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Hi Quincy and Natalie,
Can you include the attached fire safety third party review in our record/file?
Thanks!
Jamie Schmidt
signature_604794987

Director of Entitlements   C: 775.750.4997

Yosemite
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Fire and Life Safety Hazard Assessment
Independent Review

November 18, 2020

Prepared by Vern Losh
Vern Losh and Associates
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PREFACE
This independent assessment was requested by Under Canvas, the applicant for the Under
Canvas Yosemite project to be located along Highway 120 east of Groveland and west of
Yosemite National Park, California. This assessment will provide the author’s independent
professional opinion of the project documents related to fire and life safety.
The author has well over 45 years of experience in fire and emergency services in rural
California communities with significant wildland fire exposure. That experience includes
responding to emergencies, managing emergencies, writing life safety plans and adoption of fire
and life safety ordinances. Please see attached resume for full details.
The author has reviewed all of the relevant project features and documents including the Draft
EIR, the fire prevention measures to be implemented by the project, the site plan, and
appropriate Tuolumne County documents. The author also discussed the proposed project with
local first responders and reviewed the fire and weather history of Tuolumne County.
This assessment provides a discussion of fire hazards related to canvas tents, current building
construction standards required by State and local building, fire, and hazardous materials
codes, including wildland interface regulations.
This assessment provides information on the project’s preparedness based on a review of the
project description, the site plan, and a vegetation management plan.
The information compiled for this report was gathered from a review of project documents,
professional journals, on-line information, periodicals, the author’s library, and interviews with
fire safety experts.
PROPOSED PROJECT
The Under Canvas Yosemite project is to be located along Highway 120 east of the town of
Groveland and west of Yosemite National Park in southern Tuolumne County. The project area
is located within the jurisdictional area of the County of Tuolumne Fire Department and in a
State Responsibility Area (SRA) for California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal
Fire).
The project site is located within a High Fire Area of the County according to the CalFire, Fire
and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP). This designation requires the project to comply
with all fire and building codes and regulations for that classification. The site plan, project
description and the EIR demonstrate compliance with all of those requirements.
Pursuant to and in compliance with relevant regulations, the applicant is developing a Timber
Harvest Plan (THP), and Emergency Operations Plan (EOP), and a Wildfire Mitigation Plan
to ensure life and fire safety for the project, project guests and the surrounding community.
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FIRE HISTORY
Like most rural counties in California, Tuolumne County experiences the impacts of wildland
fires on an annual basis.
The most significant fire on record in Tuolumne County was the Rim Fire in 2013. At the time it
was the third largest wildfire in California’s history. Another significant fire in Tuolumne County
was the 1987 Stanislaus Complex fire, which burned 125,980 acres and was the largest fire in
Tuolumne County until the Rim Fire.
WEATHER
The weather in Tuolumne County is typical of the foothill climate for the central part of the
California. The hot season lasts for roughly three and a half months with July typically being the
hottest month. This climate includes hot summers with minimal amounts of moisture. A review
of some common weather sites like the National Weather Service, Weather Underground, US
Climate Data indicates July has an average high temperature of 87 degrees. Average
temperatures in September and October drop to the mid-80’s and mid-70’s respectively. The
humidity lows follow a similar pattern as the temperature, with the lower humidity showing up in
the later summer months. Historically there is very little rain fall in the summer months.
VEGETATION FIRE HAZARDS OF TUOLUMNE COUNTY
The fire threat in Tuolumne County can be largely attributed to the hot climate, vegetation types
(fuel), and topography. The majority of the project site consists of mixed conifer forest. The
overstory includes ponderosa pine, sugar pine, black oak, and Douglas fir. The dominant
understory vegetation includes deer brush, gooseberry, white leaf and green leaf manzanita.
Wildfires are most significantly influenced by three elements – weather, topography, and fuel. Of
these three elements, the one over which the project has the most control is fuels. Vegetation
can be modified to decrease the fuel loading and to reduce the intensity of a wildfire burning in a
given area. Structures are also fuel to a fire, and as such, these can also be modified to exist in
a much more resilient manner in a wildfire environment. The applicant proposes to aggressively
tackle the fuel element.
Fire hazard reduction for this project will follow an approved Wildfire Mitigation Plan and will be
accomplished by reducing the amount of flammable vegetation fuel in the project area. Project
areas with greater fire hazards will require more clearing. Clearing requirements are greater for
those lands with steeper terrain, denser fuels, and fuels that burn with great intensity. All of
these mitigation efforts will create a safe setting for guests, visitors, and the local community.

3

CODE COMPLIANCE
Like all projects in Tuolumne County, appropriate county departments will review the project for
compliance with all fire, building, and safety regulations. The County Code requires
demonstration of code compliance prior to issuance of any construction permits for the project.
There has been a dramatic change in building standards in the last ten to fifteen years for
construction in the High Fire Severity and Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) areas of California.
These changes have been a direct result of analysis of several major fires in California. The
changes have been incorporated into the building and fire codes on a local and state level.
As indicated in project documents, project construction and operation will comply with current
fire and building standards as adopted by the State of California, Tuolumne County and the
Tuolumne County Fire Department. This includes but is not limited to use of ignition-resistant
building materials and approval of a vegetation management plan.
New construction in High Fire Severity zones using code approved ignition-resistant materials,
with reduced ladder fuels and cleared defensible space has survived better than new
construction in areas with less restrictive building codes in many of the recent fires in California.
The vegetation management plan will be finalized upon project approval in consultation with
Tuolumne County Fire Department, Cal Fire and the Tuolumne County Community Wildfire
Protection Plan (CWPP). The project applicant also will consult with the University of California
Cooperative Extension and other non-government organizations for input on best practices for
vegetation management.
The plan will incorporate the latest best practices for fuels reduction and management to
increase the level of fire and life safety for the project, guests, and the surrounding community.
CANVAS TENT FIRE HAZARDS
The author is not aware of any significant issue related to fires and campgrounds with tents. The
author conducted a web search on campground fires with tent structures and discovered no fire
incidents. The author served in the fire service for over 40 years as a responder in Sonoma
County and Placer County, areas with many campgrounds. The only campground fire to which
he can recall responding to at a campground site was a wood structure, not a tent made with
fire retardant canvas.
The material used for the tent fabric on this project will have a certificate of compliance for flame
resistance issued by the California State Fire Marshal’s Office. The project also will use other
fire safety measures including fire extinguishers in each tent and water supply for fire
extinguishment throughout the project site.
Any heating stove installed inside the tents will meet all fire and building codes for fire
prevention and life safety. They will be installed with code complying heat and ember protection
following manufacturers guidelines and building code requirements.
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EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS
The applicant is preparing an Emergency Operations Plan for the project. This plan incorporates
best practices for guests, staff, and the surrounding community. The plan as proposed will cover
the necessary components to prepare project guests and staff for emergencies that could have
a fire or life safety impact.
EVACUATION PLANNING
Upon project approval, an evacuation plan will be finalized for the project. This plan will include
information on preparation and execution of an evacuation with maps, assembly points, and
routes to take.
The emergency evacuation and preparedness plan and recommendations will be made
available to surrounding neighbors.
EMERGENCY SERVICES IMPACT
Under Canvas currently has eight facilities through the country. In 2019 we had 10,000 guests stay
for 20,00 guest nights at those locations. Our records indicate that we only had four incidents that
needed an ambulance. We had two calls for animal control, and two law enforcement incidents. It’s
important to note that there were NO fire incidents.

DISCUSSION CONCLUSION
After a detailed review of project features and documents, the author finds that they provide
thorough, reasonable, and practical solutions for any fire and life safety concerns for this project.
The documents reflect the desire to comply with all codes and conditions. They in fact go well
beyond what is required by local regulations. They have agreed to provide the following:

•
•
•

Funding for a fair share of the cost of emergency services.
Onsite firefighting vehicle equipped with water, pump, hose, and nozzles
A water supply and fire hose stations with fire hose throughout the project site.

In addition to the above the project will develop a Construction Fire Prevention Plan (CFPP) and
an Operational Fire Protection Plan (OFPP). There are several elements to the plans. Both plans
will include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Onsite fire and safety coordinator
Staff training in basic medical and fire suppression techniques
Staff signed up for the Tuolumne County Emergency Notification System
Use and placement of fire suppression water, hose and nozzles, and extinguishers
Project evacuation procedures for occupants and staff
Procedures to eliminate potential ignition of fires
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Once project approval is granted, the comprehensive Wildfire Mitigation Plan will build on the
visions identified in the project documents, and ultimately create a long-term plan to establish a
more fire resilient environment on this property and maintain safety elements for access and
emergency water supplies that currently do not exist. And these elements will be maintained far
into the future.
From a fire and life safety perspective, I would certainly recommend approval of this project.
Vern Losh, Principal
Vern Losh and Associates
REFERENCES
County of Tuolumne Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan
Tuolumne County Community Wildfire Protection Plan
Living with Fire in Sonoma County, Fire Safe Sonoma
California Chaparral Institute
U.S. Forest Service database
UC Cooperative Extension
Internet Resources
Ready, Set, Go

http://www.wildlandfirersg.org

Ready for Wildfire

http://www.readyforwildfire.org

California Code of Regulations

www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw

Cal-Fire (CDF)

www.fire.ca.gov

Highway 108 Fire Safe Council

https://tuolumnefiresafe.org

California State Fire Council

www.firesafecouncil.org

Code Development and Fire Safe Planning

www.osfm.fire.ca.gov/regulations

Federal Emergency Management Agency

www.fma.gov

National Wildfire Coordinating Group

www.nwcg.gov

U. S. Fire Administration

www.usfa.fema.us/fire

Wildland Fire Lessons Learned Center

www.wildfirelessons.net

Wildland/Urban Interface Fire Assessment

www.usfa.fema.gov/wui_tools.html
6

Vernon A. Losh II
3003 E 4505 S Holladay, UT 84117

vernlosh@gmail.com

Cell: 707.540.2929

BIOGRAPHY

Chief Losh started his fire service career in 1974 in Placer County with the South Placer Fire
Protection District. With South Placer Chief Losh held every rank from firefighter to Battalion Chief.

In 1992 he became the first fulltime Chief of the City of Lincoln, California.

In 1995 Chief Losh came to Sonoma County as Deputy Chief/Fire Marshal for the Department of
Emergency Services.

In 1998 he help create a non-profit called Fire Safe Sonoma. This non profit provides education and
projects that fosters fire prevention and safety in the wildland interface area of Sonoma County. He
still serves as a Board member today.

Chief Losh was promoted to the position of Director of the Sonoma County Department of Fire and
Emergency Services in 1999.

From 2000 to 2005 Chief Losh also served as the Chief of the Rancho Adobe Fire Protection District
through an administrative contract.

Chief Losh retired from Sonoma County in November of 2008. At retirement he became a volunteer
Battalion Chief for the Healdsburg Fire Department offering his background and experience to his
local community.
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Upon retirement he started up Losh and Associates. This firm is involved with developers to help
them understand the importance of fire safety measures required by the codes. Chief Losh works
with applicants and local officials to insure compliance and at times offering alternate solutions to
meet the intent of the applicable codes.

He has been involved with developing fire codes and ordinances for several government agencies. In
Sonoma County alone he was involved with several fire code adoptions that also included
vegetation management guidlines and requirements of the Public Resources Code for all of
unincorporated Sonoma County.

As part of his fire prevention experience he has conducted numerous plan reviews and site
inspections for residential and commercial development insuring compliance with local, state and
federal regulations. His duties in prevention included the issuance of local and county burn permits
for control burns in multiple jurisdictions. Another aspect of his work responsibility was the
investigation of all fires including structure, vehicle, and wildland incidents.

He has a training background in all aspects of the modern fire service including conducting control
burns of structures, wildland, and vehicles.

Chief Losh has an emergency response history that spans five decades. That history includes
responding to hundreds of incidents involving structure fires and wildland emergencies. He has
responded to major wildland urban interface incidents throughout California as an engine Captain
and a Strike Team Leader responsible for multiple engines and crews.

His education in emergency management includes being one of first twelve people certified in the
State of California as a Fire Chief, has completed the Executive Fire Officer Program at the National
Fire Academy, and is designated a Chief Fire Officer by the Commission on Chief Fire Officer
Designation.

He has currently the Chair of the Political Action Committee for the California State Firefighters
Association (CSFA). He has also served three terms as a director for CSFA, past Chair of the CSFA
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Volunteer Committee, past president of the Northern California Firefighters Association, past
President of the Sonoma County Fire Chiefs Association, past President of the Sonoma County
Department Heads Association, and over 30 years as a volunteer for Red Cross including past Board
Chair for the American Red Cross-Sonoma/Mendocino County Chapters.

In addition to the above, Chief Losh is affiliated with the International Association of Fire Chiefs and
the Volunteer Combination Officers Section, California Fire Chiefs Association, Fire Districts
Association of California, California Fire Muster Association, National Fire Protection Association, a
Life Member of the Placer County Fire Chief’s Association and the South Placer Firefighters
Association.

EXPERIENCE
Losh and Associates
Principal

November 2008 to present

Salida Fire Protection District
Interim Fire Chief

November 2017 to June 2018

Healdsburg Fire Department
Reserve Battalion Chief

November 2008 to present

Sonoma County Department of Emergency Services
Chief / Department Director

June 1999 to November 2008

Rancho Adobe Fire Protection District
Fire Chief

June 2000 to December 2005

Sonoma County Department of Emergency Services
Acting Department Director

February 1998 to June 2000

Sonoma County Department of Emergency Services
Deputy Chief / Fire Marshal

March 1995 to February 1998

BOARDS AND EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS
Redwood Empire Dispatch Joint Powers Authority
Santa Rosa Junior College

2002-2008
1995 to 2010
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Member/Chair of the Fire Service Technology Board
Santa Rosa Junior College
Adjunct Instructor

1995 to present

Community College Fire Service Instructor

1985 to Present

CERTIFICATION
Chief Fire Officer-Commission on Chief Fire Officer Designation
California State Certified Fire Chief
California State Certified Chief Officer
Executive Fire Officer-National Fire Academy
MEMBERSHIP IN ASSOCIATIONS
Chair, California State Firefighters Association Political Action Committee
American Red Cross-Sonoma/Mendocino Chapters-Past Board Chair
Sonoma County Fire Chiefs Association-Past President
Sonoma County Department Heads Association-Past President
California State Firefighters Association-Northern Director
Past Chair-Volunteer Committee for the California State Firefighters Association
International Association of Fire Chiefs – Volunteer/Combination Officer’s Section
Northern California Firefighters Association-Past President
California Fire Muster Association
National Fire Protection Association
North Bay Official’s Association
Healdsburg Kiwanis Club
REFERENCES
Chief Doug Williams, Rincon Valley Fire District, retired
707.696.8244
Chief Kate Dargen, Retired State Fire Marshal, California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (Cal Fire)
916.248-2205
Paul Kelley, Former 4th. District Supervisor, County of Sonoma
707.484.2757
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Quincy Yaley
Cody Nesper; Tiffany Wright; Elizabeth Pollock; Natalie Rizzi
FW: Comments on Final Environmental Impact Report, Site Development Permit SDP18-002, and Conditional Use
Permit CUP20-018, Yosemite Under Canvas
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 11:50:19 AM
2020-11-17 Letter to Planning Commission re Under Canvas Project.pdf

From: Patricia Larkin <larkin@smwlaw.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2020 11:48 AM
To: Quincy Yaley <QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Cc: Ellison Folk <Folk@smwlaw.com>
Subject: Comments on Final Environmental Impact Report, Site Development Permit SDP18-002,
and Conditional Use Permit CUP20-018, Yosemite Under Canvas
Dear Ms. Yaley:
Attached please find a letter from Ellison Folk of this office.
Patricia Larkin
Legal Secretary
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP
396 Hayes Street
San Francisco, CA 94102-4421
p: 415/552-7272 x235 |
www.smwlaw.com | A San Francisco Green Business

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Cindy Charles
Natalie Rizzi
Quincy Yaley; "Patrick Koepele"
Missing Tuolumne River Trust Comment Letter & Response
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 1:57:16 PM

Natalie,
I am following up on the email which Patrick of the Tuolumne River Trust sent to you last Friday
regarding the omission of his letter on the draft EIR for YUC. I was copied on that email. Where is
the answer to his email and request since time is running out before the meeting tomorrow. This
omission is significant and I am again requesting that the meeting be postposed to provide time for
review of a complete EIR.
Cindy Charles
TRT Board Member
Groveland Resident

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Mary Hollendoner
Quincy Yaley
Natalie Rizzi; bosm@co.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov; Community Resources Agency; kathleenhaff2020@gmail.com;
goldembergforsupervisor@gmail.com; jaronfor5@gmail.com
Objections to final EIR for Yosemite Under Canvas
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 4:55:31 PM

Dear all,
I've read the "responses" to my comments in the EIR, and I'm disappointed to see that you
haven't responded to anything! To every point I made demonstrating shortcomings in the draft
EIR, you merely repeated what you already wrote in the draft EIR, and stated "we already
found that the impacts for this issue would be less than significant" without actually
addressing any of the issues that I raised.
The EIR makes several outrageously false statements that I referenced in my letter; and has
many deficiencies, primarily in the areas of fire risk, emergency services, and water quality.
The full EIR did NOT correct or even address these statements and issues, and has not made
the necessary mitigations – for example, removing the wood stoves, adding sprinklers, and
moving their emergency exit.
Here are my concerns 1. FIRE
“It is not a question of will we have a catastrophic fire in Tuolumne County, but of when.” –
Tuolumne County Fire Safety Report, June 2020

It is shocking that the county could approve a development with 99 wood burning stoves
in a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone” – as designated by CAL FIRE.

The visitors staying in those canvas cabins may have little/no experience with handling a
wood fire stove. They will not use the care required to prevent fire spreading. They did
not live through the Rim fire, as we all did, that devastated our properties. It is absurd to
suggest that we should give 99 visiting families, up to 250 individuals, access to fires in
the middle of a very high fire risk area without significant mitigation!
The DEIR does not address this issue sufficiently. In fact, in this area, the DEIR makes an
outrageous and logic-defying claim: if the project were not built, it “would result in a
potentially significant and unavoidable wildfire impact.”
This completely discredits the authors of the DEIR in my eyes! It indicates that
the DEIR was written merely to brush concerns aside, not to actually address them.

“Receiving 250 different people every day and letting them burn fires in canvas cabins in
the middle of a very high fire risk area - this will not increase the fire risk” – how can
anyone say those words with a straight face?!
We need an EIR that actually suggests mitigations that will help. Get rid of the wood

stoves. It is absurd to allow these. Rush Creek and Evergreen do not allow their guests to
use fires. (They each have one single fire for the entire hotel). Force the developers to
pay for another fire station closer to all these developments. Ensure that they include
sprinklers in every cabin.
There are many reasonable, logical, steps that a sensible EIR would suggest, rather than
just pretending there is no increased fire risk. Please remove the wood stoves, at a
minimum, from the plans, and please add standard sprinklers at least to each cabin.

2. PUBLIC SERVICES
Closely related to the issue of fire, is the problem of our emergency services.
The DEIR fails to justify that GCSD would be able to handle the significant increase in
emergencies. When we consider YUC, Terra Vi, Berkeley Camp, and Thousand Trails – we
are looking at 1,400 or more visitors and staff every day.
There are many deficiencies in the EIR on this topic:

For example, impact analysis 3.7-3 says there is no impact because “the project is

Does
the author of the EIR really believe that there are 1000+ non-residents just hanging out
along the sides of highway 120 every day? It is absolute nonsense to state that these
people are already in the project vicinity! Do they think that only people from Groveland
are going to stay at YUC? Quite the opposite. The great majority of YUC visitors will be
from out-of-town, possibly out-of-state, possibly out-of-country.

intended to accommodate visitors and tourists that are already in the project vicinity”.

This is another point where the EIR shows itself to be biased and false. Writing nonsense
statements like this, simply destroys the EIR’s credibility.

Another example, in impact analysis 3.7-2, you say that any resulting emergency
incidents would be similar in frequency and nature to what already occurs here. How can
anyone say that adding 1,000+ daily people to the area would be similar to what is
already here? On Sawmill mountain and on Hardin Flat road we are maybe a few dozen
families maximum. We certainly do not create the same number of emergency calls as
would exist if these developments were built.  à yet another example of the EIR being
incredibly biased and inaccurate. In the full EIR, please ensure you correct these false
statements.
As the Groveland Fire Dept themselves said, “Due to the distance of the project from GCSD

resources, a degradation of services will occur locally within GCSD when our resources respond and are
away from the GCSD service area for hours cit a time.”

In the best case scenario, we have a 25 minute response time from Groveland for fire or

medical or police. But, in reality, the ambulance could be delivering someone to Sonora,
meaning over an hour response time. The fire truck could be stationed on a fire already,
meaning no response at all, or multi-hour response.

Can you imagine a fire engulfing this area, and the Groveland fire truck driving up here,
only to be faced with many different large housing areas to try to save? What do you
expect them to do? Do they go to the long-term families on Sawmill Mtn Road and Hardin
flat to save the handful of homes there? Do they go to YUC? To Terra Vi? To Berkeley
Family camp? To Thousand Lakes?
If you are seriously considering allowing 1000+ new visitors to stay here, then please
ensure those developers pay for increased resources in the way of fire & ambulance.

The EIR does not provide any mitigation for this problem. It simply pretends it’s not an
issue. Please address this properly and listen to your taxpayers! My property tax bill on
Sawmill mountain road is not getting any smaller, year after year, but I don’t see that
money going to fire and ambulance here.

Closely related to the issue of emergency services, is that of traffic and road safety. The
EIR doesn’t address the response time for accidents on the road. YUC and Terra Vi are
just over the rim of a hill for those driving to Yosemite from the west, not to mention
there may now be people walking across 120 to get between the 2 proposed restaurants.
There is likely to be a significant increase in road accidents in this area. It is unrealistic to
say this is not significant in the EIR! Why do we need such a huge amount of
development all in the same year? Please can we do this a little at a time, letting the
community (people, trees, animals, services) have time to adjust and stress test if we can
handle the increased load?
One specific footnote on this topic of roads and access – we notice that there is a
secondary exit on the YUC plans which is directly across from the Sawmill Mtn road
entrance. This is a poor choice for an emergency exit! In the event of an emergency
evacuation in a fire, there would now be several hundred people all trying to enter
highway 120 in exactly the same place! (Terra Vi + YUC + Sawmill mountain
families). This is a real liability to the county. Please address this in the EIR and require
the mitigation of moving that emergency exit elsewhere.
3. WATER
The EIR is lacking in its conclusion that, “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”.

The wells have not been tested in a dry year, nor in a drought year. The two 10-day
pump tests were done in the Fall of a normal water year that followed an exceptionally
wet water year – this can’t be proof of sufficient water in a dry year.

Nor does the EIR recognize the possibility of contamination of the water supply to we
existing residents. During the well tests, our neighbors on Sawmill Mtn Rd said their well
water taste suddenly changed, and that they still now, months after the test finished,
have residues that they never had before. (They’ve had this cabin for decades). The full
EIR needs to analyze what testing is needed to protect our water supply!

Similarly, the location of the septic tanks and leach lines mean possible contamination of
wells, not to mention polluting the Tuolumne River via an ephemeral drainage system
just ½ mile downstream. The EIR is deficient in its lack of analysis of the impact of 1000+
new people flushing toilets daily. The EIR needs to suggest mitigating factors such as:
mandating a monitoring system to check contamination of water, as well to check levels
of bacteria in groundwater on the project site and on neighboring properties.
Conclusion:
As I already wrote in two prior letters, and as eighty-nine concerned people have also
written, you need to address the severe fire risk that this project poses - is it really worth
the risk of killing visiting tourists in a fire and/or burning down the entire forest, just so
you can have more tax revenue? Similarly, you need to address the evacuation route, the
lack of emergency services, and the impact to the water table.
I look forward to hearing your responses to these issues, rather than simply a blind and
meaningless statement that "there is no impact".
- Mary

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

John Buckley
Quincy Yaley; Natalie Rizzi
John Gray; Sherri Brennan; Ryan Campbell; Karl Rodefer; Anaiah Kirk; Natalie Rizzi; Sarah Carrillo
Re: CSERC comments for Under Canvas and EIR
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 4:34:50 PM
Under Canvas Planning Commission written.docx

To Quincy and Natalie:
CSERC asks that the attached comments be provided in a timely manner to the County
Planning Commissioners for their review prior to tomorrow evening’s hearing on the
adequacy of the Yosemite Under Canvas project and EIR.
Our staff notes that in addition to points of concern related to the adequacy and accuracy of
the EIR, CSERC ends our written comments with a key question that the Planning
Commission and County supervisors may find to be both interesting and worth careful
consideration.
John Buckley
CSERC

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

November 17, 2020

Tuolumne County Planning Commission
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Cc: Tuolumne County Board of Supervisors

RE: Comments concerning the Yosemite Under Canvas FEIR and Responses to Comments

To the Tuolumne County Planning Commission, County Supervisors, and Quincy Yaley:
No matter how supportive a majority of Planning Commissioners may be for new development
to be approved in Tuolumne County, there are both legal and economic reasons for the
Commission to reject the adequacy of the Yosemite Under Canvas FEIR and the project as it is
now proposed.
While a majority of Board members and Commissioners obviously favor new development in
general, CSERC asserts it would better benefit Tuolumne County if this EIR and project are NOT
approved at this time. Please consider carefully the following comments that are submitted in
response to the FEIR, and please carefully consider our closing comments that spell out why
rejecting the Yosemite Under Canvas project actually would be positive for County economic
interests.
I.
BACKGROUND FOR THESE FINAL EIR COMMENTS
While CSERC often opposes development projects that we believe either pose significant risk to
the environment or otherwise pose negative impacts, our Center is currently seeing solid
grounds for potentially accepting or supporting a large proposed development project in the
Big Oak Flat area. We see that scarred site as being appropriately located where there is access
to public water and public sewer, as well as close proximity to critical public services.
In contrast, this Under Canvas project is not only a classic example of leap-frog development,
but as we have identified in our previous, detailed comments, Under Canvas - as now proposed

– would result in numerous significant negative impacts that have not been mitigated based
upon the inadequate EIR.
This project that is now coming before the Planning Commission relies upon an FEIR that clearly
reflects bias and misinformation by the consultants. Furthermore, those with the County who
are supposed to represent all County residents should be ashamed for intentionally rushing the
planning process with a public comment period for the FEIR that circumvents any reasonable
opportunity for adequate citizen review of the planning materials – all to allow current prodevelopment Commissioners and Supervisors to be able to vote in support of the project
before they leave office.
Yosemite Under Canvas (along with the adjacent Terra Vi Lodge project proposal) has likely had
the greatest amount of citizen opposition of any project brought forward for review in
Tuolumne County over the past decade. The project is solidly opposed by the property owners
of the project area; and the amount of overall citizen opposition has been extremely high due
to very specific problems that the project (and its neighboring proposed project) would create.
II.
FEIR FAILS TO MEET CEQA REQUIREMENTS
CEQA requires that environmental analysis of a proposed project must accurately consider the
potential for significant negative impacts to be caused by the project; and if potential significant
impacts are likely, to not only consider mitigation measures to reduce the significance of the
impacts, but to also consider reasonable alternatives to the project that would reduce or
eliminate the risk of the significant impacts. The FEIR fails to meet those requirements.
A key mandate of CEQA is the requirement for the environmental analysis of a project to be
accurate and sufficiently adequate so that reasonable information is not missing from the
analysis.
The FEIR for the Under Canvas project fails to meet the basic, legal requirements of CEQA.
First, the consultants have misleadingly written responses to comments that avoid
responding to the clear point of the comments submitted -- by our Center and by many other
commenters. Instead, like politicians in a debate, when the consultants have seen that specific
comments inarguably describe the potential for a significant impact, the consultants choose to
respond to a different point than what the comment actually describes. This “switch and bait”
response strategy appears to tie back to the comment, but, in reality, it spins the answer to
avoid the focus of the submitted comment.
EXAMPLES OF KEY COMMENTS THAT ARE MISLEADINGLY AVOIDED OR MISREPRESENTED
A) Timberland Conversion IS indeed a significant impact that is not correctly acknowledged
In CSERC’s DEIR comments, we pointed out that in section 3.2.4, the DEIR openly acknowledged
that a project would result in a significant impact if the project results in the conversion of
commercial forest land to non-forest use. We pointed out that on pages 3.27 of the DEIR, the

EIR does indeed acknowledge that the project would result in the conversion of the site from
timberland management to recreational use. That should result in admission of a significant
impact.
Instead, in the Errata Response to CSERC’s Comments, the consultants avoid that inarguable
point, and instead shift their response to the assertion that lots of trees will still remain on the
project site and that cutting trees in the future on a recreational site might be necessary to
address guest safety and to maintain forest health.
That response is totally not the issue that was raised in CSERC’s comments. The issue is the
inarguable conversion of the property from its current commercial timberland use to a nontimberland recreational use. Based on the DEIR, the conversion permit should trigger a finding
of a significant impact by the proposed project. Instead, the misleading and biased response
from the consultants is to admit that the site is being converted from commercial timberland to
recreational use, but to irrationally then claim that it is not a significant impact because there
will still be lots of trees after the timberland conversion has taken place and that the conversion
will supposedly be designed to minimize impacts. All of that response wording is simply biased
rhetoric that fails to address CSERC’s specific comment.
For the project to move forward, the project is forced to request from CAL FIRE a permit for
conversion from timberland use to another use. Accordingly based on even the DEIR’s text, the
project MUST be then judged to create a significant impact by converting from commercial
timberland to a non-commercial timberland use. INSTEAD, THE CONSULTANTS ADDRESS THE
QUESTION OF WHETHER THERE WILL STILL BE LOTS OF TREES AND WHETHER SOME MAY BE
CUT FOR SOME REASON IN THE FUTURE. THAT WAS NOT CSERC’S COMMENT. THAT WAS NOT
WHAT TRIGGERS THE DETERMINATION OF A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.
The fact that CSERC also pointed out that the property owner signed a legal agreement with the
State, pledging to keep his property in commercial timberland use for at least a decade, and
that now he is withdrawing from that commitment – is another issue that is completely avoided
by the EIR consultants. There is no response to that very specific detailed comment by CSERC.
By choosing to avoid responding to comments that would necessitate the consultants agreeing
with the need to define an impact as “significant”, the consultants show both bias and a
willingness to inaccurately respond to public comments.

B) The FEIR Responses to Comments fails to accurately respond to the issue of fire safety.
In our comments, CSERC staff identified that the DEIR on page 3.9.6 acknowledged that the
project would have a significant impact if it would expose project occupants to the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire. Our comments went into detail pointing out that up to 800 guests or staff
at the Under Canvas and adjacent Terra Vi Lodge project sites would be exposed to wildfire risk
in the event of a wind-blown, high fire danger wildfire blowing onto the property. We noted
that despite all the nicely intended “fire risk reduction” mitigation measures identified in the
EIR, in reality none of those who meaningfully reduce the threat of a wildfire blowing onto the

project site while the two proposed adjacent projects have hundreds of guests occupying the
property.
Neither the Master Response or the extremely minimal response in the Errata to CSERC’s
comments address the fact that the site is already judged by CAL FIRE to be a Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone property and that the site has already had a major wildfire burn across it
in just the last 7 years.
The issue is not whether “trained” personnel may be on site or whether some fuel reduction
treatments may be done when the project is developed. That is basically meaningless in a
wind-blown firestorm situation such as has occurred in many locations over the past three
years. What matters is whether the project will be placing people in the potential path of an
uncontrollable wildfire. And the answer is inarguably “yes.”
Not only do the EIR consultants fail to honestly answer that question accurately, they shift the
answer to something that is both untrue and unreasonable. They claim that without the
project being approved and implemented, that there would be a significant negative risk at the
site for wildfire. That claim defies all logic. First, if neither of the leapfrog projects are
approved, no one will be residing or present on site to be exposed to a windblown, out of
control wildfire. And second, to suggest that placing up to 800 people cumulatively on a very
high fire risk site will result in LESS risk than having no one on the site is an extreme example of
consultants writing rhetoric to support a development, rather than professionally using logic
and rationale to accurately assess a risk.
These are just two of many, many highly erroneous or false claims made by the EIR
consultants in the FEIR.
CSERC points out that a court should find it embarrassing if Tuolumne County chooses to
support as legally sufficient such wildly inaccurate and misleading responses. Accordingly, the
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors should find that the FEIR is NOT legally
accurate and adequate.

III.
SIGNIFICANT RISKS TIED TO THE UNPROVEN WATER SUPPLY ARE NOT ANALYZED
In CSERC’s detailed comments in response to the DEIR, we provided multiple examples of how
many of the DEIR claims concerning the project’s water supply are simply consultants’
conjecture with no factual evidence of any sort to prove the assertion. We pointed out that in
contrast to the wording in the DEIR of there being an “aquifer” under the project site, there is
in reality only :fractured rock: that contains unknown amounts of water that may be highly
variable based on wet years, dry years, drought periods, or other factors.
We pointed out that the well tests were done in a normal water year following an extremely
wet year and that the test could not possibly be used to accurately judge the amount of
pumping possible in dry water years or in multiple drought years. We pointed out that there is

no secondary, back-up water supply option for the County to rely upon in the event that wells
either fail or turn out to be contaminated by the millions of gallons a year of septic effluent
discharged near the surface of the project property and the adjacent Terra Vi Lodge property
site.
CSERC’S VERY SPECIFIC WATER SUPPLY COMMENTS WERE NOT ADEQUATELY ANSWERED OR
ADDRESSED IN EITHER THE ERRATA THAT WAS RELEASED BELATEDLY IN RESPONSE TO CSERC’S
COMMENTS OR IN THE MASTER RESPONSE.
The Errata basically referred back to the DEIR and appendices as if the claims and text that
CSERC was criticizing could be grounds for shrugging off CSERC’s critical points.
Unlike the Errata, the Master Response for Water Supply did cover a number of the general
topics that were addressed in CSERC’s comments, but the Master Response sections did not
accurately respond to various specific points CSERC raised. For example CSERC pointed out
numerous times that the limited well testing did not occur in a dry year or a drought year or in
the midst of numerous drought years, and accordingly, testing done in fall of a normal water
year following a very wet winter cannot be evidence of sufficient water in dry or drought
periods.
The Master Response acknowledged that testing was done in a wetter than average water year,
but it irrationally then claimed that the five months prior to testing (when normally very little
precipitation falls on average in the region) were as dry or drier than previous years. The
consultants suggested that made the testing somehow reliable. In fact, that response by EIR
consultants makes no logical sense in terms of subsurface water levels for long term water
supply analysis. Almost every year there are five months with little or no precipitation running
from late spring to early fall. If there was a little less in those five months after a heavy wet
winter, there is no validity to suggesting that somehow equates with testing after a dry water
year.
Furthermore, the Master Response adds some totally unreliable generic assumptions related to
evapotranspiration, snowpack, etc. that have literally zero relationship to actual subsurface
water supply availability at the project site in dry or drought water years.
In addition, while CSERC raised very specific points about the misleading assumptions made
from the limited well tests and how in reality the cumulative impacts on wells of the two
projects pose significant risk in dry years, the FEIR Master Response simply re-states the
unproven assumption that because Well 2 recovered from 10 continuous days of pumping to
within 95% of the original static in two days, that somehow translates into assurance that 200
days of pumping in dry or in drought years will somehow result in no significant failure by the
wells onsite. Such a wildly unproven assumption is simply an assumption, without any evidence
that actually responds to CSERC’s comments.

IV. RISK POSED BY MILLIONS OF GALLONS OF SEPTIC EFFLUENT IS INADEQUATELY ANALYZED
Similar to the weak response to comments for CSERC’s comments concerning Water Supply, the
FEIR Master Response and the Errata response to CSERC both fail to adequately respond to
CSERC’s wastewater comments.
We pointed out that just on the Yosemite Under Canvas project site, there will potentially be
2,000,000+ gallons of septic effluent discharged – creating potential for that effluent to leach
down into subsurface water and to contaminate wells on the project site or potentially wells off
site.
The Master Response makes the highly debatable claim that soils on the project site are such
that the horizontal movement of effluent is unlikely to migrate more than five feet from the
sidewall of the leach line, supposedly making it virtually impossible to contaminate offsite wells.
While CSERC fully agrees that the significant risk of subsurface water pollution is to
groundwater on the project site, rather than off site, the fact is that once pollution
contaminates subsurface water in fractured rock, that pollution can readily flow in any direction
through fractured rock to contaminate wells far from the source of the original pollution. For
the EIR to misleadingly assure that effluent cannot move more than five feet from the sidewalls
of the leach line MAY potentially be accurate at the soil surface, but once the effluent leaches
down into groundwater BELOW the leach field, there is no credible claim that can be made that
contaminated water flowing through fractured rock cannot move horizontally more than five
feet. Such a claim underscores once again how the EIR consultants wrote responses to
support the project rather than to neutrally acknowledge where a potential significant risk
may be created and to legitimately consider mitigation to reduce that risk.
V.

FEIR FAILS TO ANALYZE INADEQUATE PUBLIC SERVICES AT THIS REMOTE SITE

The EIR consultants argue that the EIR only needs to narrowly address impacts to public
services that would arise from the provision of new or physically altered government
facilities. CSERC specifically commented in strong opposition to that misinformed EIR claim
by pointing out that potential effects on public safety are inarguably required to be
considered in CEQA analysis, and that the DEIR (and now the FEIR) failed to accurately
consider a long list of potentially significant impacts that directly pose risk to public health
and safety.
One major issue is the long distance of structure protection fire engine crews from the leapfrog
development project site and the fact that if the Groveland based crew is already committed to
a structure fire or other emergency, the nearest CAL FIRE or county fire engine is roughly 45
minutes to an hour away from the project site. That issue is not accurately responded to in the
FEIR.
Instead, the FEIR consultants respond by shrugging off such comments with the assertion that
the County has not adopted a specific emergency response time standard “for remote areas of

the County.” So ignoring the actual reality of a lack of fire response to protect hundreds of
potential guests and staff on the Under Canvas and Terra Vi Lodge project site, the EIR
consultants dismiss the lack of fire response service as simply being less than significant
because the issue is not triggered by the construction of new or expanded public services.
THIS IS ANOTHER SAD, CLEAR EXAMPLE OF THE CONSULTANTS APPLYING BIAS AND MISGUIDED
RESPONSES IN THE EIR IN ORDER TO ATTEMPT TO MINIMIZE ACKNOWLEDGING SIGNIFICANT
IMPACTS THAT WOULD BE CAUSED BY THE PROJECT.
With these hurriedly prepared CSERC FEIR comments, the extremely limited time frame
available before the Planning Commission hearing prevents our staff from providing extensive
detail about similar failures within the FEIR for the document to factually and accurately
respond to CSERC’s comments concerning law enforcement, ambulance service,
But most important in terms of a legal court evaluation of the adequacy of an EIR, the County
cannot legally approve the Yosemite Under Canvas FEIR as sufficient and adequate when so
many of CSERC’s very specific comments related to potential significant impacts are not even
mentioned, responded to, or considered by the EIR consultants.
This is a major, significant legal flaw that permeates the lengthy FEIR. Lots of text and lots of
references does not supplant the need as required by CEQA for the EIR analysis to accurately
respond to comments and issues raised during the planning process.
The Yosemite Under Canvas FEIR fails to pass that minimum test of sufficiency.

VI.

THE FEIR REPEATEDLY POINTS BACK TO THE FLAWED, INADEQUATE DEIR

In CSERC’s detailed comments on the FEIR, one key point we pointed out for Air Quality was the
concentration of 99 wood stoves within the lodging area - where under certain conditions all of
the wood smoke would accumulate to pose high risk of exposing guests and staff to particulates
less than 10 microns in diameter. We asked that this significant impact be carefully considered
and mitigated.
The Master Response doesn’t focus on the health risk of those people who would be most
directly at risk on site, but instead the FEIR goes into a lengthy response concerning regional
effects of the project site’s outputs based on modeling tied to maximum annual criteria
pollutant emissions. The regional effects have nothing to do with CSERC’s comment.
This is yet another example of the EIR consultants avoiding the specific comment and choosing
instead to “answer” a comment that is not the one that CSERC submitted.
It is not a matter of whether or not the Project’s annual operational air quality emissions would
be only a fraction of the TCAPCD’s emissions thresholds. This is exactly the kind of “bait and

switch” changing of the subject that the EIR consultants applied frequent in their responses in
order to avoid having to acknowledge truly negative significant impacts that would be caused
by the project.
The issue is the exposure for hours or days by staff and guests at not just the Yosemite Under
Canvas project site, but also the 500 or more people at the Terra Vi Lodge project across the
street. Under cool weather conditions, most or all of the 99 woodstoves on the Under Canvas
property could be simultaneously operated. If there is a wind, that would dissipate a
considerable amount of the health-risk particulate matter that would be produced. If there is
no wind, and if the smoke concentrates on or near the project site, hundreds of people may be
exposed to potentially dense smoke all evening and all night and into the next morning. That
would be extended exposure to highly unhealthy particulate matter.
All that the applicant has done to mitigate for this potentially significant health risk issue is to
agree to use EPA certified woodstoves. EPA certified woodstoves still produce high-risk
particulate matter that when breathed in by vulnerable people still poses risk of lung disease,
potential cancer risk, and other major health risk.
While this issue is one that is potentially significant for public health, the FEIR never even
discusses the localized risk for those on site, and instead of identifying potential mitigation
measures, the FEIR consultants once again assure that the DEIR identified the issue as less
than significant, and now with EPA certified woodstoves, they assure the issue is even less
significant.
The Planning Commission and the Tuolumne County Board of Supervisors should not, in good
conscience, cover one eye and pretend not to see the obvious legal flaws in the FEIR and its
failure to accurately and sufficiently respond to the detailed written comments submitted by
CSERC and by other concerned citizens.

VII.
COUNTY IS INTENTIONALLY CURTAILING PUBLIC REVIEW OPPORTUNITY
Should this matter be the subject of a court decision, it is CSERC’s hope that the court will
carefully assess whether or not citizen review was intentionally curtailed in a biased attempt by
the outgoing majority of County supervisors so as to allow them to vote to approve this project
without allowing concerned citizens the time to sufficiently review planning materials.
Numerous members of the public respectfully requested additional time for review between
the release online of the FEIR and the Planning Commission hearing. All requests were bluntly
rejected.
Then CSERC found that our detailed comments were missing from the FEIR and the Response to
Comments. Instead of agreeing that those missing 21 pages of detailed comments were
important for citizens to read and to consider the FEIR Responses, the County chose to simply
put an Errata online with Responses that mostly refer to Master Responses and do not address
the specific points CSERC raised.

CSERC asserts that the intentional curtailment by County supervisors of the opportunity for
interested members of the County to have sufficient time to review and respond to 1,000 pages
of the FEIR unfairly biases the planning process.
Then last weekend, our staff was informed that yet another conservation organization’s legally
submitted comments were also missing from the FEIR. CSERC communicated to the Board and
to Planning staff with a formal request to delay the Wednesday Planning Commission hearing
(tomorrow) so that the public had yet additional time to review those missing comments and
the missing responses by EIR consultants.
CSERC received no response from either the Community Development Department nor the
Tuolumne County Board of Supervisors in response to our formal request for a postponement
of the Planning Commission hearing. Instead, as of today, the day before the hearing, County
planning staff late in the afternoon (3:59 p.m. – just coincidentally 24 hours prior to the start of
tomorrow’s hearing) sent out an email notifying that the missing Tuolumne River Trust
comment letter and a response from EIR consultants was now posted on the County website.
It is CSERC’s hope that a court will find this inarguably biased speeding up of consideration of
the project to be illegal and unethical when project materials that are to be considered are not
even available until barely 24 hours before the hearing.
We hope that a court will justifiably see this as political abuse of the true intent of the CEQA
planning process by a majority of supervisors who want to impose their will on this planning
matter before they leave office.

CLOSING POINT OF CONCERN AND REASONS WHY THIS EIR/PROJECT SHOULD BE DENIED
For some time, development interests have been scrutinizing the Big Oak Flat “scar” site with
consideration of a high-end-design lodging project that would help to restore the degraded
condition of that eroded project site, provide lodging in close proximity to already existing
restaurants and stores, and otherwise create a project that would potentially be of
meaningful benefit to the Groveland and Big Oak Flat communities and area residents.
In contrast, the two adjacent leapfrog development projects now being rushed through the
Tuolumne County planning process would place guests and staff on a remote site far from any
benefit to Highway 120 communities and at a site with high risk of wildfire, with no public
water or public sewer, and that is far distant from already overstretched public services.
THERE IS ONLY SO MUCH OF A FEASIBLE, ECONOMICALLY VIABLE LODGING MARKET FOR
TRAVELERS COMING TO YOSEMITE OR THE GROVELAND AREA ALONG THE HIGHWAY 120
CORRIDOR. WHICH PATH WILL TUOLUMNE COUNTY EMBRACE?

IF THE PLANNING COMMISSION STUBBORNLY IGNORES THE FATAL FLAWS OF THE EIR FOR THE
YOSEMITE UNDER CANVAS PROJECT AND POTENTIALLY THE ASSOCIATED TERRA VI LODGE
PROJECT, THEN THOSE DEVELOPMENT INTERESTS WHO ARE NOW DESIGNING A POTENTIALLY
LOW-CONTROVERSY, HIGH-LOCAL-BENEFIT PROJECT AT THE SCAR SITE MAY GIVE UP - BASED
ON THE DETERMINATION THAT THE LODGING MARKET WILL BE TOO FLOODED FOR A “SCAR
SITE” DEVELOPMENT TO SUCCEED.
IF THE COUNTY AND PLANNING COMMISSIONERS WILL CONSIDER STRATEGICALLY THE
BENEFITS VERSUS NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF THE YOSEMITE UNDER CANVAS PROJECT AT ITS
REMOTE LOCATION WITH NO PUBLIC WATER AND SEWER OR ACCESS TO SERVICES, THERE ARE
EVEN ECONOMIC REASONS TO DETERMINE THAT THE EIR IS NOT ADEQUATE OR SUFFICIENT.
ACCORDINGLY, THE PLANNING COMMISSION MAY COLLECTIVELY CHOOSE TO SEND THE EIR
BACK FOR ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE SITE’S WILDFIRE RISK FOR
OCCUPANTS, THE UNPROVEN ADEQUACY OF THE WATER SUPPLY, THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL
MITIGATION FOR THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM, AND THE NEED FOR THERE TO BE
APPROPRIATE MITIGATION TO ADDRESS THE PROJECT SITE’S INADEQUATE PROXIMITY TO
PUBLIC SERVICES.

CSERC URGES THE PLANNING COMMISSION TO EITHER REJECT THE PROJECT
WITH IT’S LEGALLY DEFICIENT EIR OR TO SEND THE PROJECT BACK TO STAFF TO
WORK WITH CONSULTANTS TO FURTHER ASSESS POTENTIAL MITIGATION FOR
THE SPECIFIC ISSUES IDENTIFIED ABOVE.
At this time, despite COVID-19 uncertainty and an uncertain future, there may be a feasible
opportunity for some additional lodging to be created along the Highway 120 corridor.
Should that new lodging facility be at a site with fully available public services that is located in
close proximity to existing Groveland and Big Oak Flat businesses?
Or should the County ignore the Under Canvas project’s defective EIR in order to promote
leapfrog development at a site without public water or sewer and at a site far from already
stretched public services?

Executive Director, CSERC

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ellie Owen
Natalie Rizzi
Under canvas
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 2:19:26 PM

I urge you to postpone the under canvas zoom meeting tomorrow. There has not been adequate time to read all of
the data.
Ellie Owen
Groveland Ca.
Sent from my iPad
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November 17, 2020
Via E-Mail
Quincy Yaley
Director of Community Development
Tuolumne County Community
Development Department
2 South Green Street
Sonora, California 95370
QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us
Re:

Comments on Final Environmental Impact Report, Site
Development Permit SDP18-002, and Conditional Use Permit
CUP20-018, Yosemite Under Canvas

Dear Ms. Yaley:
We are writing on behalf of Save Sawmill Mountain, a community group
committed to preserving the rural nature and character of Groveland, California. Save
Sawmill Mountain opposes approval of the Yosemite Under Canvas project, including
Site Development Permit SDP18-002 and Conditional Use Permit CUP20-018 (the
“Project”), and also opposes certification of the Project’s Final Environmental Impact
Report, released on November 6, 2020 (the “FEIR”). Our review of the FEIR reveals
serious violations of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Public
Resources Code section 21000 et seq). Without revision to the FEIR, the County may not
legally certify the FEIR or approve the Project. Moreover, the County’s plan to hold the
November 18, 2020, Planning Commission meeting by Zoom only will prevent people
with poor access to the internet—common in the remote areas surrounding the Project
site—from participating in the meeting. The County must provide an option to participate
by telephone or risk violation of state law, which requires that public meetings be open to
all people.
The FEIR’s conclusion that the Project’s impact on the environment will be less than
significant relies on the impermissible use of Forest Service Road 1S09.
The FEIR concludes that implementation of the Project will not result in
inadequate emergency access, and that therefore the Project’s impact on the environment
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will be less than significant. Yosemite Under Canvas Draft Environmental Impact Report
(“DEIR”) at 3.8-10. This conclusion relies on the availability of Forest Service Road
1S09 as a secondary point of access to the Project site for emergency purposes. DEIR at
2-10, 3.8-10. According to the FEIR, use of 1S09 will be accomplished and maintained
through an agreement with the Stanislaus National Forest, the obtainment of which is a
condition of project approval. DEIR at 2-10. However, federal law prohibits “special use
authorizations,” including permits, leases, and easements, for National Forest System
“[r]oads, trails, [and] highways,” where such roads, trails, or highways “are constructed
and maintained in connection with commercial recreation facilities.” 36 C.F.R. §
251.53(l)(6) (“Section 251”). The Project is undoubtedly a commercial recreation facility
– both parcels on the Project Site are zoned Commercial Recreation (C-K) (DEIR at ES1), and the FEIR acknowledges that the Project proposes “Commercial Recreation uses.”
DEIR at 3.7-8. Therefore, per Section 251, the Stanislaus National Forest lacks authority
to enter into the agreement contemplated by the FEIR, which would permit the special
use of 1S09—a National Forest System road—in connection with the Project, a
commercial recreation facility.
This misplaced and impermissible reliance on the use of 1S09 results in a
number of problems. First, the FEIR’s conclusion that the Project’s impact on the
environment will be less than significant is no longer supported by substantial evidence.
Without use of 1S09, there will be only a single point of access to the Project Site, which
is insufficient to accommodate the simultaneous evacuation of Project guests—at
capacity, up to 350-500 people—and entrance of large firefighting equipment necessary
in case of emergency. Indeed, that the FEIR describes Project approval as hinging on the
use of 1S09 reveals the importance of the road to the FEIR’s conclusions. At the very
least, the County must reanalyze the adequacy of the Project’s emergency access in light
of the unavailability of 1S09 as a secondary point of access. Until this reanalysis is
completed, certification of the FEIR and/or approval of the Project will violate CEQA.
Second, despite the FEIR’s assurance that an agreement with the Stanislaus
National Forest for the use of 1S09 will be a condition of Project approval, the
Conditions of Approval attached to the Agenda Packet for the November 18, 2020,
Planning Commission meeting do not contain this condition. Nor does the condition
appear in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”). However, even
if the condition is added to the Conditions of Approval or the MMRP, the County may
not approve the Project knowing that a condition of that approval is prohibited by federal
law. Such a prohibition means that mitigation necessary to address fire impacts and
ensure adequate emergency and secondary access is not feasible. However, because the
FEIR relies on the use of 1S09 for its analysis and conclusion with respect to emergency
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access, and promises that such use will be a condition of Project approval, the County
may not leave the Conditions of Approval as-is (i.e., without the 1S09 condition) and
approve the Project without first revising and recirculating the FEIR and re-noticing the
hearing on this matter.
Because the County has not responded to certain comments on the DEIR, the FEIR is
legally inadequate.
CEQA requires the lead agency—here, the County—to prepare written
responses to all comments received from any person who reviews and comments on a
draft EIR. Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21091(d)(1); Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15088(a). In
particular, the agency must address in detail the environmental issues raised when the
agency’s position is at variance with the objections raised in the comments, “giving
reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted.” Cal Code Regs tit.
14, § 15088(c). “Considering timely comments from the public on draft EIR’s [sic] is a
statutory obligation.” Citizens for East Shore Parks v. State Lands Com. (2011) 202 Cal.
App. 4th 549, 568 (emphasis added).
Here, the County failed to prepare written responses to comments
submitted by two organizations: the Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center
(“CSERC”) and the Tuolumne River Trust (“TRT”), both of which raised significant
environmental issues about the Project. Although the County has posted responses that
purport to address CSERC’s comments, it has yet to respond to TRT’s comments. This
omission demonstrates the County’s failure to comply with its obligations to seriously
consider public input on the environmental impacts of the proposed project. See The
Flanders Foundation v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea (2012) 202 Cal. App. 4th 603, 616-17
(invalidating certification of FEIR where city failed to respond to significant comment on
DEIR).
The County’s failure to offer an alternative to Zoom for participation in the upcoming
Planning Commission meeting violates the Brown Act.
The Ralph M. Brown Act (“Brown Act”) (Government Code section 54950
et seq) requires that all meetings of the legislative body of a local agency “shall be open
and public, and all persons shall be permitted to attend any meeting of the legislative
body.” Gov. Code § 54953(a) (emphasis added). The public hearing notification and
agenda packet for the November 18, 2020, Planning Commission meeting provide access
information and instructions for observation and participation in the meeting by Zoom.
No other form of participation has been offered or provided. However, as you know,
many people in Tuolumne County live in remote areas, including areas near the Project
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site, and have poor or unreliable access to the internet. These people, regardless of their
interest in the Project, will be unable to participate in, or even observe, the meeting.
While we realize that the shelter-in-place orders issued in response to the
COVID-19 pandemic have required jurisdictions to change public meeting formats, that
does not justify the County’s failure to take the issue of internet access into account.
While Governor Newsom’s Executive Order N-29-20 suspended some of the Brown
Act’s procedural requirements, it repeatedly refers to the public’s continued right to
“observe” public meetings. The Executive Order also states: “All state and local bodies
are urged to use sound discretion and to make reasonable efforts to adhere as closely as
reasonably possible to the provisions of … the Brown Act, and other applicable local
laws regulating the conduct of public meetings, in order to maximize transparency and
provide the public access to their meetings.”
At the very least the County must provide a telephone or teleconferencing
option and some remote viewing option so that people with poor internet access may
watch the proceedings or call in to listen and make comments if desired. To do otherwise
violates both the spirit and the mandate of the Brown Act.
Very truly yours,
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

Ellison Folk
1308363.4

From: Keith Martin
20139 Pine Mountain Drive
Groveland, CA 95321
November 17, 2020
To: Ms. Natalie Rizzi and Ms. Quincy Yaley
Tuolumne County Planning Dept
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
Reference: Certification of the Environmental Impact Report and Public Hearing for Site Development
Permit SDP18-002 and Conditional Use Permit CUP20-018
I contend that the Conditions of Approval for Hardin Flat, LLC Site Development Permit SDP18-002 and
Conditional Use Permit CUP20-018 are fundamentally flawed and should be sent back to the Planning
Department for revision.
The specific flaw in the Conditions of Approval occurs on page 2 item 6: FDP All construction and plans
shall comply with Section 450 of the California Building Code regarding organized camps.
Section 450.1.1.1 of the CBC, Description, states: An organized camp is a site with programs and
facilities established with the primary purpose of providing an outdoor group living experience with
social, spiritual, educational or recreational objectives, for five days or more during one or more seasons
of the year.
The term organized camp does not include a motel, tourist camp, trailer park, resort, hunting camp,
auto court, labor camp, penal or correctional camp, child care institution of home-finding agency nor
does it include any charitable or recreational organization which complies with the rules and regulations
for recreational trailer parks provided for by Section 18301 (b), Health and Safety Code.
In Section 4, “Tuolumne County Ordinance Code”, second paragraph states: “…Staff determined that the
proposed project most closely matches the land use of a “hotel or motel” as opposed to a
“campground” use.
The staff determination of “hotel or motel” shows that the project does not comply with section 450 of
the CBC and the conditions of approval are a violation of the California Building Code.
Sincerely yours,
Keith Martin

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Keith Martin
Natalie Rizzi; Quincy Yaley; John Buckley; Bob Asquith
Yosemite Under Canvas public hearing of November 18, 2020
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 4:42:10 PM
Letter opposing Yosemite Under Canvas approval 11 17 2020.pdf

Ms. Yaley and Ms. Rizzi
I am requesting that the conditions of approval for the Yosemite Under Canvas be rescinded and
rewritten. It is my opinion that the conditions as written are fundamentally flawed. My reasons are
outlined in the attached letter.
Keith Martin

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

tim@yosemiteflyfishing.net
Natalie Rizzi
YUC comments
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 5:16:18 PM

At one point this YUC development was only 3 days from approval. This pending approval was
only stopped when the scheduled vote came to light during a public meeting about the Terra
VI development. There had been no notifications to the public not even to the projects
neighbors on Sawmill Mtn. There had been no environmental impact statement or public
comment period. This strong-arm attempt by the developer aided and enabled by the county
to force this ill-advised development thru has continued right up to this moment.
In the 80 plus comment letters that the county received in response to the DEIR there was not
a single response in support of the project, not one.
Rather than work with the Sawmill Mtn residents and the citizens of Tuolumne co to address
the serious issues and inappropriateness of this site for a tent camp the developer and the
clearly biased CO. have just dismissed any and all concerns and any and all of the potential
impacts.
The final EIR document did not contain a single change from the draft document that I could
find other than the upgrade to EPA approved stoves. This was despite the County having
already made a questionable exception more than 24 months ago to give YUC a waiver to use
non EPA approved stoves. But that was the only change I could find. There may have been
others but with the ridiculously short 6 business day period to review the final 1000 page plus
document, which the county following its pattern of trying to rush thru approval refused to
extend, I wouldn’t be surprised if I had missed something.
The phrases “No significant effect” and “the comment is opinion of the commenter and not
part of the EIR” are found hundreds of times in the Final EIR.
Rather than acknowledge what will undeniably be very significant impacts on the Sawmill Mtn
area and community the document belligerently just denies and denies again and impacts.
But this document in itself is nothing but a collection of the unsupported opinions of the
authors and paid consultants.
The document in no way addresses the hundreds of concerns and issues the commenters
raise it just references unsupported claims of untested data.
Just repetitions of No significant effect.
The many pages of charts and graphs of the smoke impact study make the same claim. But in
the absence of tested data these are completely unsupported.
Were there 99 woodstoves and three fire pits ignited simultaneously on the property during
low wind periods? Was there air quality testing equipment onsite to actually have real data on
the smoke impacts, no.

Again no significant effect from the projects lighting. Were lights placed in the numbers, types
and levels that the project will use and the findings used to determine the impact, no just
more unsupported claims by the writers of the document.
Because the County doesn’t have a noise standard for rural areas does not mean that
amplified music and an unlimited number of special events wont impact Sawmill Mtn
residents.
But yet again the same unwarranted conclusion of no impact.
The traffic study finds no significant impact from with 250 car trips per day that YUC projects,
because it does not meet the State threshold for a traffic study. Just because the development
does not meet that threshold in no way diminishes the impact of 250 car trips per day.
Using YUCs metric of 250 trips per day for their 99 units, with the addition of the Terra VI
project there will be 750 new trips per day turning on to HWY120 less than a ¼ mile apart. Add
in the R.V. park expansion and it is now an additional 1200 vehicles per day. The EIR does not
address the cumulative impact of all this concentrated traffic in a small area of the HWY. 120
corridor. With YUCs traffic and the other developments, there will be a 14% increase. Were
the cumulative impact of ALL the proposed developments in the area included in the
document, no. Just more minimizing and the repetitive false statement, no significant impact.
This is obviously to avoid the necessity of a traffic study.
YUC states without any evidence that there will be very little to no pedestrian traffic between
their tent camp and the Terra Vi lodge. Terra VI proposes to have a store, an actual sit-down
restaurant, not a dinning tent, a bar, a spa and a swimming pool. As YUC has none of these
amenities their occupants will be making near constant trips to the Terra Vi development. All
attempting to cross HWY 120 thru the 1200 new vehicles the cumulative developments will
bring on a blind hill and on a rare straight section of HWY 120 where speeds are 55 MPH plus.
There is real concern about the availability of adequate water for this project and the
likelihood of impacts on residents groundwater supply. Were the wells pumped for the
duration of the 7 months that YUC would be open at projected demand levels, no. just enough
to meet minimum standards. If local residents no longer have adequate water due to the
demands of YUC that would seem to be a significant project impact. Are there provisions to
guarantee a water supply for the residents if they are impacted by potential over extraction,
no.
The projects waste water will be sent to a leech field. The geology of the area is far from ideal
for large multi acre leech fields. Is there a plan B for how waste water will be treated in the
likely event of a leech field failure, no.
Just the fire potential alone should be more than enough to kill this project.
I urge the Board to vote NO the unnecessary dangerous YUC fire trap.

The risks clearly out weight the benefits.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

tim@yosemiteflyfishing.net
Natalie Rizzi
YUC comments
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 5:16:18 PM

At one point this YUC development was only 3 days from approval. This pending approval was
only stopped when the scheduled vote came to light during a public meeting about the Terra
VI development. There had been no notifications to the public not even to the projects
neighbors on Sawmill Mtn. There had been no environmental impact statement or public
comment period. This strong-arm attempt by the developer aided and enabled by the county
to force this ill-advised development thru has continued right up to this moment.
In the 80 plus comment letters that the county received in response to the DEIR there was not
a single response in support of the project, not one.
Rather than work with the Sawmill Mtn residents and the citizens of Tuolumne co to address
the serious issues and inappropriateness of this site for a tent camp the developer and the
clearly biased CO. have just dismissed any and all concerns and any and all of the potential
impacts.
The final EIR document did not contain a single change from the draft document that I could
find other than the upgrade to EPA approved stoves. This was despite the County having
already made a questionable exception more than 24 months ago to give YUC a waiver to use
non EPA approved stoves. But that was the only change I could find. There may have been
others but with the ridiculously short 6 business day period to review the final 1000 page plus
document, which the county following its pattern of trying to rush thru approval refused to
extend, I wouldn’t be surprised if I had missed something.
The phrases “No significant effect” and “the comment is opinion of the commenter and not
part of the EIR” are found hundreds of times in the Final EIR.
Rather than acknowledge what will undeniably be very significant impacts on the Sawmill Mtn
area and community the document belligerently just denies and denies again and impacts.
But this document in itself is nothing but a collection of the unsupported opinions of the
authors and paid consultants.
The document in no way addresses the hundreds of concerns and issues the commenters
raise it just references unsupported claims of untested data.
Just repetitions of No significant effect.
The many pages of charts and graphs of the smoke impact study make the same claim. But in
the absence of tested data these are completely unsupported.
Were there 99 woodstoves and three fire pits ignited simultaneously on the property during
low wind periods? Was there air quality testing equipment onsite to actually have real data on
the smoke impacts, no.

Again no significant effect from the projects lighting. Were lights placed in the numbers, types
and levels that the project will use and the findings used to determine the impact, no just
more unsupported claims by the writers of the document.
Because the County doesn’t have a noise standard for rural areas does not mean that
amplified music and an unlimited number of special events wont impact Sawmill Mtn
residents.
But yet again the same unwarranted conclusion of no impact.
The traffic study finds no significant impact from with 250 car trips per day that YUC projects,
because it does not meet the State threshold for a traffic study. Just because the development
does not meet that threshold in no way diminishes the impact of 250 car trips per day.
Using YUCs metric of 250 trips per day for their 99 units, with the addition of the Terra VI
project there will be 750 new trips per day turning on to HWY120 less than a ¼ mile apart. Add
in the R.V. park expansion and it is now an additional 1200 vehicles per day. The EIR does not
address the cumulative impact of all this concentrated traffic in a small area of the HWY. 120
corridor. With YUCs traffic and the other developments, there will be a 14% increase. Were
the cumulative impact of ALL the proposed developments in the area included in the
document, no. Just more minimizing and the repetitive false statement, no significant impact.
This is obviously to avoid the necessity of a traffic study.
YUC states without any evidence that there will be very little to no pedestrian traffic between
their tent camp and the Terra Vi lodge. Terra VI proposes to have a store, an actual sit-down
restaurant, not a dinning tent, a bar, a spa and a swimming pool. As YUC has none of these
amenities their occupants will be making near constant trips to the Terra Vi development. All
attempting to cross HWY 120 thru the 1200 new vehicles the cumulative developments will
bring on a blind hill and on a rare straight section of HWY 120 where speeds are 55 MPH plus.
There is real concern about the availability of adequate water for this project and the
likelihood of impacts on residents groundwater supply. Were the wells pumped for the
duration of the 7 months that YUC would be open at projected demand levels, no. just enough
to meet minimum standards. If local residents no longer have adequate water due to the
demands of YUC that would seem to be a significant project impact. Are there provisions to
guarantee a water supply for the residents if they are impacted by potential over extraction,
no.
The projects waste water will be sent to a leech field. The geology of the area is far from ideal
for large multi acre leech fields. Is there a plan B for how waste water will be treated in the
likely event of a leech field failure, no.
Just the fire potential alone should be more than enough to kill this project.
I urge the Board to vote NO the unnecessary dangerous YUC fire trap.

The risks clearly out weight the benefits.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

dan@excaliburre.com
Natalie Rizzi; Quincy Yaley
YUC Planning Commission Meeting
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 1:54:37 PM

Hello Quincy and Natalie,
I have a couple of questions pertaining to tomorrow’s Planning Commission meeting, assuming it
goes forward tomorrow:
1. Are all the comment letters and exhibits which were submitted in response to the DEIR before
the Planning Commission and therefore on the record for any potential appeal? Or do they
have to be resubmitted?
2. As a follow up to our conversation the other week, Quincy, regarding the public comment
period, I confirmed (but of course you would have to verify) that either sequential comments,
probably in conjunction with a speaker list, or, better, an organized presentation from the
Save Sawmill Mountain Association, can be done without violating the Brown Act.
Either option would contribute to a “smoother” and more streamlined meeting. With the
second option, and perhaps a maximum of ten minutes, the community could probably
eliminate many individual speakers.
Please let me know with an email to both the address I’ve used here plus my back-up, which
is: DanCourtney.dc@gmail.com

Sincerely,
Dan Courtney
Dan Courtney, Trustee
The Jacqueline Courtney Trust
Owner, 11250 Sawmill Mountain Road
Groveland, CA 95321
(858) 337-7019 cell
Dan@excaliburre.com
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Tuolumne County Planning Commission
County of Tuolumne
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
(cdd@tuolumnecounty.ca.gov; pw@tuolumnecounty.ca.gov)
Re:
Yosemite Under Canvas Site Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit and
Certification of Final Environmental Impact Report
Dear Members of the Tuolumne County Planning Commission:
This letter is submitted on behalf of our client, Matthew Moore, who owns property
directly adjacent to the Yosemite Under Canvas (“YUC”) property that takes access from the
same underdeveloped road system. Mr. Moore opposes construction of the YUC “glamping”
project (“YUC Project”) at the proposed location. The YUC Project is incompatible with
surrounding development and the natural environment. This letter incorporates all of Mr.
Moore’s prior comments on the YUC Project, all of which are part of the administrative record
before the Commission, but some of which may have been omitted from the Final Environmental
Impact Report (“FEIR”) as posted by the County.
Mr. Moore asks the Planning Commission to reject the YUC Project outright due to its
unavoidable adverse impacts on the natural environment in Tuolumne County. In the alternative,
Mr. Moore asks the Commission to require additional public review and circulation of the FEIR
to address serious deficiencies in the analysis, as well as new information. In addition to Mr.
Moore’s previous comments, we ask the Planning Commission to consider the following before
voting on the YUC Project.
1. The recent record-breaking fires in Tuolumne County demonstrate the complete
inadequacy of the evacuation and fire risk analysis in the FEIR. Fire pits and wood burning
stoves are proposed for the YUC Project, in an area of extreme fire sensitivity. Existing
residents fleeing the fires, together with Yosemite visitors, were caught in miles-long traffic jams
as they attempted to outrun the catastrophic area fires. The YUC Project proposes to add at least
99 cars to an evacuation route that is already over capacity. Glampers who take public
transportation will be in an even more precarious situation, with no method of escape, other than
mass transit that may be unable to reach the facility. Bluntly, it is indecent for the County to
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Mr. Quincy Yaley, AICP
November 17, 2020
Page 2 of 2

consider adding to the burden of area roads in the event of another forest fire that triggers
widespread evacuation requirements. The impact of adding the YUC Project, plus the
concurrent Terra VI Project, must be reevaluated in light of the County’s recent disastrous fire
experience.
2. The FEIR’s cumulative impact analysis is grossly inadequate. The Terra VI project is
proposed across a two-lane highway from the YUC Project. Yet, the FEIR contains only the
most rudimentary traffic analysis of the traffic analysis, completely ignoring the evacuation,
public transit, storm water and utility impacts of the concurrent projects. This issue was fully
discussed in Mr. Moore’s prior comments, and the FEIR fails to evaluate cumulative impacts. In
fact, the separate FEIR for Terra VI has not yet been completed, so there is no way for the
Commission to evaluate cumulative impacts in the absence of full information. The YUC and
Terra VI Projects have been processed concurrently, are located on the same roads, and impact
the same or similar environmental concerns. There is no excuse for the County treating them as
“unrelated” projects in violation of CEQA’s project-splitting prohibitions.
3. The County gave inadequate notice of the contents of the FEIR and failed to circulate a
complete FEIR, including all comment letters and responses. Mr. Moore understands the County
omitted some of the most significant comments from prominent environmental groups in the
County. Whether these omissions were deliberate or inadvertent is irrelevant, they deprived the
public of an opportunity to review the concerns of other members of the public, as well as the
adequacy of the County’s response. The entire FEIR must be available to other public agencies
and the public for the statutory period, which was not met in this case.
Mr. Moore’s family has honored and cherished the natural environment surrounding his
family’s property for many years. He is extremely concerned the County is proposing to trade
the prospect of additional tax revenues for the safety and security of existing residents. He asks
the Planning Commission to pay attention to the critical health and safety concerns of existing
residents who oppose this high-density, semi-urban glamping facility in state-designated wild
lands. Their future safety and security depends on the County’s planning decisions.
Very truly yours,

Deborah M. Rosenthal, FAICP
cc: Quincy Yaley, AICP
Mr. Dan Courtney
Mr. Matthew Moore

Dan:
I am not trying to plot these because that would take some time to do and I just don’t have the time
right now. This is my take on what happened, which you may already know but I will comment on what
impact I think it may have on the Lot Line Adjustment. These are questions for an attorney to look into.
It seems the parcels were deeded to the State in the 1960’s and the legal descriptions were based on an
erroneous retracement of the SE ¼ of Section 26, T1S,R18E, Mount Diablo Meridian, Tuolumne County,
State of California. So, it seems, to correct the error the State quitclaimed the erroneous areas of the old
deeds and then created new deeds to again “take” the areas they now believed they had properly
described (except they recorded the new deed first and the quitclaim second). It was their effort to
correct the original deeds. The order they did this is by creating and recording the new parcels grant
deed from the Manly’s to the State. Then they recorded the Quitclaim and returned the erroneously
described parcels to the Manlys, or believed they extinguished them. The question is then, what is the
status of the original parcels. By quitclaiming them to the Manly’s what is their status? Do they still exist,
now encumbered by new grant to the state? It doesn’t seem like any of these deeds may still exist
without being affected by the new grant deed. For a lot line adjustment to be proper the lines adjusted
must be between legal parcels. The question I have is if the original parcels have been superseded by
the new parcels, that were created later than the 1972 date do they still meet the requirement for legal
parcels. Of course they are not part of the proposed lot line adjustment, if I understand what was used
to effect the LLA. If the old quitclaimed deeds are what was used to perform the LLA, do they still exist
or does the creation of the new parcels extinguish them? I don’t know the answer to that question. If
instead of quitclaiming and creating new parcels the State had created correction deeds to the originals,
it seems to me, it may have been better proof that the original parcels created by deed were still legal
parcels, that could be used in a LLA. What the State did and what the Manlys accepted may have voided
those original parcels. I don’t know the answer to that question. Seems like the order the documents
were recorded may be important as well. The State creates the new parcels over land it believed it
already had rights to and then, by quitclaim (recorded second) eliminates the erroneous parcels. Were
those parcels and their parcels lines extinguished? I don’t know but I believe it is unlikely any of those
original parcel lines exist, in their entirety. Seems to me that by recording the new deeds and
then quitclaiming the old deeds may be important.
So, you have probably have been using this same argument the whole time and already understood
what I am trying to convey above. The bottom line; if none of those parcel lines still existed and the
Manlys did not own parcels that contained lines created by deed before 1972, it seems they could not
form the basis of legal parcels that could be used in a LLA. Was there any parcel remaining from the
1960s that abutted whatever other parcel they wanted to adjust? If it were just part of a parcel that was
created in the 1960s, I don’t think it would qualify for use in a LLA. An attorney would need to pursue
that idea. I believe it probably wouldn’t.
Not sure if any of this helps,
Tony
Antony K. Christensen, PE, PLS, QSD
for
Christensen Engineering & Surveying
7888 Silverton Avenue, Suite J

San Diego, California 92126
858-271-9901
ceands@aol.com

Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

matthew chapman <matthewchapman8@gmail.com>
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 6:26 PM
Natalie Rizzi
Quincy Yaley

The following submittal is for the Tuolumne County Planning Commision. It is addressed to you as caretakers of its
content., because address was not provided directly to the Planning Commision. You have no right to its content,
whatsoever. You have no right or perogative to alter its content, stop messing with my submittals, by omitting elements
of it`s content, That are a matters of a public record documents, not your personal file to alter. Matthew Chapman
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Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

matthew chapman <matthewchapman8@gmail.com>
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 6:36 PM
Natalie Rizzi
Quincy Yaley
Planning Commision hearing part1 pf 2
SCN_0029.pdf

Part 1 of 2 comprising the whole of submittal to the planning Commission. This and the following email are for the
Tuolumne County Planning Commision. They are sent care of you as no address to the Planning Commision was
provided. You have no right to its content, to alter, delete omit, you are to deliver it intact and unaltered Matthew
Chapman

1

Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

matthew chapman <matthewchapman8@gmail.com>
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 6:43 PM
Natalie Rizzi
Quincy Yaley
Planning Commision part 2 of 2
Binder1 (1).pdf

PRt 2 of 2 comprising the whole of the submittal to the Planning Commission. This submittal is addressed to the planning
Commission, it is addressed to you , as no address was provided for the Planning Commission, You have no right to alter
its content, to delete, alter, omit you are to deliver it intact in its entirety.Matthew Chapman
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Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kevin Rice <kjrice@ucdavis.edu>
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 9:35 PM
Quincy Yaley
Natalie Rizzi
Kevin Rice comments for Planning Commission meeting on Under Canvas development (11-18-20)

To Quincy, Natalie, and the Planning Commission:
Rather than repeat comments that I have submitted previously, I thought it might be more effective to just appeal to the
Planning Commission to use common sense when reviewing this hugely inappropriate proposed development.
We have just come out of the worst fire season ever in California. The Stanislaus Forest became so tinder dry and
flammable that any sort of ignition source (even little backpacking stoves) were forbidden.
And now we have this proposal that will imbed 99 (!) tent stove ignition sources into this extremely flammable
landscape. Add to this the fact that, by definition, tourists using “glamping” facilities are likely to be inexperienced in
using wood burning stoves in tents.
Gee… so what could possibly go wrong? Plenty.
So how about the likely scenario that inexperienced stove users have trouble getting the fire going? Do you think that
perhaps they might try some sort of “accelerant” they might have handy like, say, white gas? The potentially fatal use of
this inappropriate accelerant is not a farfetched idea. I have watched firsthand as a group of weekend campers at
Pinecrest had a semi‐religious experience when someone in their group tried to get a campfire to “move along” by
applying white gas to the smoldering pile. As white gas has a habit of doing, it vaporized and spread out in a ring around
the campfire. When a match was tossed, a true “ring of fire” instantly shot out and engulfed the ankles of all the very
surprised attendees gathered around the fire ring. Luckily the highly volatile nature of white gas resulted in a short‐lived
burst of fire that was scary but did not burn anyone (other than singed ankle hairs). I would guess if this happened in a
wood stove in a tent, the outcome would be horribly different.
Even vendors of tent wood stoves warn against the potential dangers of using stoves inside tents. The Wall Tent
Company warns against problems with clogged spark arrestors. They state the following:
All spark arrestors will become clogged with ash and soot.
Using soft wood and lower temperature stove burns will cause the spark arrestor to be clogged sooner. A clogged spark
arrestor will cause smoke to escape from the stove door intake and when opening the door, and in extreme cases, a
stove pipe fire which can start your tent on fire.
You will need to clean spark arrestor daily if you have a slow burn or use soft wood.
I highly doubt that all the spark arrestors of all the 99 tents in this project will be cleaned daily.
Further the Wall Tent Company warns against the dangers of combustibles in tents with stoves. They state that:
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. This tip includes fire extinguishers — while they are important to have close by, only have
them close enough that they don’t pose a threat.
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Unfortunately it is not hard to imagine that a can of bug spray might be left a bit too close to the stove by folks
inexperienced with camp stove use.
These bad scenarios just become much more likely because the large number of stove are being operated by
inexperienced users. Essentially you are “rolling 99 dice” every night during the season and just hope for the best. I
would suggest that this is not a good bet for the campers, the forest, and the surrounding communities. Please reject
this proposal.
Thank you for considering my comments.
Kevin Rice
Resident of Ponderosa Hills (aka “Kindling Estates”)
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Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Suzanne Ctibor <yosemitesu@gmail.com>
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 10:25 PM
Quincy Yaley
Natalie Rizzi
Developments in Sawmill Mountain area.

To Whom it May Concern,
I would like to voice my opinion of the proposed developments on the Highway 120 corridor.
I have lived in Groveland for for 44 years, a life‐long resident of Tuolumne County, and a third generation native of
Tuolumne County.
As far as I'm concerned, our Community 'South of the River' problems and concerns have never been a priority in the
eyes of our Tuolumne County Powers that be, except for whatever is deemed a profit making development that goes
into the Coffers of Tuolumne County, and does nothing for the Groveland and Big Oak Flat communities. It will bring jobs
to Groveland. In my 44 years of living here, and watching both Evergreen and Rush Creek become large developments,
what has happened, and continue to happen, is only the lower echelons of our community are hired, for kitchen jobs or
housekeeping jobs, low paid jobs, not managerial or higher paying jobs. The high paying jobs are brought from outside.
We are basically ignored by County Government.
My concerns for these Developments are as follows:
Highway 120 is, and never has been, a road designed to handle the amount of traffic that we have now. It's a very
dangerous road, ONLY two lanes, with many curves, blind corners, and tourists THAT DO NOT KNOW HOW TO DRIVE A
MOUNTAIN ROAD. I invite anyone to take their life in their hands in the summer tourist season to drive this road just 3
miles to work and back. I can't even count how many times I have had to avoid a tourist passing another car on a blind
corner, double yellow line.
Just last week, I was doing the speed limit of 55, and had a man pass me on a double yellow, blind corner, with a car in
the opposite lane that was not visible until the last second, I had to slam on my brakes to let him in, he almost got my
vehicle and the car coming in the opposite direction. It was so close, I followed him to the local gas station and gave him
a piece of my mind. It scared him too, he was shaking, and very apologetic. Definitely not a local. These close calls
happen to me on a regular basis. I'm serious. Please research the horrendous accidents and deaths on New and Old
Priest Grade, and also all of the 120 Corridor.
I hate trash! There is no respect from tourists for the beauty of our area. I have picked up many bags of vomit, diapers,
and yes, even used feminine products along our highway. The worst is Rainbow Pool. See attached photo of 1/2 hour of
my picking up trash in just the parking lot! Countless bags of trash I have paid for, myself, at the dump picked up on this
highway, parking lots, and turnouts.
Next is the fire danger. There is no common sense for people when it comes to having a campfire, or throwing a
cigarette out the window of their car. I've spent my entire adult life working in our forest.
I have put out many many campfires burning in the forest here. In places where there is no campground.
Emergency Services. It is a 30 minute drive on a good day, with no traffic, for the nearest ambulance, and first
responders. It is also over a hour and a half drive to the nearest hospital. I would not want to wait 30 minutes for myself
or my family, to get urgent care.
Another problem in our little community is housing. It is nearly impossible to find a rental here. A lot of vacation homes
that were previously rented out to individuals and families are not available, as all of them are now either AirBnBs or
occupied by their owners who have moved up here to get away from cities, because, for now, they can work remotely.
Where are the employees that are brought in from out of town going to live?
1

I am so opposed to these projects, because they will seriously impact the beauty, the non‐commercialism of our area.
Ours is the last entrance into Yosemite that hasn't been turned into a city with Fast Food, hotel chains, and huge resorts.
Our town is a community of small gift shops, locally owned mom and pop restaurants, hotels, and no stoplights! Please,
don't turn us into Oakhurst, or even Sonora!
We still need our wild places in this part of the State of California. Let people enjoy the wildness of our beautiful home,
without all this commercialization! There are many, many locals who agree with me, I am not just speaking for myself.
We don't need it, and don't want it! Once you start developing these commercial places, others will follow, and impact
the beauty of Groveland and the Highway 120 corridor.
Leave one, just one, place that has charm, ambiance of the old days, and wildness, without a McDonalds or Taco Bell on
every corner. It's why we live here. There aren't many places like this left.
Thank you for your consideration of the concerns of many locals, myself included.
Sincerely,
Suzanne Ctibor,
Friends and Family
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Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

John Stanfield <johnnilsstanfield@gmail.com>
Wednesday, November 18, 2020 4:48 AM
Quincy Yaley
Natalie Rizzi; bosm@co.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov; Community Resources Agency; kathleenhaff2020
@gmail.com; goldembergforsupervisor@gmail.com; jaronfor5@gmail.com
Objections to EIR for Yosemite Under Canvas

To whom it may concern,
I am very disappointed and sad after reading the responses to my concerns in regards to the EIR for the Yosemite Under
Canvas project and want to voice my STRONG opposition to this project in its current state.
The main points in my review of the EIR concerning water quality, fire risk and strain on the already maxed out
emergency services of the area are insufficient and highly disappointing. The primary response for the elevated fire and
emergency services risk in this high fire danger area is "As previously determined in the Draft EIR, implementation of
these treatments would represent an improved condition over what is present currently on the Project site"
This statement is not a mitigation to the risk nor a plan to address it, it is simply referring back to the EIR? What is the
plan, how will the developer deal with this added load to this already fragile environment?
This lack of any true plan is the same for all the concerns that I have written about in my response to the EIR. It is clear
from these responses that the people who live in the area and their knowledge of the issues of this land from
generations of habitation is not being taken seriously in the least.
This is a huge concern as the actions of this development will affect the families and history of the area for the long
term.
I understand the need for job creation and tax revenue in the area but I believe there are better, more suitable sites that
could provide adequate water, emergency service response and wildfire risk mitigations, or at the minimum plan
according to do business in this environment. At best this is short term gains thinking that will end in tragedy.
I strongly encourage and advise the county and all involved parties to put in place the proper measures to mitigate the
risk of wildfire, water contamination and stress to emergency services before it goes forward with this project.
Here again are my concerns‐
I will focus on wildfire hazards, effects to local community services and water topics in more detail in the following
statement. Of course there are numerous other issues that should be addressed like traffic safety, noise pollution, light
pollution and wildlife concerns, but I will focus on the three biggest issues. Fire As a 12 year veteran wild fire fighter this
is the part of the DEIR that bothers me the most. The consultant is obviously writing the DEIR with the interests of the
developers' profits before the safety of the land owners, visitors to this scenic area, or wildlife. How can adding 99 wood
burning stoves for heating canvas sided tents and having 3 open fire rings and a community kitchen not increase fire risk
to the structures and the surrounding HIGH RISK fire area? Have you spent time in the remnants of the Rim fire that was
started by a campfire? I own a house there and it nearly burned to the ground. We tax paying landowners of the area
had to stand by and watch this unfold, from one camp fire. Remarkably, despite extreme concern expressed by many
during the initial comment period, YUC dismisses the clear and significant fire risks of their proposed development and
does not propose any onsite fire protection or firefighting resources & capabilities. The report loses credibility and is a
slap in the face to every wildfire fighter that risks his or her life when it goes so far as to state: “Therefore, the project
would not exacerbate fire risk, but would instead improve conditions related to wildfire risk.” The EIR authors’
conclusion ‐ that there is less than a significant risk to project occupants from wildfire – is utterly false. That judgment
defies any logic and underscores again the clear bias of the EIR authors who write DEIR text to justify the project rather
than to neutrally or accurately point to potential significant impacts and to describe potential mitigation measures that
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would be needed to reduce the risk. DEIR spells out on page 3.9‐6 that a project would have a significant impact if it
would expose project occupants to the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. That is fully accurate for this high hazard
project site. That is reflective of a reasonable approach to assessing fire risk under CEQA. Yet instead of the DEIR authors
acknowledging that the truthful reality is that this project WOULD INDEED create a significant impact by exposing
project occupants to the risk of an uncontrolled spread of wildfire, the DEIR consultants Letter 82 82‐1 82‐2 2 instead
dismiss any significant risk on the grounds that the property would have a timber salvage treatment done to reduce
hazardous fuel. That's great but adding thousands of visitors to an already EXTREMELY HIGH FIRE DANGER area will
cause more risk. County Services Due to the distance of the project from GCSD resources, a degradation of services will
occur locally within GCSD when our resources respond and are away from the GCSD service area for hours at a time. The
travel distance also causes added wear and tear on very expensive fire and emergency response equipment. The Under
Canvas Project EIR must evaluate the impacts to the GCSD fire and emergency response services, including: • GCSD's
ability to provide services to the project site meeting industry response standards, or response standards acceptable to
the county or project owner • GCSD's ability to maintain the current standards and level of services to the properties
within the GCSD, when responding to the project location • The potential for increased wildfire risk/occurrence resulting
from the project • The impact on evacuation efforts should the project facility be fully occupied and existing traffic is
being routed through Groveland The DEIR should not be approved by accepting the claim that converting the Under
Canvas project site (as well as other nearby or adjacent commercial forest sites) to commercial recreational use will NOT
be forest conversion that results in a significant impact. Despite the rationale provided by the DEIR authors, the opposite
is true. The project will clearly result in a significant impact due to forest conversion. It is sadly revealing that the
consultants attempt to ignore that factual impact. What analysis has been done for the increased impact? With GCSD
being the only resource and they are already at max capacity. Water In contrast to the EIR statement, at the 4,000’
elevation along the Highway 120 corridor, most years have very little snowpack to assist with groundwater recharge. To
support that point, the EIR admits on page 3.6‐3 that the project site has two drainages “…that have ephemeral flow
that only occurs for a short time period during and after storm events.“ There seem to be a number of non‐validated
claims about the amount of water available and how that water is replenished. There are fellow land owners on Sawmill
Mt that have had their wells tested and now have problems with sediment and contamination. What evidence do we
have that there is enough water in the wells for the development? To do three test holes for such a short period of time
is no validation. If I were the developer I would want a much higher sense of assurances that I would not run out of
water and have a plan in place for fire suppression and operation of the facility in the case that the wells run dry. For the
past 10 years I have been watching the rainfall in the area and my house is at 4000’. Some years we will get very little
rain and NO snow at all and other years we will get snow very briefly but never lasting for more than a few days max.
The statements about “Aquifer” are misleading at best, in all literature I have read the description is “fractured bedrock”
and is not very well understood. I truly hope that these concerns are addressed as well as the concerns of my fellow land
owners. This is an area of great importance to many people and to have it destroyed for short term revenue gains is
ridiculous. Do it right or don't do it.
With great concern,
‐‐
John Hollendoner Stanfield
+1(650) 241‐8073
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Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Margene Rivara <margene@venturesir.com>
Wednesday, November 18, 2020 6:52 AM
Quincy Yaley; Natalie Rizzi
FW: Postponement " Yosemite Under Canvas"
Untitled.PDF - Adobe Acrobat Pro.pdf

Quincy Yaley‐ Community Development Director,
Natalie Rizzi, Planner,
Dear Quincy and Natalie,
Attached is my letter asking for Postponement of the Approval of the “Draft EIR” for Yosemite Under Canvas. This
project is not good for Tuolumne County, Yosemite, the Environment or for the Safety of large groups of people.
Please pass this onto the County Commissioners, and Supervisors.
Respectfully,
Margene Rivara

Get a view from above San Francisco's East Bay in our Winery Lifestyle Video

From: Margene Gerton Rivara [mailto:margenerivara@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2020 6:38 AM
To: Margene@Venturesir.com
Subject: Postponement " Yosemite Under Canvas"
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Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

matthew chapman <matthewchapman8@gmail.com>
Monday, November 16, 2020 5:31 PM
Natalie Rizzi
Quincy Yaley
Fwd: Omission of DEIR comments Part 1 of 3
Binder1.pdf

Correction of feir have been made for the omission of cserc submittals of John Buckley. You have not responded to the
omission of the attached file containing correspondence withe county surveyor and the acompanying surveys contained
therein. The material is part and parcel of my submitted comments. It presents material evidence to matters and issues
relevant to my asserted CEQA recognized Land Use and Planning comments, its omission from the record, and
concealment from process and response will result in actual injury regarding determination of the unlawful land division
as set forth within the eir record. There is no justification for the omission of a part of my submittal, and assert it done
to conceal information that would contradict your prepared Agenda Report, and findings for resolution. I DEMAND ITS
INCLUSION IN THE FEIR , CORRECTION OF THE RECORD AT THIS LATE DATE WOULD NOT CURE THE PREJUDICIAL AFFECT
ON THE PUBLIC AND COMMISION MEMBERS WHO HAVE NOT BEEN PROVIDED WITH THE MATERIAL IN TIMELY MANNER
TO MEANINGFUL REVIEW AND COMPREHEND, CONSEQUENTLY THE ONLY CURE WOULD BE TO CONTINUE THE HEARING
TO A LATER DATE. I AGAIN REQUEST CONFIRMATION AND RESPONSE ON THIS MATTER. MATTHEW CHAPMAN
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: matthew chapman <matthewchapman8@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Nov 11, 2020, 2:09 PM
Subject: Omission of DEIR comments Part 1 of 3
To: Natalie Rizzi <nrizzi@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Cc: Quincy Yaley <qyaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>

Natalie, you have again omitted timely submitals by me from the ongoig Under Canvas EIR process. They are hereby
resubmitted for correction of the EIR record, by proper inclusion and response along with the recognized submittals you
recorded under my name within current documents pending review.
Part 2 of this communication provides screenshots of, and relate their timely subittal via email. The screenshots also
relate, that previously submitted photograghs, despite false statements within the current DEIR comment response by
the Lead Agency were submitted with email caption relating their paricular location and purpose in context with
submitted DEIR comments.
The 2 omitted submittals consist of 1) letter and surveys to the County Surveyor in support of my CEQA Map Act issues
declared by the State Legislature as law subject to, and within the scope of CEQA EIR review, and 2) specific issues
related to the CFIP matter of record originally submitted in a series of emails
Part 3 of this communication will resubmit the series of CFIP documents
This communication is a matter for the record, upon which I request delivery confirmation. Matthew Chapman.
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Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Lee Zimmerman <leez@evergreenlodge.com>
Wednesday, November 18, 2020 8:35 AM
Natalie Rizzi
For submittal
Union Democrat YUC Opinion - Housing & Cumulative Impacts.pdf; Union Democrat YUC Opinion Fire.pdf

Hi Natalie,
Please include these two Union Democrat opinion pieces we wrote in the community response material for today’s
meeting.
Thank you,
Lee
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Lee Zimmerman
Evergreen Lodge, Yosemite
Rush Creek Lodge, Yosemite
(415) 609-2222
leez@evergreenlodge.com
www.evergreenlodge.com
www.rushcreeklodge.com
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Cindy Charles <cindy@ccharles.net>
Wednesday, November 18, 2020 8:45 AM
Quincy Yaley; Natalie Rizzi
Comments on YUC for Planning Commission Meeting Today
Reponse to YUC FEIR - C. Charles 11.18.2020.pdf

Please find my attached comments submitted for the Planning Commission Meeting today.
Please confirm timely receipt today.
Cindy Charles
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Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bill M <mcmahonwj@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, November 18, 2020 8:52 AM
Natalie Rizzi; Quincy Yaley
Objections to Yosemite under canvas

We remain opposed to the Yosemite under canvas project. As a preliminary matter, we’d like to express
our disappointment with how the county has handled things so far. I personally attended the meeting in
Groveland last year, and I lodged many objections. None of them made it into the record. That is
inexcusable. We also object to this current process because the county didn’t give stakeholders
adequate to review the volume of information.

We live on Hardin Flat Road part time, and will be retiring there soon. Our property is situated several
hundred yards downhill from the proposed Glamping site. Which means that our water well is subject to
getting polluted from the clamping project. It also means our water is subject to being diminished or
completely taken by the clamping project. Not to mention the cumulus of water from the proposed
Terra Vi project uphill from us.

We object also to the fact they propose to have 99 fire pits. This is a safety issue and a pollution
issue. Many of us have objected on that basis. Because harden flat is located in a basin. The smoke from
campfires at Yosemite Lakes Campground already fills the basin and lingers. The problem will be much
worse if the Glamping project is approved. There simply is not enough airflow to avoid having unhealthy
air from so many campfires.

The noise of having hundreds of people staying very close to our property will be intolerable. Please
don’t ignore that concern. And remember, it’s not just humans who are disturbed by that level of noise.
We object to this project because it will greatly diminished the natural environment of hardin flat for
humans and critters.

We also have security concerns. Because the southern boundary of the Glamping project is literally a
stones throw from our property. We do not want people from the Glamping site walking through our
woods or coming near our home. Which means we would have to undertake the expense of building a
fence.
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There will be traffic safety issues involved with having hundreds, actually more than 1000, people
driving in and out of Hardin flat and sawmill mountain. The county must weigh the cumulative impact of
having both those developments there.

The county has failed to address other public safety issues. The roadway and those intersections could
not handle emergency traffic during an evacuation. This was proven during recent evacuations. And the
county simply does not have the resources to provide an adequate level of response for law‐
enforcement or fire or ambulance/rescue personnel.

Sincerely,
Bill McMahon
30843 Hardin Flat rd
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Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mary Beth Campbell <mb@boomerangproject.com>
Wednesday, November 18, 2020 8:59 AM
Quincy Yaley
Natalie Rizzi
Yosemite Under Canvas

Quincy and Natalie:
As you know, Yosemite Under Canvas first appeared on the Planning Commission’s agenda in May 2019. At that time, it
was on the agenda as an Initial Study and Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration. This was, however
in violation of CEQA and, for this reason, that meeting was abruptly cancelled.
Flash forward a year a half later and, while a more proper process has ensued, the County is still continuing to shepherd
and coddle this project, clearly signaling that, regardless of community opposition, YUC will be approved.
Case in point: right up until yesterday, the day before the vote to approve the EIR and the project, it was discovered
more individual letters and another from a conservation agency (TRT) were omitted. As late as yesterday afternoon, the
County rushed to write responses to concerned citizens’ comments and include them in the packet.
Regardless of how one feels about the project itself, the County should be embarrassed at its brazen push to approve
this project as well as it should be unashamed of its obvious pursuit of its own agenda. The County has not taken
community input seriously as evidenced by the refusal to extend the review deadline due to the omission of responses
to significant comments from environmental organizations in the community.
The County has not listened to or heard the enormous amount of concern regarding this project and this is clearly seen
in the flawed, sloppy and biased EIR.
This EIR does not seriously consider the cumulative impacts of the multitude of projects that are being built in a less
than five square mile area. How can the Planning Commission approve YUC, when it is unknown how this project will
intersect with the proposed Terra Vi Lodge across the street, the expansion of Yosemite Lakes and the rebuild of
Berkeley Camp? Simple answer, it can’t, because it was not studied.
And while many other items in the EIR were claimed to be “studied” their methods are suspect and their conclusions
border on spurious. Among them:
1. USFS ROAD 1S: How is YUC going to use USFS 1S09 without a NEPA study? Simply obtaining a permit is not enough.
This is a federal road in a national forest and per Title 36: Parks, Forests, and Public Property Parts 200 to 299 of forest
regulations it cannot be used in conjunction with Commercial Development.
2. FIRE: The threat of fire has not been adequately addressed. Having tents and building made of non‐flammable
materials is not mitigation for stoves in all 90 tents. There is a real threat of fire danger and the EIR does not adequately
address fire safety in regards to each tent having its own stove. This project is proposed for a High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone, allowing each individual tent its own access to a wood burning stove is ludicrous.
3. EVACUATION: The MOC fire of this past summer should have been a warning to us all. It took 19 hours to evacuate
Groveland. While the EIR talks about its evacuation plan, which the illegal us of 1S09 is a part, it says nothing of how a
large scale evacuation will play out. What happens in a fire when not just YUC, but Terra Vi, Rush Creek, Evergreen
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Lodge, Yosemite Lakes, Yosemite Park visitors AND the area residents have to be evacuated? This is not addressed in the
EIR in any way; not only is this neglectful, it is dangerous.
4. WATER: There is no evidence beyond speculation and hypothesis that there is enough water, not only for YUC, but for
the proposed Terra Vi Lodge and all the other surrounding useage requirements, i.e. Berkeley Camp, Yosemite Lakes and
nearby residents. Nothing in the EIR came to the conclusion beyond conjecture and guesswork, that the water for this
project would be sufficient.
5. HELICOPTER PAD: Terra Vi is planning to have one as well, there was no study done on the impact of having two
helicopter pad so close to each other in such a small area.
This project is wildly inappropriate and incompatible for the area. It is wildly unpopular and it is not wanted by
community at large as well as by the community of people that will be impacted most. And yet, the County does not
seem to want to listen to the will of its people. Please listen to us and to what that community wants. It is an undue
burden to ask this small corner of the County to bear the brunt of such massive development.
Respectfully,
Mary Beth Campbell
Groveland

Boom Boom!
......................................................
Mary Beth Campbell

the boomerang project
you get back what you give
800.688.7578
www.boomerangproject.com
Follow and like us!
Insta: @boomerangproject
Twitter: @boomerangprjct
Facebook: @Link Crew & WEB by the Boomerang Project
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Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Dan Courtney <dancourtney.dc@gmail.com>
Wednesday, November 18, 2020 9:05 AM
Quincy Yaley
John Buckley (johnb@cserc.org); Ellie Owen; Cindy Charles; larkin@smwlaw.com; matthew chapman;
Sara Husby; patrick@tuolumne.org; Tim Hutchins; nancy constantino
(nancy.constantino@yahoo.com); Tracie Riggs; Sarah Carrillo; Natalie Rizzi; Cody Nesper; Taryn
Vanderpan
Re: Updated Final EIR Errata for Under Canvas
Tuolumne County Planning Commission Dan Courtney 11-18-20.docx; Anthony Christensen Email re
2003 Manly Subdivision 11-18-20.docx; Ken Schmidt FINAL letter 7-30-20 TERRA VI .pdf

Tuolumne County Planning Commission
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370

November 18, 2020

RE: Yosemite Under Canvas Site Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit and Certification of Final
Environmental Impact Report
Dear Members of the Tuolumne County Planning Commission:

I am writing as an adjoining property owner to the Manly property and as concerned member of the community.
This communication is to supplement the information I submitted for the DEIR, which is on the record.
First of all I want to point out we had at least three wildfires this Summer including The Mountain Fire which burned less
than ½ mile from this Site and required over 30 engines, a half dozen helicopters and four air tankers. Without that
immediate and forceful response The Mountain Fire could have easily overrun the communities of Sawmill Mountain
and Hardin Flat, including the gas station.
I am attaching two documents. One, from a very experienced land surveyor, goes into detail regarding the
circumstances of the alleged illegal subdivision, which the County MUST investigate.
The second is the report from California’s preeminent Hydrogeologist Ken Schmidt prepared for Terra Vi (his report for
Under Canvas is already a part of this record). It is important to note that the source of water for both proposed projects
seem to come from the same fracture.
This is an example of why the CUMULATIVE IMPACTS must be analyzed, but cannot be analyzed today because there is
not a Final EIR for Terra Vi.
I urge you to do the right thing and continue this matter until all information has been distributed and reviewed.
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Sincerely,

Dan Courtney
Trustee, The Jacqueline Courtney Trust
Owner, 11250 Sawmill Mountain Road Groveland
On Tue, Nov 17, 2020 at 3:49 PM Quincy Yaley <QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us> wrote:
Dear interested stakeholders,

Thank you for your interest in the permitting process for Under Canvas. Additional information is attached based on
recent correspondence to our department. It will be uploaded to our website soon, as well distributed in an email sent
that will be sent to the stakeholder list we have for the project. Correspondence that we continue to receive will be
addressed at the meeting tomorrow.

Project documents can be found here: https://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/1204/Under‐CanvasHardin‐Flat‐LLC

A comment letter from the Tuolumne River Trust was not included in the Final EIR. However, after a search of project
files and the County’s email retrieval system, it appears this email never made it to staff and was blocked by the
County’s firewall. Community Development Department staff do not control firewall settings, and the consultant has
responded to this comment letter and the Final EIR Errata has been updated.

As a point of clarification, the County Counsel’s Office’s role is to assist its clients in legally and ethically achieving their
goals. It does not make policy decisions, which would include a decision whether or not to delay a legally noticed
Planning Commission meeting. Once a policy decision has been made, Counsel will endeavor to help its clients carry
out such a decision.

The Planning Commission continues to be scheduled for Wednesday November 18, 2020 at 4pm. Below is detailed
information for participation:

Please click the link below to join the webinar:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81946014123
Or iPhone one‐tap :
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US: +16699006833,,81946014123# or +13462487799,,81946014123#
Or Telephone:
Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):
US: +1 669 900 6833 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 253 215 8782 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 312 626 6799 or +1 929
205 6099
Webinar ID: 819 4601 4123
International numbers available: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kdEwHb813A

Thank you,

Quincy

Quincy Yaley, AICP
Director, Community Development Department
48 Yaney (physical)
2 South Green Street (mailing)
Sonora, CA 95370
209‐533‐5633
https://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/170/Development
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Natalie Rizzi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Quincy Yaley
Wednesday, November 18, 2020 9:24 AM
Natalie Rizzi
FW: Sawmill

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Joann Pfeiffer <joannmbianchi@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2020 5:24 PM
To: Quincy Yaley <QYaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us>
Subject: Sawmill
Concerned cabin owner. Can you please help us make this no so evasive to this Mose beautiful area
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joann Pfeiffer
Natalie Rizzi
Please
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 5:26:21 PM

Planning please help us stop this huge construction. This is a most peaceful area. Does this all too big structure need
to be here. They said at first they were building something so beautiful that was a lie
Sent from my iPhone

Under Canvas Public Hearing Comments: November 18, 2020

Due to the time constraint of a 2-3 minute presentation during the Public Hearing, I will not be able to
review all of the deficiencies of the proposed FEIR and the inadequate responses to my concerns. I am
forwarding this letter with additional detail regarding two key matters: Evacuation and Wildfire.
I ask that all decision makers carefully consider and weigh everything that has been submitted throughout
the planning process, especially the hundreds of letters from informed, concerned constituents of the
Tuolumne County, agencies, organizations, local businesses, and attorneys, to make non-biased
conclusions based on the facts.
Overall, the proposed FEIR provides short-cut robotic responses by Under Canvas which minimize or
outright dismiss the serious issues and concerns that have been raised. These “Master Responses”
assert that every factor is of no concern or without significant impact, yet do not offer adequate analysis
or sufficient supporting evidence. Responses simply refer back to the illogical assertions of the DEIR
with general answers that do not acknowledge the specific questions. However, the issues still exist
and must be addressed: the bottom line is that the proposed Under Canvas project will have significant
environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated.
The cumulative effects on emergency evacuation pose one of the most critical issues; local residents will
be subject to safety hazards beyond their control. The DEIR concludes that the evacuation impact is less
than significant, falsely claiming that the project site does not interfere with an emergency evacuation
route or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wild land fires.
In fact, the DEIR fails to mention that the proposed egress access is located directly across from the
Sawmill Mountain Area exit which is the ONLY evacuation access to Highway 120 for Sawmill Mountain
residences. This location at the mouth of 120, would create a bottleneck should everyone from Terra Vi,
Under Canvas, Sawmill Mountain area, Hardin Flat, Rush Creek, Evergreen Lodge, CalTrans, and
Yosemite National Park attempt to simultaneously funnel through the exit area “intersection” in the event
of an evacuation.
Furthermore, the project assumes use of Forestry Route 1S09 that is not authorized for commercial use.
Federal law 36 CFR 251.53 (6) prohibits special use authorizations, including permits, leases, and
easements, for National Forest System roads, trails, highways, where such roads, trails, or highways are
constructed and maintained in connection with commercial recreation facilities. The presumed usage of
this Forest Route precludes the conclusion that the Project’s impact on the environment will be less than
significant: it is not supported by substantial evidence.
Forest Service Ranger, Jim Junette questions the County about 1S09 access and states that “there is no
guarantee for approval.” The Under Canvas response claims that “if the project is approved, they will
work with the Forest Service to obtain permits.” As previously stated, Federal law prohibits this. In fact,
any such discussion triggers a NEPA study and a Federal EIR must be completed prior to approval of the
FEIR to meet CEQA standards.
The Forest Route is not a viable access and further evidence that the Sawmill Mountain project site is not
conducive for any high occupancy use that will require two exits and should have never been considered
for Under Canvas. The property does not allow for safe locations of two separate required exits that are
spaced far enough apart to meet fire code regulations.
Therefore, the site layout would interfere with both the evacuation of the facility as well as the overall
evacuation of the mountain. This life or death hazardous situation cannot be dismissed from the
proposed FEIR. The project site does not even provide appropriate egress for the proposed usage.
Why is the County so insistent on rushing to shoehorn this project through the approval process?

We just experienced two separate fires (one dubbed “Mountain”) on Sawmill at the beginning of August
this year, as well as the subsequent Moccasin (MOC) Fire in late August. These wildfires threatened the
Groveland community and impacted evacuation all along the Highway 120 corridor between Priest Grade
and Yosemite National Park. They also served as a sober reminder that we are in a VHFHSZ and fires
are not a question of if, but rather when they will recur. Nineteen (19) hours were necessary just to
evacuate the community of Pine Mountain Lake during the MOC fire. Communication was extremely
limited due to electrical power, cell service, and internet outages for days. Imagine the terror of trying to
flee during the evening and not knowing where to go.
Had the fire been in Yosemite or further up the 120 corridor, there would have been no safe evacuation
route for residents of Sawmill, Hardin Flat, Buck Meadows, and other nearby communities. We would
have all been trapped. Highway 120 leads to Yosemite in one direction and through small towns and
winding, steep grades in the other. Priest Grade was closed periodically due to firefighting efforts and it
was unclear if the Yosemite entrance gate was open, creating panic and confusion. The addition of 400
tourists at YUC plus over 600 vacationers at Terra Vi in this already compromised location is absurd.
The physical layout of the mountain cannot provide two or more distinct exits to support large scale high
occupancy commercial developments, especially a safety consideration in a known VHFHSZ. We must
learn from the MOC and the Mountain wildfires that simultaneous fire fighting activities and evacuation
efforts in the same area, all on the same two-lane scenic Highway 120 route are dangerous and
potentially fatal.
Common sense should prevail; it is clear that the area poses a tremendous fire risk. The casualties of
the Camp Fire in Paradise had only 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 exacerbate the
danger and assume liability for developing Terra Vi and Yosemite Under Canvas in a Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone without contemplating safe exits? The DEIR actually declares that “the project
would not impair or interfere with evacuation procedures and is not further addressed.” Evacuation
concerns are not further addressed. Unconscionable. Let that sink in.
To reiterate: there is no public water system on the property and unreliable wells are the only water
source, no emergency water storage, no sprinklers, no fire hydrants. There is no sewer or electricity.
This is rural forest land, remotely located and devoid of existing public services without nearby fire
protection, ambulance or law enforcement services. Cell service is spotty at best and emergency
notification systems have failed to reach residents in previous fires, even those with land-line telephones.
There is no evidence to support the conclusion that the UC design features such as “Fire Marshal
approved tent fabric” or “operational practices” would be effective in the prevention of wildfire ignition at
the site. The Master Response #1 cavalierly rebuffs my concern as well as other commenters by stating
that “a long list of fire prevention features would reduce the likelihood of wildfire ignitions to a less-thansignificant level”. This response is inadequate. Fire Marshall approved fabric will not thwart a wildfire.
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,
naive, and unfounded.
The proposed plans for Yosemite Under Canvas with 99 tent cabins, open campfire pits, 99 wood-burning
stoves, and barbecues magnify the potential danger for wildfire, just as the previous Rim Fire that was
ignited 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.

Sawmill Mountain residences that have withstood five family generations barely survived the ravaging
flames while others did not.
Wildfire is addressed in the DEIR 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. It is absurd that the DEIR asserts that not building the project would
increase the wildfire risk. Conversely, constructing a glamping site in the middle of a forest in a highly
hazardous fire area would.
Even more ludicrous is the DEIR claim that a Traffic Study is not warranted because Under Canvas does
not exceed the trips necessary to generate a study. Again, it is imperative that the cumulative Under
Canvas, Terra Vi, Sawmill and Hardin Flat residences, Yosemite and typical 120 travelers are included in
the requisite study. This is a very dangerous section of the highway and Under Canvas does not exist
independently. Proposed changes to Highway 120 suggest the creation of up to 5 lanes between the
Sawmill Mountain Area exit and Hardin Flat Road. Sight lines are compromised. Traffic obviously factors
into the evacuation considerations and must be thoroughly evaluated; a traffic study is necessary.
Additionally, there are significant environmental impacts created by the two proposed Sawmill projects
that I have asserted in previous comment letters, such as the threat of water contamination to the
Tuolumne River, potential for wells to dry up, wastewater system failure, scenic and aesthetic impacts,
wildlife, watershed, noise, air quality, traffic, employee housing shortage, and hazards to pedestrians
crossing the highway to access amenities. The Commissioner’s packet will have you believe that there
is nothing to be concerned about, which is untrue.
There are site alternatives that must be studied instead of disregarded, missing hydrology appendices,
missing public comment letters, missing agency reports, lack of impact studies on Rainbow Pools or other
nearby attractions that render the DEIR incomplete and deficient. These concerns were dismissed in the
DEIR and again in the FEIR. Simply checking off boxes and declaring that impacts are insignificant does
not make it so. There are numerous oversights, private reports/studies and serious concerns that counter
the adequacy of the proposed FEIR and must be recognized by the decision makers.
The fact is that cumulative impacts from projects proposed in the area are significant. It is vital that the
County, Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors, Forestry, CalFire, CalTrans, and other Agencies
reviewing and commenting on the proposed projects are looking well beyond the confines of the drawings
to determine the overall impacts on the surrounding areas, now and in the future. We must all be good
stewards of the land to protect our County and our community. I firmly deny the approval of the FEIR.

Sincerely,

Nancy Constantino

Tuolumne County Planning Commission
2 South Green St.
Sonora, CA 95370
November 18, 2020
Submitted Via Email
RE: Comments on Yosemite Under Canvas FEIR and Responses to Comments

There has been inadequate time given to the public for full review and response to the YUC FEIR and
Responses to Comments. This process and timelines have been managed by the County to ram through
approval of this project while the current strongly pro-development Commissions and Supervisors are in
office during the last weeks of their terms. Requests by County citizens for a reasonable amount of time
to review the details of this completely new development on forestland in a remote area have been bluntly
denied.
My following comments will be brief and are in no way inclusive of all my concerns with how the YUC
FEIR is still not complete or adequate. The Planning Commission should not approve this FEIR or
project today because of all the deficiencies still present in the FEIR and the significant questions which
remain about how this project is planned for the safety and benefit of the county and the surrounding
community of the Groveland area.
In no particular order:
It is an extremely sloppy oversight that the detailed DEIR comment letters from CSERC and the
Tuolumne River Trust were left out of the FEIR. When they were finally addressed by the consultant,
they are tacked on as a errata and the FEIR document itself was not directly edited to include the
responses. The FEIR as posted is NOT complete unless it is revised to include those two comment
letters and responses. (Also, one wonders if are there more comment letters that were omitted given the
flawed process to date??—Perhaps a full audit of the County process is necessary at this juncture)
Also, there was no notification to the service list of interested stakeholders of this additional document, it
was just posted to the website which allowed this omission to still remain somewhat in the shadows.
Finally, the responses to the comments of these highly engaged environmental organizations were mostly
perfunctory and referred back mostly to the “Master Responses” instead of respectfully and directly
supplying answers to the detailed comments. This whole approach appears to be biased to suppress
information to all interested citizens of the County.
Overall, the responses to the comment letters are overwhelmingly dismissive, not of a neutral tone or
character. Comments of concerned citizens are called “speculative” which adds to the dismissive tone in
discussing life and death issues such as wildfire risk, emergency services, and adequate water
supply/septic system.
The FEIR still does not explain explicitly how the increased burden and costs for the fire protection
services of the County will be addressed. Plopping a water tank truck on site and expecting any and all
employees to operate it in the case of a wildlife is not enough. What happens if the fire, in an extreme fire
hazard area, happens at night when there are less employees on site? This is not a speculative question,

but a valid concern which should have a specific and direct answer. While there is some verbiage about
the developer chipping in some money, this information should be included in the FEIR so that citizens
can readily see and understand and be given assurance that there will adequate financial resources for this
project to get the green light.
Just because the County does not have a standard response time for dealing with remote sites in the case
of emergency and fires, it is not acceptable to just do the best you can and wing it. If the developer
seriously addressed the real potential dangers of operating in this high wildfire risk site, it would take a
considerably more robust approach to how to explicitly respond to emergencies of all kinds in that distant
region of the County. The whole response to fire and emergency services is still extremely dismissive in
the FEIR, yet the County will certainly have to bear the consequences of dealing with fires and other
emergencies which will eventually happen. Who is going to pay what dollars for the increased fire
protection??
The evacuation plan assumes the Forest Service will given access to the Forest Service Road for a second
way out of the development. That has not yet been approved.
Just because the County does not have a noise ordinance does not mean there will be no significant
impact when there are special events held at the project. Not to acknowledge and address the effect of
amplified events on the neighboring residential communities indicates the developer is again dismissive
of impacts to the local residents and community.
The Consultant continues to believe that the project will not have significant impacts to traffic along SR120 in the vicinity of Hardin Flat Road. Just because the projected amount of car trips does not trigger a
traffic study, does not mean there will be no significant impact. Using the average daily trips over a year
is not a valid approach to assessing traffic impacts. During the summer months the daily trip average is
MUCH higher than if the average for the entire year is utilized since the park visitation is highly seasonal
and car trips during the winter months are significantly lower. As residents of the area have experienced,
the traffic to get into the Big Oak Flat Yosemite Park entrance can back up for miles in the peak times and
adding more cars from YUC as well as the proposed Terra Vi project, plus the re-opened Berkeley Camp
WILL have a significant impact. This effect should not be dismissed by the Planning Commission.
There will be a definite consequence to traffic congestion in that area with so much new and large
development on top of each other at the Hardin Flat/SR 120 area. There will be deterioration!
Multiple times the responses of the consultant1 state that YUC guests will not cross over Highway 120 to
get to Terra Vi which will have attractions such as a restaurant, store, spa, pool, and other amenities that
YUC does not have. That is a speculative assumption on the part of the consultant. The consultant states
that even if YUC guests walk over to Terra Vi, it will be a short distance and assumed to be not risky. If
anyone has driven that section of Highway 120 which is mostly a straightway without the curves to slow
drivers down, the speeds are higher than the speed limit and therefore it is a very risky section of highway

1

There is little reason to believe that pedestrians would be crossing SR-120 with any regularity, and
a pedestrian crosswalk across SR-120 is not for either project, and would not be recommended. Even if an
occasional pedestrian were to cross SR-120, adequate unobstructed views are available in either direction
to provide for a safe crossing. P 256, Chapter 2

to cross. There is a significantly safety concern for guests crossing the highway, yet the consultant is
dismissive of these risks and real possibility of guests turning into roadkill.
Because of the limited time allowed for review of the FEIR (6 business days) and other agenda packet
items, I must now conclude this letter by urging the Planning Commissions and other decision makers to
not approve the current FEIR and project at this time until a complete FEIR is produced and mitigation
measures are fully developed. The legal adequacy of the current FEIR is questionable, I urge County
officials to pause so an adequate FEIR is produced and circulated to interested stakeholders with a
reasonable amount of time to reverse all the bias for project approval which has taken place so far.

Cindy Charles
Tuolumne River Trust Board Member
19745 Cherokee Trail Road,
Groveland

Tuolumne County Planning Commission
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370

November 18, 2020

RE: Yosemite Under Canvas Site Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit and Certification of
Final Environmental Impact Report
Dear Members of the Tuolumne County Planning Commission:

I am writing as an adjoining property owner to the Manly property and as concerned member of the
community.
This communication is to supplement the information I submitted for the DEIR, which is on the record.
First of all I want to point out we had at least three wildfires this Summer including The Mountain Fire
which burned less than ½ mile from this Site and required over 30 engines, a half dozen helicopters and
four air tankers. Without that immediate and forceful response The Mountain Fire could have easily
overrun the communities of Sawmill Mountain and Hardin Flat, including the gas station.
I am attaching two documents. One, from a very experienced land surveyor, goes into detail regarding
the circumstances of the alleged illegal subdivision, which the County MUST investigate.
The second is the report from California’s preeminent Hydrogeologist Ken Schmidt prepared for Terra Vi
(his report for Under Canvas is already a part of this record). It is important to note that the source of
water for both proposed projects seem to come from the same fracture.
This is an example of why the CUMULATIVE IMPACTS must be analyzed, but cannot be analyzed today
because there is not a Final EIR for Terra Vi.
I urge you to do the right thing and continue this matter until all information has been distributed and
reviewed.

Sincerely,

Dan Courtney
Trustee, The Jacqueline Courtney Trust
Owner, 11250 Sawmill Mountain Road Groveland

Under Canvas responds to proposed final EIR
November 17 2020
To: Quincy Yaley QYaley@tuolumne.us
Natalie Rizzi NRizzi@co.tuoolumne.ca.us
We feel that the final proposed EIR did not adequately address many of
the concerns we have had. The main problem is that it did not take in
consideration the proposed Hansji Corp. Hotel directly across HY120.
We are opposed to the proposed development Under Canvas. We have
owned our property 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.
This project is not appropriate for this area.

Gene Pfeiffer

UNION DEMOCRAT OPINION LETTER
Fire
Don’t endanger us in pursuit of tax dollars
Wednesday the County plans to push through Yosemite Under Canvas’s development approval
without essential fire protections.
The development includes 100 luxury tent structures with wood stoves, commercial kitchen,
laundry facilities and campfire rings.
The developer and County dismiss the dangers of bringing hundreds of guests to a high fire risk
location, where a single mistake can cause devastating consequences. They contend that fire
protection isn’t necessary because the structures are “temporary” and the tents are fire
resistant.
Hasn’t the Rim Fire taught us what one small fire mistake can do without means to quickly
suppress it?
The County’s clouded judgment is clear: they assert that building this lodge with 200+ guests,
100+ wood fires, daily transport of hot ashes, commercial kitchen, and no firefighting water,
hydrant system, sprinklers or fire alarm monitoring will be safer than the current undeveloped
state of the site.
This logic doesn’t pass the sniff test and unfairly endangers us all.
A fire starting upwind of us at YUC can be at Rush Creek, a few miles away, within hours. The
only county firefighting resources are miles west of both lodges, meaning firefighters would
have to drive past YUC through the fire to get to us.
In addition to requiring onsite firefighting capacity at YUC, County firefighting infrastructure
must be built along Highway 120 before new developments are approved and constructed.
Don’t allow desire for tax revenues to put us in mortal danger. Require appropriate onsite
firefighting infrastructure.
Lee Zimmerman
Rush Creek Lodge Owner

UNION DEMOCRAT OPINION LETTER
Staff Housing & Cumulative impacts

Yosemite Under Canvas’s 100-unit lodge and Terra Vi’s 150-room resort sit across the highway
from each other, and just a few miles from the approved Berkeley Camp rebuild and the
proposed Yosemite Lakes expansion.
County planners are required to evaluate the impact of these proposed developments together,
and in the context of existing infrastructure, yet they’re skirting this obligation, which will hurt
us all.
Without proper planning requirements, cumulative effects of these large projects (adding 500
lodging units and tripling existing supply) will significantly impact fire risk, traffic, public safety
and housing.
One example: planners assume no traffic impact from YUC, but they don’t consider the
cumulative impacts of all four projects with over 1,000 new nightly guests traversing the
undivided single lane highway. Rush Creek, similar in size to just one of these developments,
was rightly required to construct highway turn lanes for public safety. Nothing is being required
of YUC, nor has the County required a traffic study of cumulative impacts.
Local housing impacts are also being disregarded. The developers propose renting housing for
all staff, which will hurt local renters, driving prices up with increased demand and no
additional supply. Cumulative impacts from the other pending developments will exacerbate
this problem. Lodging developments of scale in our area must include staff housing. This was
rightly required at both our lodges, and we house 150 of our staff onsite.
The County planning commission must send back the YUC proposal for further review and
inclusion of appropriate development conditions.
Brian Anderluh
Rush Creek Lodge & Evergreen Lodge Owner
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FROM: Margene Rivara 31583 Hardin Flat Rd., Groveland, CA. 95321
Margene@Venturesir.com (925)200-6916
RE: Postponement of the DRAFT EIR for "Yosemite Under Canvas"
TO: Quincy Yaley, Tracy Riggs, Kathle-en Haff, Natali~ R'izzi, Tuolumne County Planning Commissioners, Tuolumne
'('t''

Board of Supervisors
I ask that you postpone the Approval of the DRAFT EIR for "Yosemite Under Canvas" at today's meeting. There is no
good reason to RUSH to move forward with the approval of this project. This project in conjunction with the
proposed Development of Terra Vi across the street, have the potential to be the spark that could destroy the echo
system of the entire area around Yosemite and Yosemite Valley. Plus there is the potential of many lives that could
be lost. Neither of these projects been adequately studied, nor have all of the Governmental Agencies and
Environmental Bodies that should be weighing in on these projects been invited by Tuolumne County to participate
and add their valued input. It has taken millions of ye~rs for Yosemite to develop into the pristine environment that
much of the world considers to be a treasure of untold beauty, and thus it should to be preserved forever. Yosemite
is "extra special" and therefore it needs "extra special" consideration. It should not be looked at like other areas of
development such as placing a Bank or Restaurant
next to and Shopping Center or Doctors Office. "Yosemite is
..
~

recognized and has the designated status ofi3 National Treasure·and therefore the standard of care by Tuolumne
County must be of a higher standard than ordinary development. Of course "Corporations" are always looking to
improve their financial bottom line, but it shoul~ not be at a risk to the General Public, the Environment or Yosemite
itself. Yosemite does not belong to any one of us or one entity who has the authority to take such a risk for its
future well-being. Yosemite is Alive and is ever evolving and to risk any loss of such a place is beyond my ability to
comprehend.
It is a known fact that we have extreme global'warming, the Fire Risk Potential has never been so high, and the
proposed location of "Yosemite Under Canvas" and Terra Vi across the street are hazards to Tuolumne County,
Yosemite and the Environment. There is not adequate Water inthe area, the Fire Danger cannot be adequately
addressed, Traffic flow and Emergency escape routes are not adequate and will put many lives at risk. All people
who would be in the area could not be adequately notified if there were and emergency. Last but not least, the risk
to the Animals and the Environment can never be calculated. Don't forget there are already other Developments in

the immediate area that are approved for Expansion or are being built right now. They are the new enlarged
Berkeley Camps under construction (which burned to the ground during the Rim Fire), Yosemite Lakes that has been
approved for Expansion, Rush Creek Lodge which is newly built and the long standing Evergreen Lodge.
There will be 1000's of people staying in a small concentrated area, with different types of accommodations and
with different forms of escape transportation, such as cars, R.V.'s Motor Homes, and sth Wheelers, all trying to go in
1 or maybe two different directions in a hurry on Highway 120 all at the same time. It is just not possible for you to
say that you can guarantee adequate escape routes for all of those people. Two more Developments to this area will
be a huge mistake. Are you ready to take that risk if it meant putting your own family's unsuspecting lives on the
line?
Please postpone this Approval!!!

Best Regards,

~ )1~~~&1d:Lou and

Mar~l.~ar~

Vernon A. Losh II
3003 E 4505 S Holladay, UT 84117

vernlosh@gmail.com

Cell: 707.540.2929

BIOGRAPHY
Chief Losh started his fire service career in 1974 in Placer County with the South Placer Fire
Protection District. With South Placer Chief Losh held every rank from firefighter to
Battalion Chief.
In 1992 he became the first fulltime Chief of the City of Lincoln, California.
In 1995 Chief Losh came to Sonoma County as Deputy Chief/Fire Marshal for the
Department of Emergency Services.
In 1998 he help create a non-profit called Fire Safe Sonoma. This non profit provides
education and projects that fosters fire prevention and safety in the wildland interface area of
Sonoma County. He still serves as a Board member today.
Chief Losh was promoted to the position of Director of the Sonoma County Department of
Fire and Emergency Services in 1999.
From 2000 to 2005 Chief Losh also served as the Chief of the Rancho Adobe Fire Protection
District through an administrative contract.
Chief Losh retired from Sonoma County in November of 2008. At retirement he became a
volunteer Battalion Chief for the Healdsburg Fire Department offering his background and
experience to his local community.
Upon retirement he started up Losh and Associates. This firm is involved with developers to
help them understand the importance of fire safety measures required by the codes. Chief
Losh works with applicants and local officials to insure compliance and at times offering
alternate solutions to meet the intent of the applicable codes.
He has been involved with developing fire codes and ordinances for several government
agencies. In Sonoma County alone he was involved with several fire code adoptions that also
included vegetation management guidlines and requirements of the Public Resources Code for
all of unincorporated Sonoma County.
As part of his fire prevention experience he has conducted numerous plan reviews and site
inspections for residential and commercial development insuring compliance with local, state
and federal regulations. His duties in prevention included the issuance of local and county
burn permits for control burns in multiple jurisdictions. Another aspect of his work
responsibility was the investigation of all fires including structure, vehicle, and wildland
incidents.
He has a training background in all aspects of the modern fire service including conducting
control burns of structures, wildland, and vehicles.
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Chief Losh has an emergency response history that spans five decades. That history includes
responding to hundreds of incidents involving structure fires and wildland emergencies. He
has responded to major wildland urban interface incidents throughout California as an engine
Captain and a Strike Team Leader responsible for multiple engines and crews.
His education in emergency management includes being one of first twelve people certified in
the State of California as a Fire Chief, has completed the Executive Fire Officer Program at
the National Fire Academy, and is designated a Chief Fire Officer by the Commission on
Chief Fire Officer Designation.
He has currently the Chair of the Political Action Committee for the California State
Firefighters Association (CSFA). He has also served three terms as a director for CSFA, past
Chair of the CSFA Volunteer Committee, past president of the Northern California
Firefighters Association, past President of the Sonoma County Fire Chiefs Association, past
President of the Sonoma County Department Heads Association, and over 30 years as a
volunteer for Red Cross including past Board Chair for the American Red CrossSonoma/Mendocino County Chapters.
In addition to the above, Chief Losh is affiliated with the International Association of Fire
Chiefs and the Volunteer Combination Officers Section, California Fire Chiefs Association,
Fire Districts Association of California, California Fire Muster Association, National Fire
Protection Association, a Life Member of the Placer County Fire Chief’s Association and the
South Placer Firefighters Association.
EXPERIENCE
Losh and Associates
Principal

November 2008 to present

Salida Fire Protection District
Interim Fire Chief

November 2017 to June 2018

Healdsburg Fire Department
Reserve Battalion Chief

November 2008 to present

Sonoma County Department of Emergency Services
Chief / Department Director

June 1999 to November 2008

Rancho Adobe Fire Protection District
Fire Chief

June 2000 to December 2005

Sonoma County Department of Emergency Services
Acting Department Director

February 1998 to June 2000

Sonoma County Department of Emergency Services
Deputy Chief / Fire Marshal

March 1995 to February 1998
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BOARDS AND EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS
Redwood Empire Dispatch Joint Powers Authority

2002-2008

Santa Rosa Junior College
Member/Chair of the Fire Service Technology Board

1995 to 2010

Santa Rosa Junior College
Adjunct Instructor

1995 to present

Community College Fire Service Instructor

1985 to Present

CERTIFICATION
Chief Fire Officer-Commission on Chief Fire Officer Designation
California State Certified Fire Chief
California State Certified Chief Officer
Executive Fire Officer-National Fire Academy
MEMBERSHIP IN ASSOCIATIONS
Chair, California State Firefighters Association Political Action Committee
American Red Cross-Sonoma/Mendocino Chapters-Past Board Chair
Sonoma County Fire Chiefs Association-Past President
Sonoma County Department Heads Association-Past President
California State Firefighters Association-Northern Director
Past Chair-Volunteer Committee for the California State Firefighters Association
International Association of Fire Chiefs – Volunteer/Combination Officer’s Section
Northern California Firefighters Association-Past President
California Fire Muster Association
National Fire Protection Association
North Bay Official’s Association
Healdsburg Kiwanis Club
REFERENCES
Chief Doug Williams, Rincon Valley Fire District, retired
707.696.8244
Chief Kate Dargen, Retired State Fire Marshal, California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection (Cal Fire)
916.248-2205
Paul Kelley, Former 4th. District Supervisor, County of Sonoma
707.484.2757
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