, there is zero lighting currently on either the Under Canvas project
site or the Terra Vi Lodge project site. Page 3.1-8 of the DEIR acknowledges that aesthetic impacts
are considered to be significant in a project would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.
On page 3.1-10 the DEIR incorrectly claims that the tented campsites and the associated
support facilities “would be largely obscured from public view and would not substantially degrade
the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site.” As with so many claims made in
the DEIR, this is inaccurate. A large percentage of the tented campsites would be highly visible.
The cumulative effects of the Under Canvas project and the Terra Vi Lodge project would
inarguably convert the scenic viewing corridor area along Highway 120 at the project site from a
mostly “natural forest” view, consistent with previous miles of highway travel. The Under Canvas
project and the Terra Vi Lodge project would convert the two properties into highly visible
commercial facilities, with signs, advertisements, and everything needed to provide lodging, food,
water, and laundry service for up to 800 people. Even if over 1,000 trees would still be left growing
on the Under Canvas site, a large percentage of those surviving trees had their lower limbs burned
and killed back by the Rim Fire, so there is now very little vegetative screening at the project site from
the forest floor surface up to the 25’-30’ height to where branches begin to provide some screening.
The openness of the forest and the height of the canopy across most of the Under Canvas project site
would NOT obscure the public’s view.
While the scenic, visual impact of the Under Canvas project may arguably be less significant
than the proposal to clear much of the Terra Vi Lodge site across the street and to then erect major
permanent buildings on that site, the cumulative effects of the two projects combined must be fully
and carefully analyzed by the DEIR for this Under Canvas project. Instead, the DEIR fails to carefully
consider the scenic viewshed impacts of the two combined projects for whether they would
substantially degrade the existing visual character of public views of the site and its surroundings.
That is yet another major EIR flaw that must be corrected in the FEIR.
In reality, the cumulative daytime visual scenic impacts of the two projects will cumulatively
exceed the criteria for creating a significant visual impact.
In addition, there is currently zero nighttime lighting on the two sites. But if both projects are
approved that will result in a highly significant change – with both sites having lighting that will be in
stark contrast to pre-project conditions. For the Under Canvas project, there will be all the lights
associated with the kitchen facility, administrative facility, each of the 99 tent structures, as well as
lights for the parking area. For the Terra Vi Lodge project, there will be even greater levels of lighting
for the higher number of buildings, occupied guest rooms, the market, parking areas, etc. The
combined cumulative impact of nighttime lighting from the two projects will be markedly significant
compared to the current lack of lighting. And even if the lights meet county General Plan standards
and are pointed downward, those mitigation measure requirements primarily reduce a project’s
lighting impacts on nighttime raptors, other wildlife, etc. rather than reducing scenic lighting impacts
for those traveling past the site in motor vehicles.
Again, as an example of what a court might consider as clear bias by the DEIR authors, the
DEIR misleadingly claims that the nearest offsite receptors to potential light sources on the site are
residences located over 1,000 feet away. In fact, millions of travelers pass each year on the highway

directly between the two adjacent development projects. They will be directly affected – both in the
daytime and in darkness – if the two projects gain approval and are allowed to become operational.
As the project pertains to Impact 3.1-2, implementation of the project would certainly
create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect nighttime views in
the area. That makes the project the cause of a significant impact that needs mitigation.
The FEIR should fully analyze the true cumulative effects of the two development projects on
each side of the narrow highway corridor, and the FEIR determination should clearly acknowledge
that the approval of the two projects would likely result in a significant and unavoidable adverse
effect on a scenic vista and on the existing visual character of the site and its surroundings.
A final point that should again be important if a court ever needs to weigh in on the adequacy
of the FEIR -- the DEIR for the Terra Vi Lodge project does acknowledge light and glare effects to be of
significance for that project. How then can the cumulative effects of the Under Canvas and the Terra
Vi Lodge projects combined not be rated as a significant impact for the Under Canvas project?

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
The DEIR discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project provides any possible court
challenge with yet another glaring example of bias by the DEIR authors and a failure to provide
accurate information that an agency can then rely upon to determine whether or not a proposed
project poses the risk of a significant impact on the affected environment
On page ES-5 under Alternatives to the Proposed Project, the DEIR acknowledges that the
Reduced Project Alternative “would slightly lessen some of the project’s less-than-significant
effects…” The DEIR authors then go on to make a totally bogus and illogical claim: “The No Project
Alternative would avoid all of the project’s effects, but would create a significant and unavoidable
impact with respect to wildfire risk.”
This intentional twisting of fact and reality underscores how invalid the DEIR analysis is when
it comes to presenting accurate information and reasoned conclusions. Without the proposed
project, there will continue to be zero occupants of the project site so there would be no one who
would be “at risk” from wildfire. That by itself is a key correction of the DEIR authors’ spurious claim.
There are also no known unique or high value natural resources nor special status wildlife species
that are tied directly to the project site that would be at unique risk from wildfire.
Leaving the project site in its existing commercial forest status quo condition will not in any
possible way result in a “new potentially significant and unavoidable impact with respect to wildfire.”
At worst, the current flammable condition of the forest growing on the project site would remain
vulnerable to another wildfire until such time that the next commercial forest management action
occurs. At that point, as often results from commercial forest treatments, the thinning of the existing
trees or the logging done to create even-age treatment units will remove a percentage of green tree
forest fuel. Logging slash and surface fuels will get the required level of state-required treatment
post-logging. And the next cycle of vegetative growth and the resulting increase in surface, ladder,
and overstory fuels will start again. Most simply put, it is wildly false for the DEIR authors to claim

that “not approving” the Under Canvas project would create potential for a new significant impact
with respect to wildfire.
To restate for emphasis, for the DEIR to claim that NOT CONSTRUCTING the project on this
site would somehow result in a NEW significant unavoidable impact with respect to wildfire reflects
how badly the DEIR analysis has been skewed to attempt to endorse the project.

REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT SITE ARE NOT APPROPRIATELY CONSIDERED
CEQA requires that an EIR describe and evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives to the
proposed project or to the location of the proposed project. There also must be consideration of a
No Project alternative and the analysis must identify an “environmentally superior” alternative in
addition to the no-project alternative. Further, CEQA also requires that “…the discussion of
alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede
to some degree the attainment of the project objectives.”
In comments that were submitted prior to and during the scoping period, CSERC and other
concerned citizens raised strong concerns about the proposed location of the project. We urged that
the EIR carefully consider reasonable alternative locations that would markedly reduce project
impacts.
The DEIR asserts on page 4-2 that the County does not need to evaluate alternative locations
for the project – a direct conflict with the DEIR text on page 4-1 that spells out the CEQA does require
such an analysis. If a court ever is required to judge which portion of the DEIR is correct, the fact that
one section contradicts the other further undermines the DEIR.
After stating that the County does not legally need to evaluate alternative locations, the DEIR
assures that the County nevertheless did consider recommendations for the project to consider the
“Scar” site between Big Oak Flat and Groveland. After asserting that the Scar site does not possess
the characteristics to meet the objectives of the project, the DEIR further spells out the legal claim
that CEQA does not expressly require a discussion alternative project locations even though the CEQA
Guidelines require a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project.”
Once again the DEIR authors engage in advocacy for the project rather than neutrality, by
asserting that the CEQA Guidelines wording only suggests that a lead agency may evaluate on-site
alternatives, off-site alternatives, or both. So the DEIR authors then state: “For this project, the
County has elected (consistent with CEQA) to evaluate only on-site alternatives.”
CSERC rebuts the accuracy and legality of that claim. The DEIR authors’ interpretation twists
a straightforward CEQA requirement. A legal opinion in the DEIR then stretches that interpretation
further by suggesting that if zoning and land use designations for a project site contemplates
potential commercial recreation use, then a proposed commercial recreation project does not need
to be considered for an alternative location that would lessen project effects.
This appears to be a theory that, if accepted, would eliminate Tuolumne County ever
needing to comply with the CEQA Guidelines requirement to consider alternative locations when

evaluating projects. CSERC strongly presses that the FEIR must correct the failure of the County
and the DEIR to consider alternative locations in order to be consistent with clear CEQA direction
The DEIR section on Alternatives to the Project moves to identifying why different types of
lodging enterprises such as a modern commercial campground or a destination Cabin Resort or a
hotel/motel complex are inconsistent with the applicant’s objectives. CSERC agrees that none of
those would reduce project effects, and members of the public who commented with concerns over
the proposed project never recommended a similar project with no reduction in project impacts.
But the DEIR discussion then shifts to describing a Reduced Project Alternative, a Basic
Services Campground, and the No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative is described as not
meeting any of the objectives of the proposed project, nor would it remove hazardous trees or
reduce fuels loads, but it “would, however, avoid most of the other impacts as identified in Chapter 3
of this EIR.”
More attention is focused on the Reduced Project Alternative. Once again reflecting the bias
evident throughout the DEIR, the authors do not acknowledge that in most instances the Reduced
Project Alternative would lessen the overall visual impact, air quality impacts, demands on well water
for the water supply and wastewater treatment demand, noise levels, demand for public services,
transportation effects, etc. Instead the DEIR authors persist in claiming that the proposed project
would not create ANY potential significant impact, and thus they assert that the Reduced Project
Alternative would similarly result in less than significant (with mitigation) impacts, the same as
identified with the proposed project.
The DEIR falsely asserts the same biased conclusion for the Basic Services Campground
Alternative and the No Project Alternative – claiming incorrectly that since the proposed project
will cause no potential for a significant impact, that effects would be the same for the proposed
project and all of those evaluated Alternatives.
CSERC asserts that just on this issue alone, the EIR has a fatal flaw of biased and inaccurate
information that makes it legally vulnerable. For all of the clearly spelled out reasons previously
described in this comment letter, it is highly evident that the Yosemite Under Canvas project has
potential to result in a significant effect for (1) forest conversion, (2) the unproven long term dry
year adequacy of wells as the water supply, (3) the cumulative impact potential for subsurface
water contamination by such a massive level of wastewater treatment that is proposed by the
Under Canvas and Terra Vi Lodge adjacent projects, (4) fire risk to occupants of the site, (5) safety
risk from the hazardous highway condition for entry into and out of the project site in combination
with the Terra Vi Lodge project site, (6) aesthetics and viewshed impacts associated with the
change of character of the site and nighttime lighting versus the baseline condition, (6) air quality
impacts and PM10 particulate matter emissions in particular, and (7) the remote location of the
project site from essential emergency and law enforcement services.
For all of the reasons above, the project WILL result in the potential for significant impacts.
Thus the consideration of Alternatives to the Proposed Project in the FEIR must correctly show the
Basic Services Campground Alternative, the Reduced Project Alternative, and the No Project
Alternative as all posing LESS risk of significant impacts. As currently presented incorrectly in the
DEIR, THIS IS A MAJOR LEGAL FLAW OF HIGH IMPORTANCE.

County approval already exists for a commercial lodging development on a prime
undeveloped property on the south side of the highway at Buck Meadows (located just to the west
of the USFS ranger station) where the County a few years ago approved a proposal for a conference
center, a lodge, a restaurant, cabins, a theater, a store, etc. on a well-forested attractive site that
would meet all or most of the Objectives of the current project. While there would still be
environmental impacts from switching the location of this project to that site, it would be closer to
emergency services, fire risk would be less due to the topography and nearby meadow area, there
already is one minor commercial development close by on the north side of the highway, the
entry/exit onto the highway would be far safer, and there are additional reasons why this alternative
site would pose far less impacts than the proposed project site. CSERC urges that the FEIR carefully
and fully evaluate this alternative location and compare it to the project site for all of the issues
where CSERC and other members of the interested public have raised concerns.
As described above, CSERC does not oppose the County approving this glamping project at a
location where it will not create significant and unavoidable impacts or at a site where at least the
vast majority of the current project’s potential significant impacts would be avoided or greatly
reduced.
IN CLOSING
The fact that the County Community Development Department and Board of Supervisors
chose not to allow any extension of the public comment period for this project is a slap in the face to
the interested members of the community who take the time to spend countless hours attempting to
review detailed environmental documents and to provide responsive comments.
Because Tuolumne County chose to release the ”more than 1,800+ pages” of the Terra Vi
Lodge DEIR at the same time as the 1,200+ pages of the Yosemite Under Canvas DEIR, concerned
county residents and interested organizations such as CSERC have faced an unreasonable burden of
attempting to wade through 3,000+ pages of documentation in a relative short comment period of 45
days. It is shameful for the County to make claims that it is interested in the input of County
residents and then to refuse to allow even an additional 10 days for document review by concerned
citizens after releasing 3,000+ pages of difficult to process documentation.
Sadly, the lack of neutrality by county representatives over recent years in land planning
matters has resulted in a high degree of mistrust and skepticism by county residents that the County
will make a fair decision for proposed development based upon the environmental analysis and
public input. CSERC shares that concern. We urge that the County ensure that the FEIR fully corrects
the many important flaws and failures of the DEIR.

Executive Director, CSERC

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 fire in
Tuolumne County, but of when.” Later on it states that “…tourism have shaped the likelihood of
a devastating fire 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 wildfire.”
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 fire could be started by just one of these
people flicking a cigarette into the forest. Also the Under Canvas is also projected to have 99
wood stoves along with campfire pits and barbecues which will be well over 100 ignition
sources. As I’m sure you are aware the Rim fire was started by 1 reckless campfire 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 aﬀord 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 wildfire comes in this area again.
Traﬃc 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 wildfire is caused by
one of these two properties it will make it nearly impossible for everyone to get out safely due
to the increased traﬃc 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 oﬀ 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

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.
•

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.

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.
•

•

•
•
•

•

•

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.

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.

•

•

•

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.
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.
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

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 fluke rainier than normal season. These tests are
normally conducted over years during different seasons to get an accurate reflection.
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.
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 field 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
difficult sometimes without the hundreds of cars and pedestrians these projects will add.
This will be an added traffic hazard, and in the case of a vehicle accident it will pull
emergency resources from surrounding areas.
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 fire would view it fuel. At The Under Canvas project they are
proposing wood stoves, campfire pits and BBQ’s. The Rim Fire was caused by one
campfire 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 fire
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 fire fighters and other emergency personal, this is just reckless and unnecessary on
your part.
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

about noise pollution as they will be having wedding and parties with an amplified 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.

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?
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”
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.

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?

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

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

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

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 significance 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 final EIR for the proposed YUC development:

WILDFIRE
The DEIR does not accurately assess the serious threat of wildfire to this area. We are located in a “Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone” and in a remote location without a nearby fire department, ambulances,
or healthcare facilities. Bringing so many people to Sawmill Mountain and allowing camp fires 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.
The DEIR is incorrect and fails to provide evidence that the project would not exacerbate the risks of
wildfire and would not expose the area to the uncontrollable spread of wildfire. Tuolumne County has a
responsibility to protect the safety of our community and forest. Supporting a project development with
99 wood stoves and campfire 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 traffic 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 fire-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 fire is blocking the road, the only exit route to Highway 120 may become
inaccessible.

WATER
The DEIR repeatedly says that all impacts are less than significant 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 sufficient 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 significant.”
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 fields 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.
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 fire 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 fire
concern, impact on evacuation efforts, inadequate water supply for wells, fire sprinklers, fire fighting,
sanitation, and evacuation through Groveland. The DEIR fails to adequately address these many
significant impacts.
The DEIR fails to explain how bringing a thousand new people into the area would not increase the
number of traffic 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 definitely increase noise, pollution and traffic to the existing, surrounding community
because there is nothing in the location currently. Impacts would be potentially significant and need to be
studied, rather than dismissed. DEIR statements have not been substantiated.
It is imperative that traffic flow 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 flee 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.

NOISE
The introduction of noise related activities such as amplified music and events, human voices, barking
dogs, vehicular traffic, 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.
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 amplified 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 influx 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 wildfire risk, lack of water and water quality, septic contamination, traffic, 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, fire, 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.
The cumulative impacts from projects proposed in this area are significant. It is vital that the County
officials 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.

Sincerely,

Rosalina George

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

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

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.
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.
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.

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.
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

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.

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

I am against the Terra Vi and Yosemite Under Canvas projects. My family has had a cabin in the
area for over 30 years. I feel the EIR was rushed and not complete. I have numerous
concerns, here are just a few of the things I do not think the EIR answered fully: Traffic
conditions, Impact on Wildlife, Water Supply, Septic, Fire Risk, and noise. This project is being
pushed through without consider for any of these things. The county is only thinking of the tax
revenue they will gain from the project and not thinking of the safety or well being of the
people of who will be affected by this project.
Sincerely,
Dennis Kraft

July 18, 2020
To whom it may concern,
My name is Christina Kraft and our family has owned a house on Sawmill
Mountain Road for 32 years. I am opposed to the building of the Lodge and Glamping
tents for many reasons.
WATER SUPPLY - Despite well tests done in a wet year that show plenty of
water that is supposedly more than sufficient to meet daily water needs of
each project, the reality is that groundwater is always a gamble. If wells
were tested at the end of multiple years of drought, the well test results
would be highly different. Emphasizing the lack of a public water supply of
surface water from a reservoir, lake, or river. We don't want our wells to run
dry.
SEPTIC - 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. Painstaking sifting
through the EIR for each project and debating or questioning assertions
made about the assurance that septic treatment will be adequate is a
second very important issue. The potential for our well supplies and the
Tuolumne River to be contaminated is another concern.
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. Emphasizing that the two projects not
only pose risk of ignitions but perhaps even worse will put hundreds of
visitors in the path of a potential summer wind-blown wildfire is a key
argument that pushes against the need for public safety. Building these two
projects at an alternative location near Groveland would greatly diminish all
three of the issues identified so far.
After losing our garage with all of my grandfather's carpentry tools in it and coming
inches to losing our beloved house, we cannot have any more fire risk. For these
reasons it will not be a good idea to build these so close to our homes.

Thank you,
Christina Kraft

July 19, 2020
To whom it may concern,
My name is Charles Kraft and I am a licensed plumber. My family has a house on
Sawmill Mountain road for the past 32 years. I am against the Terra Vi and Yosemite under
Canvas projects. In reviewing the EIR I noticed it does not address the Corona Virus in regards
to sewage. Recent reports have shown Yosemite Sewage tested positive for the Virus. The
virus is known to live up to 3 weeks in sewage. This is a great concern that needs to be
addressed. This can sicken and kill many people if this does not get brought up.
Thank you,
Charles Kraft

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.
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.

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
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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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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)

Tuolumne County Community Development Department
2 S. Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Quincy Yaley, AICP, Community Resource Agency Assistant Director- Development
& Tuolumne County Supervisors:
Re: Yosemite Under Canvas
Of serious concern:
Lack of water!
Sewage disposal!
Fire danger!
Effect on the quality of life of the adjacent properties due to lack of water, potential sewage issues, fire
danger, smoke from campfires, and noise.
Danger in crossing the highway from one development to the other.
Lack of local area emergency services.
We have previously expressed our concerns and are truly disappointed that, apparently they have not
been seriously addressed. It is disheartening as well as baffling why the public is invited to comment,
when those comments are largely ignored. Where is the oversight?
We are counting on you to do the right thing,
Lauren & Bill Nickell
33569 Hardin Flat Road
Groveland, CA 95321
209-962-4360

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.
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.
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.
Any approved development must have firefighting capabilities onsite!
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.
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.
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.

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

7/20/20
To: nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us (Natalie Rizzi)
qyaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us (Quincy Yaley)
triggs@co.tuolumne.ca.us (Tracy Riggs)
kathleenhaff2020@gmail.com (Kathleen Haff)
bosm@co.tuolumne.ca.us (The entire Board of Supervisors)
jjunette@fs.fed.us (Jim Junette USFS)
Re: Yosemite Under Canvas
Quincy Yaley, AICP, Community Resource Agency Assistant Director- Development
Natalie Rizzi Tuolumne County Planner, & Tuolumne County Supervisors:
We have serious concerns regarding the proposed ‘Yosemite Under Canvas’ development.
1.

Of major concern is the location. It is adjacent to 4 properties who would be directly affected by the
activities of this proposed project. How do you intend to protect these existing residences? Can you
guarantee this development will not adversely impact the limited volume of domestic water supply for
these properties, and that the waste will not contaminate their water?

2.

How will you prevent the potential impact on the Tuolumne River from the septic waste leaching downhill into the creek that feeds into the river?

3.

The wood burning stoves inside tents as well as outdoor wood-burning fire pits being used by visitors with
possibly zero experience, increases the risk of potential wildfires. Also, the substantial amount of smoke
flowing down slope would heavily impact the property directly below the glamping site.

4.

This project is located in a beautiful, natural area, home to native wildlife and flora. With habitat being
reduced and threatened everywhere in the forest how can you assure their survival?

5.

A number of developments/expansions have already recently been approved in the Hardin Flat area,
including the new Rush Creek Lodge, the rebuilding of the Berkeley Camp, and expansion of NACO/
Thousand Trails. Based on the crumbling condition of Hardin Flat Road (not to mention Evergreen Road),
it appears the county does not have funding to maintain current obligations. How can more traffic/visitors
to the area even be considered before correcting these existing hazards? It is deeply concerning whether
the county can keep up at all.

6.

The additional traffic and number of vehicles being invited into the area is another major concern. The
highway is already heavily used in the ‘season’. The potential for adding to it needs to be fully addressed.

7.

Additional cars…The ‘glamping’ area, with 99 sites would bring in a substantial number of vehicles per
day. Add the additional cars accessing the proposed hotel development across the highway with 200
rooms, as well as all the vehicles driven by employees to get to work (since there will not be housing
provided on-site). Then consider the addition of Berkeley Camp and Yosemite Lakes/NACO adding further
to the influx of vehicles in the area, and you have a serious increase in the number of vehicles impacting
the tiny community along Hardin Flat Road & the Highway 120 corridor.

8.

Considering that the line-up to get into Yosemite can be miles long, this equates to serious traffic issues.
How are emergency vehicles supposed to get through on this two-lane highway, not to mention the mail?
Please consider that Highway 120 east of Groveland already sees annual fatalities, without these added
vehicles.

9.

Is CalTrans involved with the planning of these proposed projects? Are they prepared to deal with and
provide the ensuing maintenance?

10. How about the National Park Service in Yosemite? Are they involved in this process, and are they willing
or able to accept more cars that they cannot accommodate? As we all know, there is a serious shortage of
parking places in Yosemite Valley, so cars end up idling, wasting gas as they spew exhaust. How is this
affecting the environment? Does the state of California condone such developments? Are they involved in
the approval process?
11. ‘Glamping’ sounds fun, but the proposed rental rate of a site or Yurt is higher than that of many existing
lodging rates, at $300 plus per tent cabin. The choice to camp is often influenced by economics, visitors
who cannot afford lodging, will often camp. At these rates, this does not sound like it is filling a need for
affordable overnight sleeping facilities.
These points are all of major concern to us and our way of life.
Please respond confirming receipt of this email.
Thank you for your consideration,
Bill Nickell
33569 Hardin Flat Road
Groveland, CA 95321

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
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FROM: Margene Rivara 31583 Hardin Flat Rd., Groveland, CA. 95321
Margene@Venturesir.com (925)200-6916

RE: Proposed “Yosemite Under Canvas (“YUC”)

TO:

July 20, 2020

Quincy Yaley, Tracy Riggs, Kathleen Haff, Natalie Rizzi, Tuolumne County Planning Commissioners,
Tuolumne Board of Supervisors, Gov. Gavin Newson, Lt. Gov. Eleni Kounalakis, U.S. Congressman Tom
McClintock, Jim Junette U.S. Forestry Service, Yosemite Conservancy, State of California Water Quality
Control Board, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Sierra Club, James Laird Past Head of Calif. Water,
Cal Fire, and to all of those who have an interest in the future of Yosemite for generations to come.

It is with grave concern that I am addressing you regarding the Proposed “Yosemite Under Canvas” project. I am
aware you have received many emails from interested parties who have written to voice their concerns regarding
the possible approval of “Yosemite Under Canvas”. All of us have read the DEIR Report and many “Red Flags” go up
about how Tuolumne County can even possibly address the issues of “Emergency Services”, “Wildfires”, “Public
Transportation”, “Water”, and “Impact” on the area with any sort of guarantee about the unpredictable. If anything
goes wrong or if an accident happens, which they often do, the Future of YOSEMITE IS AT STAKE. (Please READ each
and EVERY letter of concern you receive carefully before you put them in a stack or make any decisions on this
project). ALL parties of concern must be in agreement BEFORE YOU ACT on ANY path forward.
As I see it, Tuolumne County is entrusted with an almost “SACRED TRUST” to insure the very existence of Yosemite
will not be put at Risk. Do not exchange a few Tax Dollars which could be generated from this project for the
FUTURE of YOSEMITE. It took Billions of Years to carve Yosemite from the Granite with the Rivers, and grow the
Forests, and populate the land with the “Endangered Animals” and “Plants” that inhabit there. It could take one
careless camper or camp fire to destroy Yosemite as we now know it FOREVER. We cannot take the Risk and neither
should Tuolumne County. You as a County DO NOT have a crystal ball for the Future and you cannot guarantee
nothing will go wrong.
I am proposing a 15 mile “SAFETY ZONE” be put completely around the perimeter of Yosemite, where NO NEW
DEVELOPMENTS are allowed other than what has already been approved by the County. I intend to Lobby to the
highest offices in the United States to set this Boundary around Yosemite. We cannot allow property owners or

short sighted persons who are momentarily in charge to make any decision which could possibly risk the Future of
Yosemite. PLEASE STOP, make no decisions until we Appeal to the American Public. There is no RUSH. We are in
the middle of a Pandemic of which we do not know the outcome.
You should “CARE ABOUT YOSEMITE” more than you care about the Tax Dollars to Tuolumne County’s bottom line.
If you “CARE ABOUT YOSEMITE”, care about your role as it relates to the Future of Yosemite. If you “CARE ABOUT
YOSEMITE” place future developments close to existing cities and towns, which already have infrastructure to better
meet the needs of both residence and visitors. Future generations should also be entitled to enjoy YOSEMITE in
person and not to simply gaze at it from a beautiful photograph.
Best Regards,
Margene Rivara
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July 20, 2020
TO:

Tuolumne County (CA) Supervisors, Tuolumne County Health Officials, Selected State and National Public
Officials and Selected Media Representatives.

FROM: Louis Rivara, 31583 Hardin Flat Road, Groveland, CA 95321
(Email: Louis@remaxaccord.com AND 925.200.6917.)
RE:

Yosemite Under Canvas (“YUC”)

As a San Francisco Bay Area real estate broker and owner of a second home in Tuolumne County near the Big Oak
Flat Entrance to Yosemite, I am greatly distressed by the county’s seeming lack of serious concern for the impact of
Yosemite Under Canvas (“YUC”) on those in the region. The proposed actions by Tuolumne County Officials
regarding the potential approval of YUC as well as other significant proposed nearby developments seems to place
the county’s interests above those of the public for a number of reasons, including the following:
1. Tuolumne County is currently publicly advertising that its services are inadequate. The county describes
itself in Bay Area radio ads as an unsafe, rural place to visit with inadequate services to meet the needs of
additional visitors. People are told to stay away.
2. We are in the midst of a pandemic, the future impact of which is uncertain. This means the county is
considering approval with an unknown future demand, which can’t be clearly known for some time.
3. Studies commissioned by Mariposa County of sewage indicate the presence of Covid in Yosemite. Biobot
Analytics, the company performing the studies has estimated that it is likely 170 people have been infected.
4. Yosemite National Park has reduced entry into the park by approximately 50%. No plan is currently in place
for what the status of the park will look like in the future. For this reason, no decision on YUC should be
made now
5. Existing businesses in the region are being threatened with extinction. Under current protocols vacation
rentals and lodges are forced to let their properties sit idle for roughly 25% to 35% of the otherwise available
nights due to cleaning protocols. Many support services as well, such as housekeepers, restaurants,
maintenance personal, have seen their incomes obliterated.
6. The development of YUC and other similar proposed projects are all at least 1 hour from significant safety
and emergency services. My family’s personal experience on two separate occasions demonstrated that
timely support simply did not exist and is too far away.

7. We should not be crowding the pristine nature of Yosemite. Yosemite is a treasure that cannot be restored
once it is destroyed by Public Officials struggling to find added income streams for their services.
8. The Issues in the Draft Environmental Impact Report have not been reasonably addressed. Issues raised by
local residents and businesses have largely been glossed over or not addressed directly.
9. More people in the area will vastly strain the water supply in the area, create congestion and likely increase
crime. Development should instead focus on existing towns where infrastructure exists. The focus should be
on quality housing that will draw those who can now work remotely that are leaving the cities, development
of additional activities within existing communities, and businesses that cater to those looking for a quality
home life. As the existing communities thrive, then there will be a place for accommodations and other
support services that provide jobs to the local communities.
10. Existing housing values will suffer as businesses are forced to close. Since existing vacation rentals are now
struggling, some have placed their loans in forbearance. Others have certainly stopped making payments, as
their income has dried up. Adding additional rooms and campgrounds to compete with the struggling
existing ones will likely result in many owners choosing to sell and depart the area, a new round of
foreclosures as forbearance periods end, and a drop in prices for everyone. Lower prices will also mean
lower tax revenue for the county.
Moving forward any significant development of the size of this one or others planned in the area is immoral, in
my opinion, until we are able to see where things go with Yosemite National Park and existing businesses in the
region once Covid is behind us.
Please add my email (Louis@remaxaccord.com) to the list for any future notices of development in the Hardin
Flat, Sawmill Mountain Road and Evergreen Road areas.
Thank you.
Louis Rivara

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

Hardin Flat, LLC Site Development
Permit SDP18-002 (Under Canvas
Yosemite) Project
Tuolumne County

-4-

20 July 2020

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

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

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

July 20, 2020
Sarah Sutton, RLA‐CA #4219
11981 McGraw Court
Groveland, CA 95321

Tuolumne County Planning
2 S. Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Attention: Natalie Rizzi, nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us
RE: YOSEMITE UNDER CANVAS, Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Ms. Rizzi:
I have reviewed the Draft EIR for Yosemite Under Canvas and think the project can provide many
benefits to vacationers and the local residents. I do have a few concerns, however, that I would like to
see addressed more thoroughly and would like to see specific mitigation measures addressing my
concerns included in the final document and MMRP.
Fire Risk, Emergency Response and Evacuation Planning
The devastating urban interface wildfires state‐wide over the past three years point to the critical need
for detailed fire risk evaluation and planning, especially with all new developments. I urge the County to
obtain a full Fire and Emergency services review at the State level due to the high wildfire potential in
Tuolumne County. What plans will be put in place to facilitate rapid evaluation if needed, especially if
fire teams are also coming up Priest Grade to fight the fire? How can we be assured the additional
population and traffic from this project and cumulative impacts from the other proposed projects listed
in the EIR will not put our community at much greater risk of evacuating safely? How can avoid the sort
of disaster, in terms of property damage and lost lives, experienced in Paradise in 2018?
Highway 120 is the main access road to and from the west and is very narrow through Groveland, Big
Oak Flat and the winding Priest Grade. Please require that the project prepare a detailed fire safety and
mitigation plan, including emergency evacuation projections. Include number of vehicles (for this project
and cumulative impacts) on the road all, at one time, heading west out of the region through Groveland,
Big Oak Flat and down Priest Grade.
Please take into account that the Highway 120/Ferretti Road intersection in Groveland already backs up
as traffic along 120 increases during prime vacation season. Even if a stop light is eventually required at
this intersection, how will that impact cross‐traffic evacuation? Traffic back‐up for basic roadwork at
that intersection, as well as many locations along 120, already results in long wait times. If residents
waiting at the intersection can’t merge onto 120 to evacuate due to a long line of vacationers trying to
escape on the highway, I envision wholesale panic and injuries, or worse if people can’t exit in time.

I realize I am painting a dire worse‐case scenario, but recall that Paradise was destroyed in less than 24
hours! I lived in the Bay Area and remember how residents were trapped when trying to exit the
Oakland Hills fire in 1991 along their narrow roads, which resulted in several deaths. I personally had to
evacuate from the Rim Fire, and helped family leave the area from the Complex Fire. Wildfires in these
steep canyons have proven repeatedly to be very difficult to contain, especially with the superheated
dry winds fanning the fires from the east.
Other Concerns
In addition to my primary concern about addressing fire risk and public safety, I am concerned about the
following:








Emergency Services: Fire (localized incidents in addition to forest fires, mentioned above)
Medical services and evacuations, and Law Enforcement. How will the project contribute to
necessary increases in staffing, equipment and services in all these areas? It is not sufficient to
simply defer that decision to the County and ignore the increased demand from the project.
Transportation and Services: How will increased traffic impact Groveland and Big Oak Flat? In
the summer, traffic is already congested through our small town. I am also concerned about
public safety – please address how to slow vehicles coming into Groveland from the west and
east. Can rumble strips be installed? We were rear‐ended by a truck barreling around the corner
into town and not stopping in time as we were waiting to turn left into Yosemite Bank. As noted
above, the corner of Ferretti Road and 120 are already a congestion point when long lines of
tourists are passing through. Also, our two small gas stations are already packed with vehicles
on the weekends (and many choosing not to wear masks!) with long wait times.
Water Supplies: How will the project impact current and long‐term supplies for existing
residents? State‐wide projections are showing water availability decreasing, even with current
populations, let alone future development.
Cumulative Impacts: the EIR mentions several projects that will increase the cumulative impacts.
Please address the maximum expected impacts for all of the above at full build‐out.

Thank you for reading and addressing my concerns. I do think the project can provide a unique
opportunity for visitors and also can potentially bring positive economic benefits to our historic Gateway
Community to Yosemite.

Sincerely,

Sarah Sutton

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 oﬀ, 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.
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 diﬀerent seasons to get an accurate depiction of water supply in
diﬀerent climates and diﬀerent 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 field 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/ Traﬃc: The intersection of Saw Mill Mountain Rd and 120 is extremely
diﬃcult 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 traﬃc and food traﬃc from people
walking across 120 to get to both sites it will lead to additional traﬃc 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 fire of 2013 devastated the area.
The rim fire was caused by a single reckless hunter who started a campfire and it went out
of control and caused an incalculable amount of damage. This fie 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 fire this
bad being caused by one reckless hunter, what damage could be done by hundreds of
visitors with the projects promising wood stoves, campfire pits, and BBQ’s. If it is a
particularly dry season, which happens all the time, one spark from a fire pit catches some
dry brush on fire it could lead to another massive fire. It only takes one careless person to
cause a massive fire.
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.

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/ fire 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 flat road where you
can see both ways and could be perfect for traﬃc lights. It is also just far enough away from
the Yosemite Gates that it will not get congested even during peak times.
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 oﬀ 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.
Zachary Wiedemann

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.
- 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?
- 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.
- 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.
-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.
- 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.
- 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.
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.
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.

Thank you,

Samantha Wiedemann
426 Vista Ct
Livermore, CA 94550
Cell: 925-784-4036
Email: samanthakraft129@yahoo.com

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.
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.
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.
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

Evergreen Lodge
33160 Evergreen Road
Groveland, CA 95321
EvergreenLodge.com
(209) 379-2606

Rush Creek Lodge
34001 Highway 120
Groveland, CA 95321
RushCreekLodge.com
(209) 379-2373

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.
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.

•

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.

•

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.

•

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.

•

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.

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.

•

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
•

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.

•

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.

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.

•

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

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.

•

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.

•

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.

•

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?

•

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.

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

