General Plan Update 2015
Comments submitted on Feb. 5, 2016 by Barbara Balen
To: Adam Paszkowski, Senior Planner
Tuolumne County Board of Supervisors
Tuolumne County Community Development Department
Re: General Plan Update 2015
Please submit these comments to the public record for the General Plan Update (GPU). These
comments represent myself as a 46 year resident of Tuolumne County.
It is all too common to begin a document only to have it obsolete by the time it is finished.
The Blueprint process, which is the foundation for the GPU began in 2006-07 - a year before the housing
bubble burst and 4 years before the drought. Since the Blueprint process, numerous game-changing
events happened. Here is a partial list of events that, because they do not track in any meaningful way
through the GPU, render it obsolete as a land-use constitution for the county:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The drought
Water insecurity - State curtailments of potable water
Climate extremes
Mismanagement of water resources
Costly fires like the Butte Fire within the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI)
Flat or slow growth population
State General Plan Guidelines

The GPU is troubling, opaque, convoluted, uses loop logic, and is based on outdated population
projections. The Blueprint process was based on an unsubstantiated growth mantra and inflated figures.
The reality is our county may only grow by 4000 people by 2055 (Department of Finance). The final
General Plan Update language was cherry-picked from the 2013 recommendations (TUOLUMNE
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN AND REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN EVALUATION AND ANALYSIS by
Rincon Consultants, Inc. In association with: Wood Rodgers, Inc. ChangeLab Solutions July 2013) that
weighed the GPU towards accommodating future development and transportation modeling based on
inflated population impacts to roads and not a GPU accommodating community identity with a flat to
low growth population scenario.
Recommendations (In no particular order):

1. Utilize the State General Plan Guidelines
The 2015 edition of the General Plan Guidelines (GPG) contains significant changes. For
mandatory and common optional elements of the general plan, the GPG sets out each
statutory requirement in detail, provides OPR recommended policy language, and
includes online links to city and county general plans that have adopted similar policies.
2. Develop a new meaningful Alternative
The 3 Alternatives are convoluted and unclear. (Alternative 1: No Project (Recent Trends,
Existing) ; Alternative 2: Public Services; Alternative 3: Recent Trends, Proposed.
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They have the look of straw alternatives developed to justify the predetermined
Alternative and give the Blueprint process an appearance of fairness. What about
alternatives like: no, low and high growth scenarios? At the very least, the GPU needs a
COMMUNITY IDENTITY VALUES Alternative.
At some point and for the sake of attracting people between the ages of 18-35, our plan needs
to get serious about attracting this demographic. It would be economically wise if our General
Plan took sustainable, green community planning seriously and crafted a plan that would attract
this age group. It would be economically wise for the future of our county to build a plan
around our natural and cultural wealth, agriculture and open space. These distinguishing values
are our future.
Examples of beautiful, place-based General Plans which protect and make available their
natural capital and cultural wealth to their citizens are found online for St. Helena, San Louis
Obisbo, Calistoga, Monterey , Folsom, Sonoma and more. These places have realized their
open spaces, public spaces, green connectivity and parks and trails.

3. Retain the Open Space and Conservation Elements –
Why the change to “Natural Resources Element “ when the above elements are
mandated and used by the rest of the State? Why are you making it complicated for the
public to follow State elements, to insure the maximum confusion? Open Space and
Conservation are not the same and not the same as natural resources.
“To insure the maximum coordination between the management and use of natural resources and open
spaces in Tuolumne County, the State-required Conservation Element and Open Space Element are
combined into this single Natural Resources Element….” is not a justification for changing and

combining the Open Space and Conservation Elements.

4. Uncouple the assumption that growth equals wealth

Wealth is the inventory of our natural and cultural capital. Our community uniqueness is our
wealth. The more unique, the greater the value. The collective value of heritage and leisure
tourism is made up of our rural scenic beauty, unfragmented and uncluttered landscapes,
historic communities and experiences.

The determination of the GPU to be wedded to the assumption that growth will jumpstart
prosperity is to subscribe to the séance business model developed by Sarah Winchester who
believed she would remain alive as long as construction to her house never ceased. I can find
no data on growth being the key to community vitality. I find plenty of data on parks, green
spaces, trails, waterscapes, community spaces, open spaces, trees, culture, education and
health and well-being attracting visitors and people.
The bottom line is that the GPU is not community identity based, does nothing to protect our natural
and cultural wealth or attract the next generation.
Sincerely,
Barbara Balen
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Adam,
Following are my additional comments on the proposed General Plan Update and the Plan
Update EIR.
The proposed changes to land use designations in the Tuolumne County general plan update
are excessive when examined with the projected population increase from 2020 to 2040. As
stated in the GP update EIR(4.12.1) the 2015 population of Tuolumne County according to the
Department of Finance is 54,337. Their projected population as of 2040 is 59,281 and increase
of 4944 people.(4.12.4) Additionally, the Tuolumne County Transportation Council (TCTC) has
projected a more ambitious 2040 population of 63,243, an increase of 8906 over the 2015
population (TCGPUEIR 2-4). The average household size in Tuolumne County is 2.28 people
per dwelling unit, so an additional 2169 dwelling units would be needed to accommodate the
Dept of Finance’s projected additional 4,944 people or an additional 3,06 dwelling units would
be needed to accommodate the TCTC projected additional 8906 people.
The projected build out of dwelling units as presented in the General Plan update by proposed
changes in land use designations to allow for more density amount to an additional 5159
dwelling units (TCGPUEIR 4.12.4). 5159 dwelling units would accommodate an increased
population of 11,763, almost two and one half times more than the Dept of Finance’s
expectations and more than one and one third more than TCTC’s expectations!. 5159 dwelling
units amount to 2990 more than the Dept of Finance deems necessary to accommodate the
2040 projected population and 1253 more dwelling units than the TCTC projected population.
According to Table 2-3 the county already has a total of 1441 potential dwelling units currently
available in the MU, HDR & MDR urban land use designations (TCGPUEIR pg 2-18). These
currently unimproved or underutilized parcels amount to more than half those required to meet
the projected need defined by the Dept of Finance and close to 40% of the projected need
defined by the TCTC.
Why then is the TCGP Update as written proposing changes in land use designations that
would allow at a minimum 5159 additional dwelling units?
Additionally, looking at Figure 3.F.2 on page 9-77 of the Housing element of the proposed
TCGP Update it shows that the residential capacity of currently designated urban parcels
is 36,042 residences which would house 82,175 people! (32,042 x 2.28 persons per dwelling
unit),. If you add the nonurban parcels the total residential capacity increases to 50,588 or
115,340 people! Below Figure 3.F.2 the following statements are made. “The preceding table
indicates that Tuolumne County has designated more than sufficient land to meet the housing
needs for the planning period (2014-2019). The urban land use designation alone, if built out to
present average densities, could support approximately 36,042 residences.”
At this time it is absolutely ludicrous to change land use designations to allow for more
dense development when Tuolumne County already possesses the capacity to

accommodate up to 115,340 residents.
Earlier I sent in comments regarding the proposed Chptr 14 Columbia Community Plan Update.
My additional comments regarding the Columbia Plan follow. Please consider adding wording
regarding both commercial and residential scale and site design similar to wording in the Carmel
General Plan, such as maintain “a respect for scale that tends to be small and related to human
size. Existing small businesses and homes reinforce this intimate size relationship”....
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Preserve the traditional characteristics of scale, good site design and sensitivity to neighboring
sites. Encourage the construction of residences and businesses that are diverse and innovative
in design yet compatible with the natural setting, site design and materials established by other
structures within the neighborhood, and adopted Design Guidelines. …. Building designs shall
maintain enduring principles of modesty and simplicity. They shall not present excess visual
mass or bulk to public view or to adjoining properties...Oversized design elements make
structures appear dominating and monumental. This out-of-scale character represents a poor fit
to the human form, (debases) the more intimate, rural charm and character of (Columbia) and
should be avoided. “.
Good site design – “Houses (and businesses) that follow the topography tend to complement
the land rather than override its constraints. A respect for trees, preserving natural drainages
and carefully integrating new landscaping with belts of existing native vegetation are all
examples of the good site design principles that are characteristic of (Columbia).”
Design of Structures –“shall be coordinated with open space to enhance the park-like
environment of the town. Open space should be distributed around buildings to provide visual
relief from structural bulk and a distinct separation from buildings on adjacent sites. Designs
shall coordinate structural elements with landscaping to achieve a pleasing overall site design.”(
All quoted material is from Carmel’s General Plan)
I have one last comment regarding the addition of 1.E.l on page 1-12 in the Land Use section of
the Draft TCGPU. I strongly object to the singling out of the LDR general plan designation
parcels for exclusion from the development standards in Title 17. Parcels with other general
plan land use designations must adhere to the development standards in Title 17. Why should
LDR parcels get such special treatment? It is biased, discriminatory and unjust.
Thank you for considering my comments on the General Plan Update and its EIR. It is
unfortunate that half of the public response time was scheduled during the month of December
which is, for many people, the busiest time of year. I, for one, would have liked to have more
time to study and respond particularly when the holidays and the Columbia Dollar General issue
were not concurrently occurring.
Cris Barsanti
PO Box 851
Columbia, CA 95310

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

February 2, 2016
Adam Paszkowski, senior planner
Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
2 S. Green St.
Sonora, CA 95370
Dear Adam, Bev, Mike, and others with the CRA:
The bulk of comments that we are providing in this letter will be comments that would be
expected by those of you who have shepherded this General Plan Update process through the
past few years of debate. County planning staff is fully aware of our Center’s strong concerns
over changes that we believe will significantly diminish protection for biological resources,
agricultural values, and the rural character of the County.
However, while those negative changes to the General Plan were well publicized leading up to
the development of the DEIR, CSERC staff was not expecting there to be so many major
defects and flaws in the General Plan Update DEIR - including an inaccurate and incomplete
assessment of potential significant impacts, vague mitigation measures, a lack of
acknowledgement concerning ineffective and unenforceable wording in policies and
implementation programs, and an inadequate range of reasonable alternatives. Based on
many major defects and flaws, CSERC asserts that CEQA requires there to be a recirculation
of the DEIR with extensive new information and analysis, as well as a reasonable range of
alternatives and the development of feasible mitigation measures for significant impacts.
This is not simply a matter of a situation where the supervisors and supportive building
interests promote one approach and the conservation community promotes another. State
law and a strong legal record of court decisions both make it clear that a lack of a
reasonable range of alternatives -- as well as inaccuracies and flaws that permeate the DEIR
-- require correction and recirculation of the EIR. As part of that corrective action, the DEIR
needs to provide at least one alternative that would realistically reduce the significance of
impacts through the implementation of feasible mitigation measures.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF PRIORITY CONCERNS
It is frustrating, but expected, that so many of the comments that CSERC has provided over
and over have been rejected or ignored by the General Plan Update approach and the DEIR
response to issues raised. In particular, our staff has often brought up at committee meetings
or board sessions that:

•
Changes proposed by this General Plan Update for County policies for the
management of biological resources will create high potential for significant negative
effects compared to retaining the Biological Resources Wildlife Handbook, the Open Space
mitigation option for developers, and the currently existing clear General Plan language for
certain at-risk resources –all of which would be eliminated in the General Plan Update.
While numerous inaccurate claims are made in the DEIR that attempt to minimize the
significance of the new County policies, the revised policies in the Update significantly
diminish protection for oak woodland resources and for associated wildlife species.
•
It is highly inconsistent with State direction for a General Plan to have weak,
unenforceable language - as is the case with this Update - for so many Goals, Policies, and
Implementation Programs. Repeatedly in issue after issue there are no assured requirements
to actually direct developers or other project applicants to take specific actions. Instead the
General Plan Update simply contains language for the County to “encourage” or “support”
new development to do something positive, or the language asks applicants “to consider”
taking action. Without clear, legally enforceable language in the General Plan Update, there
can be no legal assurance that Goals or Policies will ever actually be met. CSERC requests
that wherever weak, nebulous language such as “encourage” or “consider” is now present,
that a revised General Plan Update be enforceable and direct through the use of “shall” or
“require” or other clear, specific wording.
•
The General Plan Update, as now presented, fails to actually “channel” new
development into existing urban communities, as alleged. Instead, it removes a few of the
existing mitigation requirements that in most projects are minor to begin with, and it provides
density bonus incentives to make development somewhat more attractive in areas that are
claimed to be distinctive, urban communities. The General Plan Update does not contain
any requirement or mandate that will actually curtail or restrain new development from
continuing to sprawl outward and negatively degrade Open Space values, agriculture, and
biological resources in rural areas outside of the so-called existing urban communities.
Accordingly, the sole result of the General Plan Update approach to managing development is
to give new incentives for development in so-called urban communities or adjacent to those
communities. There are no disincentives that would be adopted to restrict new development
in rural areas or in areas close to or adjacent to agricultural properties. There are also
numerous flaws and inaccuracies associated with the EIR description of urban communities
and the supposed boundaries of such areas. All of these defects and flaws result in the
Update failing to assure that the claimed benefits of “channeling” development into
distinctive communities will occur. The revised General Plan Update either must contain
policies and implementation programs that actually channel development into urbanized
areas, or claims to that benefit must be removed from the EIR.
•
The General Plan Update would weaken protection for agriculture and Open Space
resources by significantly expanding the range of commercial uses that are judged to be
compatible with agricultural lands, including a significant, expansive increase in the level of
allowable commercial events and various operations that could be done on agricultural land.
This policy change that has been so actively supported by the board of supervisors would
completely change the rural character, noise impacts, traffic impacts, and quality of life for
county residents who intentionally purchased property in agricultural areas. CSERC asserts

that many of the uses and the level of commercial events that would be allowed are highly
inconsistent with agricultural operations and are not “accessory uses” compatible with
agricultural properties. We assert that the scale and expansive range of such uses needs to
be sharply curtailed in a revised General Plan Update.
•
Rather than provide clear, feasible, and effective measures to contribute toward
cumulative reductions in GHG emissions that would allow the County to trend towards
compliance with State goals, the EIR simply argues that the General Plan Update emission
levels would not be as bad as the 2015 baseline and the No Project scenario. The
assumptions that claim is based upon are specious and highly debatable, but even if they
were correct, it is inadequate for the County to put forward a plan that fails to significantly
reduce GHG emissions. The DEIR claim (that the General Plan Update will actually result in
reduced emissions) is not substantiated by credible evidence. It is far more likely that by
providing incentives for development in certain areas and continuing to allow development in
rural areas, the resulting increased overall level of emissions will obviously increase, not
diminish.
•
The new revised General Plan would continue to allow for a potentially significant
level of new development and subdivision of parcels, including in rural areas, despite the
fact that currently existing undeveloped parcels in the County already exceed the needed
capacity to meet the State’s projected estimate for County growth in population for the 25year planning period. County staff can argue that certain specific categories of parcels and
designations may not statistically equal the estimated need for a small number of categories,
but the overall number of undeveloped parcels far exceeds the overall projected need for
properties available for growth. What is missing from the EIR and the General Plan Update is
acknowledgment that past development approvals have resulted in an overly aggressive
build-out of commercial retail and office facilities so that inventory exceeds demand. For 20
years, half of all business sites in the Twain Harte shopping center have sat vacant, with other
areas such as Crystal Falls having similar problems. Vacant existing commercial/retail sites
are available in many areas within the County, and the amount of vacant residential
properties is also notable. But instead of focusing General Plan Update policy direction on
enhancing the value and the economic vitality of what already exists (what has already been
subdivided or made available), the new approach focuses on trying to make it easier for new
development to degrade currently natural sites -- especially within, adjacent to, or near
broadly defined “urban”communities.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY CONCLUSION
If the General Plan Update as now proposed ends up being adopted, it would result in
changing a number of important County policies to primarily benefit the building industry and
development interests. In alignment with those interests, there has been open advocacy by
certain supervisors for stripping away any non-mandated existing General Plan restrictions
and mitigation measure policies that are not favored by development interests.
The Tuolumne County’s board of supervisors has frequently publicized their collective desire
to go backwards by returning to historic levels of resource extraction and to a time of
minimally constrained development. That desire to return to historic practices and

unconstrained development contrasts sharply with an alternative approach that would reflect
a desire to move forward to expand tourism and scenic attractions, shift towards making
Tuolumne County a more desirable location for high tech industries and “work from home”
opportunities, and to emphasize the County’s prime value as a site for solar farms and other
green energy opportunities as well as a location for seniors to retire.
As long as General Plan policies end up maximizing the benefits to a vocal minority
represented by vocal advocates for building industry, developers, and commercial interests
tied to agricultural lands, Tuolumne County will fail to be attractive as a place for high tech
and green enterprise businesses to bring their jobs and innovation.
The General Plan Update as proposed underscores a publicized commitment by certain
county supervisors to assure that the County is not an “over-achiever” in protecting natural
resources, and wildlife in particular. With that goal in mind, it is clear that adoption of the
General Plan Update would result in the County being an “under-achiever” in meeting legal
requirements and ensuring that significant negative impacts are reasonably mitigated.

SPECIFIC CONCERNS AND COMMENTS ON THE UPDATE AND EIR
THIS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE POSES A VARIETY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THREATS
As spelled out in the EIR introduction, County decision-makers will use the new General Plan
Update as a blueprint for, among other things, the supposed protection (or lack thereof) for
environmental resources, for conservation and the development of new housing, for
providing the supporting infrastructure of needed services, and in making important choices
about the use of land.
The introduction is especially valuable in pointing out that a Goal is the ultimate purpose of
that section of the General Plan, a Policy is intended to guide action and carry out clear
commitment, and an Implementation Program is the action, procedure, program, or
technique that supposedly will carry out the Policy.
Throughout this proposed General Plan Update, the document consistently fails to provide
clear, enforceable, coherent actions, procedures, programs, or techniques that will result in
the General Plan policy actually being achieved. This is a legally defective problem where
the General Plan Update is truly internally consistent – It consistently fails to provide any
clear regulatory or other strategic assurance that the Goal or Policy of an Element will
actually be enforced or achieved.
Under the legal description that defines the EIR as a Program EIR, the EIR acknowledges that
when the program EIR is approved, many subsequent activities may be found to be within the
Program EIR scope. Thus additional environmental documents “may not be required.”
Accordingly, it is legally necessary for the Program EIR to accurately and fairly assess the
true potential for significant negative impacts to occur if the General Plan Update or an

alternative is approved and adopted by Tuolumne County. In this case, the DEIR is highly
deficient in failing to accurately assess the true potential for significant negative impacts to
occur for natural resources (including wildlife, vegetation, air quality, and water quality),
Open Space, agriculture, rural quality of life, and scenic resources. Furthermore, misleading
information is provided in the EIR that erroneously conveys the impression to interested
members of the public that the General Plan Update will minimize development outside of
defined communities and will minimize significant negative impacts.
On the contrary, the General Plan Update would provide incentives for development close
in to distinctive communities, but it provides no disincentives for development that
continues to sprawl outward into rural areas or that requires the unnecessary extension of
public infrastructure to support the new development.
Because the General Plan Update only provides incentives for development in areas broadly
defined as “in fill” areas, but provides no disincentives for development on agricultural or
other rural lands, the General Plan Update as proposed would simply boost development
overall -- causing significant negative impacts for natural resources, unnecessary new
expenses for infrastructure extensions, and increased GHG emissions.
To meet State direction, Tuolumne County should markedly modify and reduce the
significant negative impacts that would be caused by the General Plan Update or the
County should select a modified Public Services alternative that would actually be designed
to greatly reduce new development growth outside of defined communities.

THE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE ILLEGALLY RELIES UPON WEAK, UNENFORCEABLE WORDING
As will be emphasized over and over in these comments, the failure of the General Plan
Update to use clear, enforceable regulatory language to actually direct the implementation
of goals and policies makes those goals and policies (or the implementation programs
associated with them) nebulous, meaningless, and essentially unenforceable rhetoric. The
repeated use of words such as “encourage,” “support,” “recognize,” “consider,” and other
weak wording does not result in clear regulatory directive language that can be judged
adequate to actually reduce the potential significant negative effects of development,
conversion of wildlife habitat, increased consumption of water, and reduction in the
amount of Open Space and wildlife corridors within the County.
Any development project that threatens a biological resource or that threatens to diminish
Open Space or agricultural values can point to Update language such as “encourage” and
correctly claim that no mandated action is required by that nebulous language. The County
staff may “encourage” developers to consider a low-impact design for their project to reduce
impacts to resources, neighboring residents, air quality, etc., but if the project proponents
choose to disregard that “encouragement,” the General Plan Update does not actually
require mandated compliance with the encouraged intention.
The failure to provide meaningful, clear wording (that directs projects under consideration
to actually be consistent with the desired Goal or Policy) causes the General Plan Update to
be defective and nebulous.

This defect underlies many other deficiencies of the General Plan Update, and will be referred
to in numerous further comments of concern. As one clear example of weak, unenforceable
and generally meaningless language, see “Scenic Resources” further below in these
comments.
Another highly troubling example of nebulous, meaningless, weak wording is the example
provided by the string of policies in the General Plan Update that supposedly “reduce impacts
to riparian habitat and other sensitive communities” as spelled out on page 4.4-27.
Policy 4.J.3 provides information.
Policy 4.J.4 directs the County to only evaluate impacts to biological resources without
exceeding the requirements of State and Federal law.
Policy 4.J.8 encourages development in urban areas.
Policy 4.K.1 directs the County to “develop, promote, identify, and assist in the
implementation of voluntary incentive programs to encourage property owners to conserve
areas…”
Policy 4.K.2 supports efforts to get identify and acquire high value biological resources
(although nothing anywhere in the General Plan Update contains any substantive direction to
actually do that).
And Policy 4.K.4 encourages the conservation of oak woodlands and heritage trees.
Policy 4.I.j says that the County will establish a Heritage Tree Program, but first, that same
intent has been expressed by County officials for more than a decade without any actual
result, and second, the Heritage Tree Program as described would “encourage” the
preservation of heritage trees.
Policy 4.I.l directs the County to formulate a program to retain significant vegetation “through
incentives.” No such program exists; no clear, workable, and meaningful incentives are in
place; and nowhere does the Update provide clarity on how this meaningless implementation
program might actually become effective and meaningful.
Over and over in this particular example and elsewhere throughout the General Plan
Update, policies and implementation programs contain weak, unenforceable, unclear, and
meaningless wording that fails to provide any assurance of the Goal or Policy actually being
achieved. It is important for the revised General Plan to substitute clear, enforceable,
effective wording for all policy and implementation program text that is currently nebulous,
non-mandatory, weak, or unclear.
THE EMPHASIS ON TYING THE UPDATE TO THE DISTINCTIVE COMMUNITIES “PREFERRED
GROWTH SCENARIO” DOES NOT ACTUALLY RESULT IN MEASURABLE POLICIES THAT WOULD
“CHANNEL DEVELOPMENT” TO URBAN AREAS
A key concern that will be emphasized multiple times in these comments is that the DEIR
and the General Plan Update mislead by suggesting that the County Board of Supervisor’s
choice to approve the Distinctive Communities Growth Scenario will somehow “channel”

development to existing urban communities if the General Plan Update is approved. This is
incorrect and misleading.
There are no meaningful implementation programs or policies that constrain or limit
development outside of “urban” designations. The supervisors and the building industry
proponents on the Blue Ribbon Regional Blueprint committee and the Biological Resources
Ad Hoc Committee simply got board approval for deleting some of the current protective
requirements for oaks and for habitat protection in projects that will be located within or
adjacent to defined urban communities. That “greasing the skids” for development close to
or within defined communities does not restrict or reduce ongoing, continuing development
proposals that will move forward outside of the defined communities areas. Thus, it is false
and misleading for there to be any EIR claims that new development impacts will be
channeled to the areas described as defined, distinctive communities. This needs to be
corrected in the EIR.

THERE IS NO PROVEN NEED OR RATIONALE FOR ALLOWING NEW SUBDIVISION
DEVELOPMENT OR NEW LOT SPLITS TO DEGRADE RESOURCE VALUES AND OPEN SPACE
One of the major flaws and deficiencies in the General Plan Update is the failure of the DEIR
and the Update to acknowledge that the County already has an abundant inventory of vacant
parcels suitable to meet the full projected growth need for new residential and commercial
development within the 25-year planning period.
As will be noted again in the comments that follow, Tuolumne County has an inventory of
vacant parcels that is nearly double the projected need for the planning period. The Land
Use Element acknowledges that the County’s current population is defined as 54,337 (or as
shown elsewhere, 54,360) residents. The various County and state department projection
estimates that were refined for this General Plan Update set forward a projected growth
“need” for the County to be able to accommodate an estimated population of 63,243
residents – or an increase of 8,906 persons by 2040. At an estimated household size of at
least 2 persons or greater, the County would need no more than 4,453 residential parcels to
be developed by 2040.
Since the County currently has more than 8,000 vacant parcels, there is clearly already an
adequate number of existing, buildable, usable vacant parcels – enough to fully exceed the
projected need for residential development in the 25-year planning period.
Because there is no proven “need” for creating new subdivisions, allowing new lot splits, or
otherwise creating new residential development, the General Plan Update fails to justify
policy changes that expedite new development projects which will reduce habitat, result in
increased expansion of expensive water and wastewater infrastructure, lead to growth
inducement due to the expansion of infrastructure, and result in a significant loss of Open
Space and potentially significant impacts to scenic resources. Thus, an alternative needs to
be developed that provides for limited, constrained new development and relies primarily
on the already existing capacity for current parcels to meet projected demand.

ON AG LANDS, THE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE WOULD ALLOW COMMERCIAL EVENTS AND
ACTIVITIES THAT ARE INCOMPATIBLE WITH AGRICULTURE AND WITH THE WILLIAMSON ACT
Proposed amendments to Title 17 dramatically expand the activities, events, operations, and
facilities that would be deemed to be an “accessory use” on agricultural lands. As examples,
guest ranch facilities, farm stay facilities, and other agricultural connected uses could now be
supplemented, as per Title 17, chapter 17.52, by the property owner of agricultural land
hosting as many as 40 commercial events per year for up to 300 guests on parcels of 37 to
160 acres in size. The events would not need to be associated with the agricultural
operations on the property, but could instead be weddings, parties, concerts, or other
commercial events that are neither associated with the primary agricultural operation on the
property nor even associated with agriculture.
These supposedly “compatible” commercial events on Agricultural lands would be allowed to
run as late as 2 a.m. if the music or party is held “inside” a facility. On parcels as small as 20
acres, up to 15 commercial events would be allowed per year with up to 100 participants per
event. And even in A-10, RE-5, or RE-10 districts, the new Title 17 amendments would allow a
use permit approval to allow commercial events on such small agricultural parcels.
In addition to these commercial weddings, parties, circuses, concerts, or other events, under
Title 17 amendments agricultural lands would now be specifically allowed to be conditionally
permitted to have shooting ranges and off-road vehicle courses, both of which would create
significant negative impacts to residents of neighboring parcels, to wildlife, and to the rural
character of the agricultural area.
The changes to significantly expand allowable commercial events and activities on agricultural
lands will likely create significant negative impacts to adjacent or nearby residents, will likely
cause significant impacts to agriculture, and have potential to cause significant increases in
negative impacts associated with noise, loss of rural character, and possibly open space
resources. CSERC urges that any revised General Plan remove/delete the amendments in
Title 17 and any other County planning changes that would expand the activities, events,
operations, and facilities that would be deemed an accessory use on agricultural lands.
WIDESPREAD FLAWS OR DEFECTS IN THE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE AND DEIR
The Distinctive Communities Alternative Growth Scenario is described in the EIR as based
upon distinct communities that contain a well-defined, cohesive, and compact community
built around an appropriately scaled urban core and community gathering places.
The claim is made in the DEIR that the Distinctive Communities Alternative Growth Scenario
will result in urban development within defined communities with rural development beyond
the urban development boundaries. The claim is also made that the size of each community
is based on a locally defined urban development boundary area.

Claims are made that rural development will be either on the fringe of defined communities,
or clustered or grouped together so as to make the best use of infrastructure “and avoid
disruption to agricultural lands and environmentally sensitive areas.”
In reality, many of these claims are highly disputable or outright false.
Tuolumne County planning staff has in the past acknowledged that there are no firm,
sharply defined boundary lines drawn on a map around the distinctive, defined
communities in Tuolumne County, but that instead planning staff relies upon urban land
use designations to judge whether a new proposed project is or isn’t inside or adjacent to a
defined community.
Such a lack of concrete specificity and the ability for differing judgments to come to differing
conclusions about which parcels and which developments are within such communities is a
legal defect. Neither a court nor the residents of Tuolumne County can now look on a map to
see exactly which parcels are inside or outside or “adjacent” to the perimeter line for a
distinctive urban community as described by County planning staff. Thus, for the Update to
claim that urban development will be limited to existing urban communities cannot be relied
upon as factual. Furthermore, even the Update acknowledges that
Second, the EIR description on page 2-4 states: “…non-urban development will continued to
be allowed in the rural areas of the County…” That General Plan Update outcome will
simply allow for the transformation of agricultural and valuable natural resource lands into
ranchettes or other developments that chop up Open Space, intrude into agricultural lands,
restrict wildlife movement along existing habitat corridors, expand county roads and county
services, and otherwise significantly degrade and harm a wide range of public resources.
This failure of the County to actually have a clear, defined measurable and publishable set
of boundaries around urbanized areas or distinctive communities undercuts the ability for
Plan Update policies to be based on allowing development inside or outside such areas.
This needs to be corrected in the revised General Plan Update.
HOUSING CONCERNS
On page 2-18, the EIR acknowledges: “As part of the General Plan update, additional acres
are proposed to be designated for High Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, and
Mixed Use zoning. Thus, Tuolumne County provides for ample capacity to develop residential
units in the “extremely low, “very low”, “low”, “moderate”, and “above moderate” categories
based on the number of remaining vacant lots in the County.”
As noted previously in these comments, one of the major flaws and deficiencies in the
General Plan Update is the failure of the DEIR and the Update to acknowledge that the
County already has an abundant inventory of vacant parcels suitable to meet the full
projected growth need for new residential and commercial development within the 25-year
planning period.
Because there is no proven “need” for creating any new subdivisions, or allowing new lot
splits, or otherwise creating new, additional residential lots beyond the number of existing

parcels now available, the General Plan Update fails to justify General Plan policies that will
continue to allow new development projects – in particular outside of defined communities
-- which will reduce valuable wildlife habitat, result in increased expansion of expensive
water and wastewater infrastructure, lead to further growth inducement due to the
expansion of infrastructure, and result in a significant loss of Open Space and scenic values.
On page 2-26, the EIR describes the General Plan Update as creating a net increase of
approximately 5,159 dwelling units (as if that acreage estimate actually limits new dwelling
units to that number of units, which is not accurate). But even accepting that EIR number as
the maximum number of 5,159 new dwelling units that would be constructed, that would
provide for anywhere from 706 to 1,449 dwelling units above and beyond the high end of
estimate of the housing need based upon the population growth figure that the County itself
is choosing to use as a growth projection estimate.
CSERC strongly asserts that providing for a significant excess of additional new housing
above the projected need based on the estimated population in 25 years will lead to
increased sprawl, increased loss of wildlife habitat, increased noise, increased competition
with the already existing vacant lots, increased air pollution and increased GHG emissions,
and increased demand for county services. These all combine to create a wide range of
significant negative impacts on the affected environment. The EIR should acknowledge
these significant impacts that would be caused by the General Plan Update.
DEFECTS IN THE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE AND DEIR TIED TO LAND USE
Page 4.10-2 provides the statement that the General Plan Update Distinctive Communities
Growth Scenario would encourage mixed-use and infill development within the vicinity or
near existing urbanized areas, transportation networks, and public services. The General Plan
Update has been formulated to reflect this preferred growth scenario, which is further
described in Section 2.4. The General Plan Land Use Element identifies new areas for growth
and limits growth in areas that are either “saturated” with development or have limited
growth potential due to the lack of adequate public services and facilities or are constrained
by natural characteristics that do not lend themselves to development, such as steep slopes.
Pages 4.10-3 and 4.10-4 state: “The size of each community is based on a locally defined
urban development boundary area as well as a defined community boundary. The existing
urban development boundaries may be expanded to allow dense growth to occur near
existing community nodes.
Thus, despite many statements in the EIR that the distinctive communities scenario would
channel new growth to existing defined communities, in reality there are neither firm
boundary lines drawn to explicitly define what is inside or outside of defined communities,
nor are the “locally defined urban development boundary areas” established with any clarity.
Instead, based on the language in the EIR, the so-called existing urban development
boundaries may be expanded to allow dense growth to occur.
Given that the entire premise of the distinctive communities scenario is that growth will be
channeled to existing defined communities, the acknowledgment that there are not firm,

clear delineated boundaries and that boundaries may be expanded to allow dense growth to
occur very clearly underscores the legal defect of the proposed General Plan Update
approach.
The County cannot claim to reduce the significant impact of development continuing to
sprawl outward into rural areas, Open Space, and agricultural lands based upon the rationale
that urban development boundaries will channel growth to urbanized defined communities.
In truth, the urban defined community boundaries can expand outward at the whims of the
board of supervisors who judge a project to be “near” existing community nodes or “close to”
defined communities. No clear drawn line that delineates areas where development will be
“encouraged” will provide any assurance of limiting small lot sprawl during the planning
period.
The text provided in section 4.10 on many pages attempts to assert that there will be no
potential significant impacts of the Project and Cumulative Impacts because the General Plan
Update would supposedly be consistent with the Tuolumne Tomorrow Regional Blueprint.
Having had CSERC’s director sit on the Regional Blueprint committee, it is highly evident that
the dominating agenda of County supervisors, the building industry, and the majority of other
participants on that committee was to expedite development with the least constraints from
the State as it relates to vehicle miles traveled and GHG emission objectives. Accordingly, the
County chose to make the assumption that vehicle miles traveled more or less was a
meaningless difference between differing land planning scenarios if you accept the premise
that people closer in to urban areas drive more frequently to the store each day than people
further away. While such a claim has many likely flaws, that theory was the dominant
assumption used by Tuolumne County in leading to the choice of the Distinctive Communities
Growth Scenario rather than a public service alternative or any strategy that would actually
constrain rural sprawl and constrain development in agricultural lands.
Now the EIR purports to define the potential significance of impacts on resources, including
air quality, GHG emissions, impacts to wildlife habitat, and impacts to agriculture, on whether
or not the General Plan Update is or isn’t consistent with the Tuolumne Tomorrow Regional
Blueprint preferred growth scenario. Since that preferred growth scenario did not
significantly reduce vehicle miles traveled nor significantly reduce GHG emissions generated
compared to the public services alternative or to an alternative that would constrain new
development in rural areas, the EIR cannot reasonably make the claim that impacts would be
Class II, less than significant.
There are a number of new policies that misleadingly imply that development will be
channeled into defined communities. Policies 1.A. 4, 1.A. 5, and 1.E.3 appear on the surface
to steer development to such areas by language that promotes infill and clustered patterns of
development, directs the County to establish target growth areas within existing and new
defined communities, and encourages urban development projects located within ¼ mile of a
transit stop.
In reality, “promoting” and “encouraging” are legally unclear words with no regulatory or
legal definition. They are nice sounding, but the General Plan Update has no way of
quantifying whether or not compliance with that intention is ever met. Furthermore,

language that directs the County to establish target growth areas may “encourage” County
supervisors to enthusiastically endorse projects within those areas, but there is no
disincentive to discourage development far away from those areas. The claim in the EIR is
that the “changes in land use policies” are based on objective to promote mixed-use and infill
development, orient growth near transit stops and stations, and to develop alternative
methods of transportation. Those claims are the same rhetoric that was used to justify the
outcome of the Regional Blueprint process that was funded by Cal Trans grants. Yet in reality,
there is no actual legal regulatory requirements that results in any actual “change” in land use
policies for development in the County.
Contrary to the EIR and to rhetoric in the General Plan Update, any developer who wishes to
develop rural land outside of defined communities can still bring forward for approval any
project that presently can be brought with the current General Plan. Furthermore, now
under the General Plan Update approach, projects not within defined communities can be
approved by expanding the boundaries of the defined communities to spread out to include
development proposals near or close to such communities.
The EIR is legally flawed for misleading the public into believing that land use policies have
actually changed to channel development into defined communities or that defined
community boundaries are actually set in some manner that limits outward expansion to
sprawl into rural areas. The fact that the General Plan Update fails to actually steer new
development (the minimal amount that might be justified) into existing communities as infill is yet another reason to provide a Resource Protection – Conservation Alternative that
would meet state legal requirements.

SCENIC RESOURCES WOULD NOT BE PRESERVED
The DEIR falsely asserts that although “the new General Plan Update would facilitate
development visible from locally designated scenic routes…”, it will supposedly minimize
scenic impacts by “channeling” development to existing urban communities – page 4.1-10. As
noted in previous comments, this claim is highly inaccurate because in many cases new
visually negative development projects, approved in rural areas with scenic values, would
continue to degrade scenic resources in Tuolumne County.
Table ES-1 of the EIR falsely asserts that the same incorrect message that the General Plan
Update will “channel” new development to existing urban communities. Yet no clear Policy
or Implementation Program constrains or limits development outside of urban designations.
There are no teeth in the General Plan Update to prevent development on scenic ridges or
hillsides or within scenic corridors along designated routes or the many county roads and
non-designated stretches of state highway routes that presently contain scenic values.
The County and the EIR take an approach that the only “scenic resources” at risk in the
County are strips paralleling state highways that either are eligible to be listed as scenic
highways or are so designated. In reality, in a County that is so highly dependent for its
economic health upon tourism and the rural character of the landscape, it is simply a fact that
impacts to scenic values along major county roads also has high potential to affect scenic

values. The past removal from consideration of a long list of county roads that the BOSPC and
the supervisors once evaluated for scenic protection is a reflection of County Board choices to
eliminate all possible constraints for developers and for those obsessed with a narrow view of
property rights.
Even conceding, however, to the current County planning approach that is based on the false
premise that only state highway routes deserve to have scenic resources protected, the
General Plan Update (and the DEIR) fail to provide even that minimal protection.
The actual language in the Scenic Resources section is dominated by Goals and Policies that
are either without substance or they lack any meaningful effect. Words such as “recognize”
and “encourage” provide no directive requirement. When Goals or Policies actually contain
some wording that could be considered as directive language (such as “Conserve the natural
scenic quality…” there is not a single implementation program that actually directs scenic
resources to be protected or that actually restricts development from degrading scenic
values.
Examples of meaningless implementation programs include:
“Recognize scenic value of ag and timberlands…”
“Encourage hillside development to be compatible with the landscape…”
“Maintain guidelines which provide recommendations…”
“Support efforts of defined communities…”
“Consider flexibility…”
“Encourage the conservation of scenic resources by maintaining guidelines which provide
recommendations…”
“Encourage and support voluntary conservation of scenic resources…”
“Establish a Heritage Tree Program…” sounds nice, but it hasn’t yet happened in 28 years
since it was first listed as a desired program. Thus some future uncertain program cannot be
relied upon for mitigation of expected impacts.
“…continue sign regulations…” In reality, the County’s Community Resources Agency has
repeatedly failed to take even minor corrective actions when CSERC staff has formally
submitted or informally notified County staff about clear and continuing sign violations that
directly harm scenic values. Rather than working to enforce existing sign regulations, County
staff has responded that the Board has directed County staff to work on higher priorities. So
some ongoing sign violations have been visibly violating the County’s existing sign regulations
for years. Thus, to claim that continuing sign regulations will shield scenic resources from
significant negative impacts is wildly irrational as an argument.
“Formulate and maintain a program to retain existing vegetation such as heritage oaks
through incentives…” This is another nebulous possible future program that does not
currently exist and even if it did, encouraging a program of scenic protection through
incentives has no clarity to allow it to be useful as a mitigation for scenic impacts.
Overall, there is no clear, enforceable regulatory measure to actually implement the goals of
the Scenic Resources section. This deficiency for Scenic Resources is reflective of the same

exact lack of enforceable language in the General Plan Update for biological resources, Open
Space resources, air quality, protection of agricultural values, protection of water quality, and
many other at-risk resources in the County. Therefore, the General Plan Update EIR claim
that there is no potential for significant and unavoidable negative impacts to scenic
resources is a flawed and incorrect claim.
In order for the General Plan Update to even minimally protect and preserve scenic
resources, clear enforceable Goals, Policies, and Implementation programs must be
developed, shared with the public for input and feedback, and then approved if found to be
adequate to actually preserve scenic values. The failure of the General Plan Update to
actually protect scenic resources is yet another reason to provide a Resource Protection –
Conservation Alternative that would meet state legal requirements.

MAJOR LEGAL DEFECTS CONCERNING INADEQUATE ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF SIGNIFICANT
IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES THAT WOULD BE CAUSED BY THE UPDATE
Throughout the Biological Resources element, County planning staff and supervisors have
systematically worked through committees and Board actions to remove any policy or
mitigation measure that was deemed to be undesirable to the building community and
developers. As a result, the General Plan Update makes many major changes to the Biological
Resources Element.
Since 1987, Tuolumne County has made available to project applicants a Biological Resources
Conservation Handbook (known as the “Wildlife Handbook”) that provided very detailed
options for applicants to select from to apply for mitigation measures, rather than hiring a
biological consultant to develop mitigation measures. Those Wildlife Handbook mitigation
options included a 20% Open Space permanent set-aside measure that identified the most
valuable wildlife habitat on the project parcel and excluded that 20% of the parcel from any
habitat degradation, alteration, of future development. Based on reports provided at public
meetings by County planning staff to County supervisors when the Biological Resources
Conservation Program was proposed for revision, the overwhelming majority of project
applicants since 1987 voluntarily chose to permanently set aside valuable habitat on their
parcel as their preferred mitigation measure. That option as well as numerous other
standardized options in the Handbook resulted in permanent protection of wildlife movement
corridors, riparian zones, old growth oaks, patches of highly limited valley oaks, and other
ecologically important resources that were routinely protected in approved projects.
In contrast, in those projects that did not utilize the Handbook, but instead had applicants
engage biological consultants, those projects frequently relied upon those consultants’
opinions that judged that development would not cause any significant negative impacts to
biological resources. Accordingly, in many situations, unlike projects that utilized the Wildlife
Handbook, projects relying on consultants ended up with fewer blocks of oak woodland
habitat that were protected and fewer wildlife movement corridors that were permanently
preserved. Some might question the judgments of biological consultants and whether or not
they drew conclusions to please project applicants. Whatever the reason, there is no denying
that a large percentage of project applicants voluntarily chose to permanently set aside 20%
of the best habitat on their project site as their preferred option for addressing protection of

biological resources and oak woodlands.
Because the General Plan Update as proposed would eliminate the Biological Resources
Wildlife Handbook and the option of utilizing the 20% Open Space designation approach,
there is the clear potential for a significantly lower amount of permanent protection for
important biological resources on properties brought forward for development.
Furthermore, the Biological Resources Wildlife Handbook contained a wide range of
programmatic resource protection policies that were utilized consistently by planning staff in
negotiating with development applicants. Those policies, such as stream corridor setbacks
and distances to be buffered from raptor nest sites, were widely known within the
development community and by interested members of County residents. Now instead of
the County providing consistent programmatic policy or mitigation options for applicants to
utilize, each development project will be forced to engage hired consultants who may have
little familiarity with the specifics of Tuolumne County and its biological resources. The
judgments and mitigation recommendations from consultants cannot reliably be counted on
to produce the same level of biological resource protect that the Wildlife Handbook provided
as the preferred, consistently chosen option by applicants.
The General Plan Update’s shift (forcing applicants to engage consultants) underscores other
problems created by aggressive changes in County policies related to biological resources.
Implementation Program 4.J.h sets significantly altered thresholds of significance for oak
woodland conversion. For parcels 2 acres and smaller, wiping out all the oaks on the site
(including relatively rare old growth oaks) would now be defined by the County has posing no
significant effect.
For parcels slightly larger than 2 acres in size up to 10 acres, half of each parcel could be
covered by oak woodland that might be the target of clearing for development… yet 50% of
each parcel could be cleared without the County judging so much habitat loss would qualify
as a significant impact.
For parcels larger than 10 acres up to 20 acres, 5 acres of oak woodland could be eliminated
by development and still not be considered to cause any significant impact on oak woodland
or biological resources. And on a parcel of 100 acres, 10 acres of oak woodlands could be
wiped out and the County’s new threshold for significance would judge that to be less than
significant. THIS IS A MAJOR SHIFT IN POLICY FROM WHAT COUNTY PLANNING STAFF AND
SUPERVISORS HAVE APPLIED UNDER THE CURRENT GENERAL PLAN. This has potential to
significantly harm thousands of acres of oak woodland habitat in total over the planning
period.
The DEIR in BIO-2(b) determined that by eliminating automatic threshold of significance
exemptions for parcels larger than 2 acres in size, the General Plan Update could be judged to
cause a less than significant impact because only 644 acres of oak woodland could be wiped
out over the planning period, rather than the estimated 3,785 acres that might be wiped out
by the language in 4.J.h as it is proposed by the General Plan Update.
With all due respect, this is legally indefensible as a judgment. The re-worked, modified 4.J.h
would still allow the Board of Supervisors (or in some cases the Planning Commission) to side

with the biological consultant working with the project applicant to determine that wiping out
5 acres or 10 acres or some other amount of oak woodland is simply not a significant impact.
This sidesteps the clear direction of State law to conserve oak woodlands, and furthermore, it
simply gives the same Board of Supervisors that aimed to raise the threshold of significance
the opportunity to judge whether there is or isn’t a significant impact from wiping out oak
woodland.
The County supervisors have already shown (and have voiced openly at committee meetings)
that they believe that there are plenty of oaks without threat of development existing on
public lands or under Williamson Act contracts on private lands. So their judgment will likely
be to align with the desires of a development applicant on matters tied to oak woodland
impacts. Thus, the DEIR cannot assume that the addition 3,141 acres of oak woodland habitat
will NOT be reduced during the planning period. Instead, unless the new General Plan Update
policy direction remains the same as in the current General Plan, the DEIR must determine
that it would be a significant negative impact to oak woodlands to raise the threshold of
significance level or to simply defer to the whims of county decision-makers on the matter.
In addition to other deficiencies identified on this matter above, the figures for acres of oak
woodland habitat are not consistent between page 4.4 - 33 and page ES- 9. Section 4.4 claims
a reduction from 3,785 acres to 644 acres, where Table ES-1 claims a reduction from 2606
acres to 553 acres. Correspondence from Mike Laird on January 19th 2016 states that data
from Cal Fire FRAP was used to draft the Biological Resources section, yet the document itself
has multiple footnotes stating that oak woodland acreage is based upon data from the
county’s own GIS Department in November 2015 (page 4.4 -32). Oak woodland management
is one of the known areas of controversy; it is crucial that the county provide accurate and
consistent information about how many acres of oak woodland exist and have the potential
to be developed.
The mitigation measures BIO-2(a) and BIO-2(b) do not eliminate the potential for conversion
of a certain percentage of the oak woodlands in the county because an approved
environmental consultant could argue that the impact is not significant and the County could
then permit the conversion of oak woodland without mitigation. This would still result in the
conversion of oak woodland.
The DEIR attempts to justify the impact as being not significant because the county claims
that less than 1% of the oak woodlands have the potential to be converted. However, if
consultants decide a number of individual projects have no significant impact, the acres of
oak woodland within those projects would be converted. This caveat would result in a
significant increase in the number of acres of oak woodland that have the potential to be
converted, which would also mean that the analysis in the EIR is insufficient because it does
not consider the actual potential.
On top of the defects and flaws identified in the General Plan Update approach to oak
woodland conservation, another major flaw is tied to the mitigation associated with the
Tuolumne County Oak Woodland Conservation Fund. When the Fund was approved in 2008,
one key purpose was described by County planning staff as the intent to provide a realistic
mitigation option for developers who could not feasibly protect oak woodland habitat (or an

old growth oak) on a relatively small site. That intent was soon subverted by some in the
development community as providing a cheap, alternative option to buy your way out of the
requirement to protect 20% of the habitat on a site or to do all feasible actions to avoid the
loss of an old growth oak.
Yet no matter what the intent of the Oak Woodland Conservation Fund, to our staff’s
knowledge there has never been a single acre of oak woodland “saved” by the Fund since its
inception 8 years ago. On the contrary, while the money collected in the fund may be used to
purchase land in fee or conservation easements to protect oak woodlands, to our knowledge
it has never yet been applied to actually implementing that goal. Thus, it is not realistic to
rely upon a funding mechanism that has no mandate to apply fees paid by developers to the
actual on-the-ground protection of oaks.
For all of the reasons laid out in these comments above, the changes to the General Plan that
would occur in the General Plan Update would create a significant impact, would not be
consistent with State legal direction, and would cause negative effects on a wide range of
other values associated with oak woodlands (such as scenic values, aesthetics, etc.).
In order to be compliant with State legal direction, either the General Plan Update must
remove the changes in policies that would weaken protection for oak woodlands, or the
General Plan Update and EIR must acknowledge that the changes will, indeed, result in a
significant negative impact.
If that is the case, State law requires that feasible measures that could reduce the level of
significance must be identified and adopted. In this case, the obvious feasible measure is to
remove the policies that would allow the destruction or degradation of oak woodland
habitat to be done as part of a discretionary project unless all possible mitigation (such as
avoidance) is required. This failure of the General Plan Update to adequately protect oak
woodlands is yet another reason to provide a Resource Protection – Conservation
Alternative that would meet state legal requirements.
UNDER THE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE, NEW DEVELOPMENT HAS HIGH POTENTIAL TO
INTERFERE SUBSTANTIALLY WITH WILDLIFE MOVEMENT
Page 4.4-38 of the DEIR discusses the issue of development interfering substantially with the
movement of wildlife. The claim is made that under the proposed General Plan Update, the
majority of new development is expected to occur in existing urbanized areas, primarily
within the urban development boundaries for each of the five Community Plan areas.
This claim is unfounded and legally flawed.
First, there are no disincentives to prevent or to at least substantially reduce new
development from occurring outside of the so-called urbanized areas. As noted multiple
times in these comments, it is wildly irrational to claim that new development will be
channeled into or concentrated in urbanized areas when no General Plan Update policies
actually restrict or constrain new development outside those areas.

Second, as also noted, there are no clear lines drawn on maps that strictly constrain
development to be within an area, and even if such lines do exist, the General Plan Update
allows for new urban development to be approved adjacent to or near the so-called
urbanized community areas. Page 4.4-26 of the DEIR emphasizes: “…the existing urban
development boundaries may be expanded to allow dense growth to occur near existing
community nodes. Development that would occur outside of existing urban development
boundaries would mostly occur adjacent to the urban boundaries of the plan areas, known as
the urban fringe.” Pg. 4.4-26 Thus, development could clearly occur outside of urbanized
areas, not just within urbanized areas.
Third, it is literally nonsense to portray the five Community Plan areas as “urbanized areas”
when significant portions of each of the five areas are open, undeveloped parcels covered
with oak woodland or containing riparian habitat corridors, natural wildlife movement
areas, and other high value biological resources. THE EXISTING SO-CALLED “URBANIZED
AREAS” IN REALITY CONTAIN A LARGE PERCENTAGE OF RURAL PROPERTIES, HIGH VALUE
WILDLIFE HABITAT, VALUABLE WILDLIFE MOVEMENT AREAS, AND OFTEN AGRICULTURAL
AND OPEN SPACE RESOURCES. Thus, even if there were restrictions that pushed all new
development into the so-called urbanized areas, there would still be a high potential for
significant negative impacts to occur from new development that is expected to occur
under the proposed General Plan Update.
“Overall as development increases, as facilitated by the General Plan Update, the quality of
habitat within the County would be expected to lower in value to wildlife and would facilitate
fragmenting the landscape overall, especially in some areas along urban fringe areas where
natural habitat may no longer be available for wildlife movement for a large number of
species once developed…. “In addition, as development further encroaches upon wildlife
habitat, increases in human activity in areas where sensitive biological resources could occur
would be expected.” DEIR 4.4-38
The DEIR in assessing the General Plan Update determines that the policies and
implementation programs would reduce impacts for wildlife movement, but the impact
would still be potentially significant. So what is the DEIR solution to mitigate for this
significant impact? There are three modifications from the General Plan Update.
One would be to spell out that that developers must evaluate potential impacts and create
mitigation for riparian habitats with a certain State ranking that would be considered
sensitive. (That change does not provide the slightest requirement to actually take some
clear, defined protective action).
The second modification would be to evaluate potential impacts and create mitigation for
movement corridors. (Again, that change simply restates the already existing CEQA
requirement to consider environmental impacts and mitigate to reduce the level of
significance. Nothing specific requires any clear, defined protective action.)
The third modification was to add BIO-4(b), which looks impressive in the amount of wording,
but unfortunately, is meaningless. It simply “encourages” development to be compatible
with wildlife movement. And somehow, based on adding three modifications that simply
restate CEQA direction and provides an empty requirement to encourage development to be

compatible with wildlife movement, the DEIR surprisingly decides that the impact is no longer
significant. This lack of rationale for diminishing the level of impact is consistent with other
similar reductions in the DEIR after modifications that actually do nothing to ensure a
resource will be protected. Such adjustments of impact assessment are not based on any
evidence or any measure that can be shown to be a requirement. Instead, the DEIR team
simply puts in some nice wording that has no clear assurance of leading to any different
outcome.
Due to the failure of the DEIR to provide any clear implementation program or policy that
would actually result in protection for wildlife movement corridors, that impact that would
be caused by the General Plan Update must still legally be considered to be significant and
unavoidable. And of course, as with other such significant impacts, feasible measures to
reduce the level of significance must be identified and adopted. This is yet another reason
to provide a Resource Protection – Conservation Alternative that would meet state legal
requirements.
THE DEIR FAILS TO PROVIDE THE STATE-MANDATED “REASONABLE RANGE” OF
ALTERNATIVES FOR CONSIDERATION AND AS NEEDED TO REDUCE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS
As noted in the DEIR, the General Plan Update would allow or would cause significant
negative impacts for recreation, transportation and circulation, and for agricultural resources.
As identified in this comment letter as well as in the letter submitted by the law firm of Shute,
Mihaly & Weinberger on behalf of our Center, state law mandates that a reasonable range of
alternatives be considered.
In particular, alternatives to the proposed action must be considered that could reduce the
significant impacts that would be produced or allowed by adoption of a plan or approval of
a project. In this case, there are highly compelling legal reasons why the DEIR must be recirculated with a reasonable range of alternatives provided for decision-makers and the
interested public.
First, the alternatives discussed by the DEIR (apparently intended to be considered in contrast
to the General Plan Update) are simply the different growth model scenarios developed
during the Regional Blueprint process. As noted previously in these comments, that Regional
Blueprint process was diverted from the original CAL TRANS grant purpose of assessing ways
to reduce vehicle miles traveled in the county. As it evolved under the political leadership of
certain supervisors, the process was used by the building industry and the supervisors to
attempt to justify incentives for development in urbanized areas.
Because CSERC’s director sat on the Regional Blueprint committee, it is clear that the County
chose to base the differing modeling scenarios on a highly debatable assumption that new
development location didn’t really matter. The assumption that the County relied upon was
that people closer to urban areas drive more frequently to the store each day than people
further away, so vehicle miles traveled will never change to any measurable degree no matter
which approach the County adopted. That unsubstantiated theory was the dominant
assumption used by Tuolumne County in leading to the choice of the Distinctive Communities

Growth Scenario rather than a public service alternative or any strategy that would actually
constrain rural sprawl and constrain development on agricultural lands.
Accordingly, to provide a true reasonable range of alternatives, the County should provide a
number of different strategic approaches. First, the re-circulated DEIR should provide a
modified Public Services alternative that would aim to restrict new development outside of
defined communities and to restrict new urban type development to areas that could be
best matched to public services. As part of such a modified Public Service alternative, the
most stringent measures to reduce GHG emissions and to meet GHG objectives would be
included.
It is also reasonable and feasible for the County (and the DEIR) to jointly develop a balanced
and fair Existing Capacity Alternative that would primarily emphasize growth within the
8,000+ currently existing undeveloped parcels in the County, as well as steering (where
possible) commercial and retail development to existing vacant and available sites. Such an
alternative could strictly constrain any new urbanized development to those portions of
urbanized communities that are already generally urbanized, rather than to rural or
agricultural portions of such communities.
A third and sorely needed realistic and feasible alternative would be a Conservation –
Resource Protection Alternative that would result in a reduction in significant impacts,
would benefit agriculture and open space resources, would improve protection for scenic
resources, and would better protect biological resources than the proposed General Plan
Update.
A Conservation – Resource Protection Alternative could be an alternative that actually
channels new growth and development to urbanized areas and that restricts any new
subdivision of parcels in rural areas outside of defined communities during the planning
period. A balanced approach to a Conservation Alternative would certainly allow for the new
development and growth needed to meet projected growth estimates, but only at a pace and
scale that reflects actual demand. Rather than a “if you build it, they will come” approach, a
Conservation Alternative would focus on directing County resources and new development
approvals to infill areas where housing needs of the current residents of the County could be
met with more affordable housing, more apartments in appropriate locations, and other new
development that fits current housing demands.
A key part of any Conservation – Resource Protection Alternative should be retention of
existing policies or enhancement of policies and implementation programs to truly protect
scenic resources (so important to tourism), agricultural resources, and biological resources.
In such an alternative, if the County board of supervisors desires to abandon the Wildlife
Handbook approach and the opportunity for open space designation to be used as a
mitigation, then this alternative would be based on programmatic policy protections for
biological resources that County planning staff could pick from the Handbook and craft as
programmatic approaches to resource protection during project planning.
In all three of the alternatives identified above as reasonable alternatives for consideration,
policies that protect resources would be made a key part of each alternative. Unlike the
General Plan Update that relies upon reducing resource protection and providing for

development incentives, the three alternatives should contain policies that either fully
maintain biological and rural resources, or that actually enhance biological resource
protection compared to the current General Plan. All three would also contain strong,
effective goals, policies, and implementation programs that would measurably comply with
state direction to significantly reduce GHG emissions as rapidly as possible.

THE DEIR AND GENERAL PLAN UPDATE BOTH VIOLATE LEGAL REQUIREMENTS CONCERNING
GHG EMISSIONS, STATE AND COUNTY TARGETS, AND CEQA DIRECTIVES
For a highly detailed legal assessment of GHG emissions and relevant targets, CSERC refers
the County and the DEIR consultant team to the letter submitted by Shute, Mihaly &
Weinberger on our behalf. We cut to the chase with the following concerns:
Rather than using the General Plan revision process to accurately and responsibly analyze
goals, policies, and implementation programs that would substantially reduce GHG emissions
in the County and shift energy use to green energy options, the General Plan Update (and the
supporting DEIR) both focus inappropriately on whether some debatable assumption tied to
the General Plan Update will lead to a slight improvement in GHG levels compared to the
status quo. As noted in the comments submitted by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, the goals
that are relevant are the countywide target of a “15% below 2010 emissions level by 2020”
that was adopted as part of the Regional Blueprint process and AB 32, which set a goal of
reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels in the state by 2020. The General Plan Update fails
miserably to comply with strategic programs or policies that would lead to attainment of
either goal.
We will not repeat here in these comments all of the detailed points raised by Shute, Mihaly
& Weinberger legal counsel related to Tuolumne County’s GHG emissions and the major flaws
contained in the DEIR and defects in the General Plan Update. We simply emphasize our
Center’s strong position that adjustments must be made to the General Plan Update to
bring it into legal compliance and for the DEIR to be re-circulated so that a reasonable range
of alternatives can be fairly and appropriately evaluated and considered by decision-makers
and the interested public.

IN CLOSING…
Due to the extremely broad range of issues that are connected to the General Plan revision
process, the General Plan Update proposal, and the DEIR, our Center has attempted to focus
narrowly on the flaws, defects, and legal errors that are most important and relevant. If there
were weeks of additional time to provide even more detailed comments, there are other
issues and concerns that are secondary to those raised in this letter.
What is most pertinent is that the proposed General Plan Update contains many legal flaws,
significant negative changes in policies, flawed assumptions, incorrect information, and a
critical lack of important information related to key mandated elements. The DEIR likewise

contains many flaws, a lack of apparent understanding of the Regional Blueprint process, a
failure to identify feasible mitigation measures for significant impacts, a failure to accurately
acknowledge how the General Plan Update would cause additional significant impacts, and a
major failure to provide a reasonable range of alternatives. In addition to all the above, the
DEIR and the General Plan Update fail to provide a clear, accurate assessment of GHG
emission and planning options to enable Tuolumne County to legally meet targets and
perform responsibly in support of state-mandated AB 32 targets.
CSERC asks that the General Plan Update be either substantially revised, improved, and
remediated to meet all legal requirements and to correct deficiencies identified in public
comments, or that an environmentally superior, legally-consistent alternative be analyzed
and identified as the superior alternative. We ask that the DEIR be corrected, improved,
and re-circulated for public comment so that the options available to the County for
General Plan adoption are options that will not be legally flawed or so vulnerable to a legal
challenge.
Respectfully submitted,
John Buckley, executive director

Megan Fiske, wildlife biologist
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Introduction
There are a few areas in the Biological Resources Chapter of the General Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) where the direction given by the Board of
Supervisors and the intent of the Biological Resources Ad- Hoc Committee
(“Committee”) were substantially changed. Some of this change appears to have
happened during the DEIR preparation, and some appears to be the result of the other
portions of the general plan being drawn in to the Biological Resources Chapter of the
DEIR. As drafted, the DEIR functionally undermines the Board of Supervisors direction
to not exceed what is required by State and Federal law and the Committee's efforts to
comply in three key areas:
1. Mitigating Impacts Consistent with State and Federal Law,
2. Significance of Oak Woodland Conversion, and
3. Individual Treatment of Individual Large Oaks

The changes appear to have been made by arbitrarily picking an impact threshold so low
that it avoids a lawsuit against the General Plan. That is a senseless strategy for the long
term. The General Plan is the place to determine and resolve adequate thresholds of
impact and related mitigation. If the suggested changes to the Biological Resources
Chapter of the General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report are adopted, the County
will be destined for the next 20 years to have every individual project with oak
woodlands threatened or sued by opposition groups.
Each of the three points are discussed below. Attached for reference are page ES-9
through ES-12 of the DEIR Executive Summary and Pages 4.4-14 and 4.4-28 of the
Biological Resources Chapter from the DEI
1. Mitigating Impacts Consistent with State and Federal Law
The majority of the Committee shared a view of revising the environmental review
process to that required by State and Federal law, which the majority of the committee
believed was appropriate. As a result, the Committee wrote Implementation Program
4.J.g. as follows:
Require development that is subject to a discretionary entitlement from the
County and to environmental review under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) to evaluate potential impacts to biological resources
and mitigate significant impacts for the following or as otherwise required
by State or Federal law:
•
•
•

•
•

Threatened and Endangered plant and animal species listed by the
Federal Endangered Species Act.
Rare, Threatened and Endangered plant and animal species listed by the
California Endangered Species.
Other special status species including, but not limited to, Federal
candidate species for listing, State candidate species for listing,
California Fully Protected Species, California Species of Special
Concern, State designated Birds of Prey (subject to Section 3503.5
of the Fish and Game Code), birds subject to the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act, plant species listed by the California Native Plant
Society as Rank 1 or 2, bald eagles and golden eagles.
Wetlands under either Federal or State jurisdiction.
Oak woodlands, except as provided in Implementation Program
4.J.h.

DEIR Modification: The DEIR added two bullet items to the list as follows:
•
•

Riparian habitats and other vegetation alliances with State ranks of
S1-S3 that would be considered sensitive.
Movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
established resident or migratory wildlife corridors.

The problem with both additional bullet items is that they are above and beyond State and
Federal Law. First, there are no State or Federal Laws that protect riparian habitats or
“other vegetation alliances” that would be considered sensitive. “Vegetation alliances”
are vegetation types defined by mixtures of plants such as blue oak woodland, valley oak
woodland, chamise chaparral, etc. This “other vegetation alliances” is an open-book type
of category that could lead to the County requiring the mapping of vegetation alliances,
which is not required by State or Federal Laws.
Page 4.4-14 of the Biological Resources Chapter from the DEIR (attached) provides
some enlightenment to how complicated this analysis would be and how it would
functionally result in Valley Oak Woodlands also being treated as a special vegetation
alliance, as it has a rank of “S3” on the 57-page list of “vegetation alliances” referenced
in the top paragraph of page 4.4-14. This 57-page list has numerous other alliances
ranked S-1 through S-3 that are likely widespread in the County, such as Incense cedar
mixed with oaks. The addition of the DEIR bullet point would functionally revert the
County planning staff back to require vegetation mapping, resume special treatment of
Old Growth Oak Woodland (OGO) and Valley Oak Woodland (VOW) from the 1987
Handbook, bring back some of the new areas of regulation beyond State and Federal law
from the defunct Biological Resources Review Guide (BRRG), and even more.
The bullet item on wildlife movement and migratory corridors is also problematic as
there are no State or Federal Laws that prohibit “movement of any resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species”. Resident wildlife species includes animals such as raccoons,
skunks, and mice; there are no State or Federal Laws regarding limiting these mammals
to “move” or not move. State Law already protects wildlife movement, by it being a
mandatory item on the CEQA Guidelines’ Appendix G Environmental Checklist,
requiring analysis and mitigation for significant impacts.
It should also be noted that Fish and Game Code protects rivers and streams as far as
needing a 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement, but Fish and Game Code does not
specifically protect Riparian Habitat. State Law already protects “Riparian Habitat”, by it
being a mandatory item on the CEQA Guidelines’ Appendix G Environmental Checklist,
requiring analysis and mitigation for significant impacts.
Recommendation: the added bullet items should be eliminated.
2. Significance of Oak Woodland Conversion
The majority of the Committee shared a view of revising the analysis of the conversion of
oak woodlands to conform with that required by State Law, Senate Bill 1334. The
majority of the Committee understood that oak woodlands are widespread throughout the
county (with 77% already under protection as public lands), and believed that the
inventory and mitigation requirements of county planning staff, which had evolved to
become the County inventory standard, were excessive. The majority of the Committee
wanted to simplify the inventory and impact analysis to eliminate inventory of individual

trees and evaluate impacts to Oak Woodlands on a per-acre basis. As a result, the
Committee wrote Implementation Program 4.J.h. as follows:
Significance for Oak Woodland Conversion. Where oak woodlands occur,
evaluate on a project-by-project basis under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) for the conversion of oak woodlands as follows:
•

•

•
•
•

Oak woodland conversion on parcels two acres or smaller in area
or that are designated for urban land uses is not considered a
significant impact.
Oak woodland conversion on parcels larger than two acres in area
where the oak woodland would be reduced by less than the
following percentages is not considered a significant impact:
Parcel size greater than 2 acres up to 10 acres = 50%
Parcel size greater than 10 acres up to 20 acres = 25%
Parcel size greater than 20 acres = 5 acres or 10%, whichever is
greater.

DEIR Modifications: The DEIR modified the Committee’s first bullet item to the list as
follows:
•

Oak woodland conversion on parcels two acres or smaller in area
AND that are designated for urban land uses is not considered a
significant impact.

The DEIR also deleted all of the remaining bullet items and created a new bullet item
calling for a detailed tree-by-tree inventory as follows:
•

Oak woodland conversion on parcels larger than two acres in area
or not designated for urban land uses may be considered to not be a
significant impact if so determined by the decision making body
after considering an analysis prepared by a biologist, botanist,
arborist or registered professional forester on the County’s list of
approved environmental consultants. The evaluation should take
into account, but is not limited to, the following:
•
•
•
•
•

The number of acres to be converted,
Regional context,
Quality/Condition,
Structure, and
Rarity.

These edits completely undermine the analysis done by the Committee that involved
looking at acreages of oak woodland county-wide, acreages of oak woodland on public
lands, acreages of oak woodland on private lands, acreages of oak woodland in parcels of
various sizes zoned for development, etc. The majority of the Committee concurred that

if all of the land zoned for development in the County was developed, the conversion of
oak woodlands would be less than significant when evaluated by State Law (i.e., SB
1334), even if every oak was removed on every parcel to the level of the allowed impact
determined to be less than significant. This would be a very conservative view which
would not actually occur, as oaks add value to development, as witnessed by the fact that
recent historic development has not seen removal of all oaks on project parcels. The
Committee developed Implementation Program 4.J.h using the County GIS analysis that
showed this unrealistic “cut down every tree” scenario would result in less than a 2%
cumulative impact to Oak woodlands in Tuolumne County.
We do not concur with the analysis of the conversion of oak woodlands in the General
Plan DEIR starting on pages 4.4-31 to 4.4-32. The DEIR concludes that if all of the
private oak woodland parcels either less than 2 acres or zoned for development were
developed, there would be an approximately 3% reduction in oak woodlands on private
land, county-wide. The DEIR concludes “3% is greater than 1%”, so this is a significant
impact. The flaws in this analysis start with the DEIR’s viewpoint that 1% is a number
that cannot be exceeded without being significant. The DEIR analysis also ignores public
lands, which contain even more oak woodlands in the county than private lands. When
viewed county-wide, if all of the private oak woodland parcels either less than 2 acres or
zoned for development removed every oak, there would be an approximately 1.4%
reduction in oak woodlands county-wide. This percentage would be even less, and likely
even under 1%, with implementation of the Threshholds for Significance established by
the Committee, which would functionally preserve substantial acreages of oak
woodlands. The Committee studied all of these numbers, determined they were all very,
very small, and the recommended threshholds were developed accordingly.
The majority of the Committee also shared a view that if the threshholds for the
conversion of oak woodlands were exceeded for a given project, that the project-specific
mitigation would be reasonable and readily implementable. Since the Board accepted the
Committee’s recommendations in March 2014, the County has been collecting a per-acre
fee for conversion of oak woodlands based on sales prices of agricultural lands. The
Committee envisioned a more detailed “analysis” for the conversion of oak woodlands if
a larger amount than the committee proposed threshholds, and reasonable and readily
implementable mitigation available for any impacts determined to be significant (possibly
similar to that outlined in the suggested edits to the DEIR).
In summary, the revised bullet points in the DEIR would functionally revert the County
planning staff back to require mapping of individual trees in an even more detailed
manner than before, rather than looking at woodlands as a vegetation community.
Further, as revised, every project would require special analysis, and a “decision making
body” to determine significance on each project. This would put opposition groups in a
position to bully the County on every project. If the General Plan established threshholds
like those developed by the Committee, the opposition groups could sue the General
Plan, get it over with, and put an end to the project-by-project threats of lawsuits for this
issue.

Recommendation: The DEIR’s edits to Implementation Program 4.J.h. should be
rescinded and the original Committee text restored.
3. Individual Treatment of Individual Large Oaks
The majority of the Committee shared a view of not having an “Old Growth” or
“Heritage Tree” program in the General Plan. The majority of the Committee
understood that the old General Plan policies (from 1996, thus predating the conversion
of oak woodlands Senate Bill 1334) about No Net Loss of Old Growth Oak Woodland
(OGO) and Valley Oak Woodland (VOW) referred to polygons of vegetation types
mapped on the County’s 1987 Habitat Maps and did not support County planning staff’s
position that special regulation was required for loss of trees greater than specific sizes or
whose stems combined totaled a specific size. As a result, the Committee wrote Goal 4.K
and Policy 4.K.4 as follows:
Goal 4.K: Support voluntary and educational efforts to conserve biological
resources.
Policy 4.K.4: Encourage the conservation of oak woodlands and the
preservation of heritage trees.
DEIR Modifications: The DEIR is confusing and has undermined the Committee’s goals
by introducing Implementation Programs 4.1.J and 4.I.L from the Scenic Resources
element, as follows, into the review of the Biological Resources section:
Implementation Program 4.1.J: Establish a Heritage Tree Program. Establish a
Heritage Tree Program which:
•

•

•

Establishes criteria for identifying individual or groves of native and nonnative trees and street trees as heritage trees, based on outstanding scenic,
historic or biological value and/or the status of the tree as unique in terms
of age and/or size when compared to other trees of the same species. Trees
considered local landmarks and those contained in the National Register of
Big Trees also should be considered as heritage trees.
Creates programs encouraging the preservation of heritage trees including
recognition and public education programs and participation in intercounty
and interstate competitions.
Addresses health and safety issues associated with trees located adjacent
to local airports.

Implementation Program 4.1.L: Vegetation Removal. Formulate and maintain a
program to retain existing significant vegetation, such as Heritage Trees, stands of oak
woodlands, or clusters of native shrubs, which contributes to defining the County’s
character, within new development requiring a discretionary entitlement subject to the
California Environmental Quality Act through incentives. Revegetation programs may be

required for premature vegetation removal. Continue to maintain the Premature Removal
of Native Oak Trees Ordinance. This program shall not apply to vegetation removal
under a Timber Harvest Plan approved by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection, for agricultural uses, for fire protection purposes, for safety purposes or in
response to storm damage.
These Implementation Programs also undermine the work done by the Committee. First,
it is critical to note that Goal 4.K reads “Support voluntary and educational efforts to
conserve biological resources”. The Implementation Program 4.1.J would create a broad
“heritage tree” program and then Implementation Program 4.1.L would tie that program
to new development requiring a discretionary entitlement subject to CEQA, through
“incentives”, which are not defined. This future “program . . . . to retain . . . heritage
trees, . . . . stands of oak woodlands, . . .”, is so open-ended it could end up being a
program where essentially no oak woodland conversion is allowed and any tree over Xinches in diameter cannot be removed. These new Implementation Programs convert
these voluntary and educational goals into development of mitigation standards for
projects that are subject to discretionary approvals. This future heritage tree “program”
to be developed resembles the rejected BRRG, the 1987 Handbook, and other “above and
beyond” programs of the County has created over the years which has expanded the
environmental review process and associated mitigation above and beyond that required
by State and Federal law.
It should be noted that these two implementation programs come from the Scenic
Resources element of the General Plan. They need to be rewritten, such that they do not
undermine the Committee’s work, which the Supervisors directed Planning Staff to
include in the General Plan update. For example, they could be revised to only apply
within designated scenic corridors.
Recommendation: The DEIR’s Implementations Program 4.I.j. and 4.I.l. should be
revised to conform to voluntary and educational efforts.

**end**

Keep Columbia Historic Committee
Comments to the Tuolumne County General Plan Update - Columbia Area Community Plan
Draft Version 2/4/16
To: Adam Paszkowski, Senior Planner
Tuolumne County Community Development Department

The purpose of these recommendations is to set meaningful policy that clarifies protection
measures for the historic significance of Columbia as an outstanding example of Gold Rush
history and a living historic community and tourist destination.
1. Re-adopt the Columbia Area Planning Commission
Local representation is important to the people who live here and understand it. We have a
sense of place and community identity because we drive it and live it. Columbia is one of
two living historic communities in the State. It needs its own voice. Having no commission
shifts the burden of watch-dogging to the people. This is not fair. We question the wisdom
of removing local control in the interest of saving staff time and money. Example:
numerous Columbians have complained to the County about the political signs on Parrotts
Ferry. These signs are not appropriate or legal, yet nothing has been done. Our
commission would have made certain that these signs were removed.
2. Develop Board policy and ordinances that prohibit “formula retail” stores in the
Columbia Area, Parrotts Ferry, Yankee Hill and Sawmill Flat Roads.
San Francisco has adopted this type of ordinance for certain districts that have the potential
to become devalued because their economy depends on their distinctive character. It is not
fair for to use the community to protect their property values and fight to keep the
community historic, when an ordinance could settle the matter. The cost to the tax payer,
(even when the developer pays a fee) does not include what Staff is not able to work on
because they are working on 79 conditions to reduce impacts to a project. A clear
ordinance that prohibits formula retail in Columbia and its scenic historic corridor would
save the tax payer and Staff time and money. San Francisco’s ordinance was based on
sound studies conducted by Civic Economics, a firm that provides “economic analysis and
strategic planning for sustainable prosperity”. http://www.civiceconomics.com/home.html
3. Develop historic corridor ordinances to keep Parrotts Ferry a scenic gateway
Excerpts from Carmel General Plan which values scenic corridor protection:
O7-2 Develop, preserve and enhance areas of scenic interest and determine methods to
protect key scenic corridors and routes.
P7-2 Encourage the full utilization and opportunities within permanent open space areas
for such uses as pedestrian paths and scenic viewpoints that would provide for public
enjoyment of these areas.
1
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P7-3 Support the policies of the State and County designated Scenic Highways.
We recommend patterning corridor and gateway protection measures after numerous, and
eloquently written General Plans such as Carmel, Folsom, St. Helena, Monterey etc. with
similar values and protection issues.
4. Remove Columbia from the “Distinctive Communities Growth Scenario”.
The County’s definition of Distinctive Communities Growth Scenario does not fit Columbia
or protect-first and foremost- its uniqueness, historic character, and agricultural value,
rural, geological setting. Instead, strengthen our community plan in full partnership with
community and the State Park that works towards realizing and protecting community
identity.
5. Strengthen language and globally replace “encourage” with “require”.
6. Change the Design Review Guidelines to Requirements.
7. Identify, protect and designate limestone rock open spaces.
The limestone belt around Columbia is directly associated with its Gold Rush significance.
This geological feature benefits the county in the following ways: long term economic
viability of the Park as a destination, visual context, scenic and historic beauty. It also is a
“working landscape” - providing flood protection and ground water retention and recharge.
The formation is considered a “perched water table” with artesian springs. We should be
protecting our source waters and allowing this landscape to function as a sponge.
8. Obtain trail and pathway easements that would meander through the Columbia area.
Use development dollars towards securing easements instead of constructing urban
sidewalks.
9. Proposed General Plan Update Land Use Designations
Retain current land use designations, grandfather in current non-compliance parcels. Retain
agricultural land use designations. Higher density near the intersection of Parrotts Ferry
and Sawmill Flat Road would increase congestion at the intersection which has the
potential to create a chain of accidents, road widening and urbanization.
10. Remove “infill” designations
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As previously stated in no. 4, Columbia’s uniqueness as a village does not fit the infill model
of the “Distinctive Communities Growth Scenario” (source: General Plan Update) which
states in part:
“The existing urban development boundaries may be expanded to allow dense growth to
occur near existing community nodes. Infill and mixed-use are encouraged to take
advantage of existing public infrastructure and services. Residential and commercial areas
become more compact within new urban development boundaries promoting mixed-use
and higher density residential development to supply housing demand”.

Respectfully submitted by,
The Keep Columbia Historic- General Plan Update ad hoc Committee
Barbara Balen
Cris Barsanti
Phil Reiss
Dave Wynne
Marilyn Fullam
Claudia Carlson
Richard Haratani
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February 3, 2016 – Regarding the New General Plan Update and EIR
To the Board of Supervisors, General Public, and all Concerned and Involved in the above:
We don’t really think that enough time was allowed for the public to have time to read through the
thousands of pages of the General Plan Update once the draft EIR was printed out for public review.
There is no way to study the impact the EIR would have on the public without going back and reading
the General Plan Update in its entirety to really study its impact. We are the first to admit that although
we did read most of the GP Update when it first came out, we did not have the time to go back reread
and reflect on what the results of the EIR would mean to us and the rest of the County. Time being of
the essence, now with the EIR in hand, we primarily went to only the items we felt most affected us as
property owners in Soulsbyville but realize the rest of the County will be affected as well. We feel the
maps, charts and pie shape diagrams did little to represent what this GP Update means to us. It is so
hard to read or understand, the public would not benefit from much of it. Why doesn’t the General Plan
submit very readable maps, showing the parcels affected by the General Plan and not make the reader
have to go on difficult County sites difficult to identify what is happening. By then they are frustrated
and feel inadequate to even have a say in our government and what the BOS have planned for us.
One of the first concerns my neighbors and I have is that Rincon Ind. from Sacramento was hired to do
the EIR after being already hired on the ground floor for the development of the GP Update. Can you
tell us why a company was picked from so far out of the area, and was there any company in the area
that applied for the job to make the $200,000? It would have been nice to have that money stay in our
County, plus we feel the results of the EIR might have been different if that company had to live with the
end results of their EIR. Do you think that since you have used this company for more than just this
project, ie. Dollar Store project, that maybe they felt they needed to find most of the items of no
significant impact to assure they would be hired again for other jobs? They knew it was what you
wanted in creating this General Plan update? Wouldn’t it be hard for them to find the GP Update, too
significant when it is generally based on their own creation?
We feel Soulsbyville has been left off the table for years in priority of Tuolumne County BOS. In most of
the references to Old MiningTowns, Soulsbyville barely gets a mention, and this is so not only with this
General Plan but with those in charge of advertising for Tuolummne county to get the tourists in.
Tourism is Tuolumne County’s biggest source of income, yet this great Cultural and Historic Resouce has
not been tapped to its full potential.
The Old Lumber Mine has been allowed to be destroyed to unrecognizable and will most likely be torn
down by the Church the property has been sold to for a better parking area. We are listed as Landmark
No. 420 on the State Register for the Mark Twain Bret Harte Trail, and the discovery of Gold by Ben
Soulsby in 1856 for which our town was founded. We need to better the scenic view for anyone
wanting to bring their children or self to this once bustling gold mining town bringing in so many
immigrants to work its mines. Give them something to look a rather than clusters of new home
development which will be the result of this General Plan Update. With the Land Use Designations
changed for many of the properties along Soulsbyville Rd from larger lots ie RR or ER to LDR, residential

growth is sure to follow changing the entire flavor of this small country road and community. Let the
tourists see these mining sights, don’t allow homes to be built around and on them. When we ask the
County why Soulsbyville would be targeted for growth with so many parcel changes planned for LDR,
our reply is that it is only to clean up the maps and make any parcels that are already partially LDR to
completely LDR for uniformity. If that was a good idea why didn’t the County do it when each of these
home builders went to them to get their permits, to build their one or two homes on their lots? We feel
it is not a good idea and only sets a precedent of more growth, housing, traffic, and further destruction
of Soulsbyville. Once many of the items of the General Plan are changed, this will be the guideline for
future large developments to follow. We feel the changes being made are one sided and all to the
benefit of the County tax collectors, TUD for hookup fees, and to fill the developers pockets as quickly as
possible.
The County says it is to streamline the development process requiring less EIR’s in the future. They build
EIR’s as costly unnecessary, time consuming projects to the public in publications they have written as
does other business owners who would be affected financially by having to do EIR’s. While this is
somewhat brainwashing the public to think getting rid of them is a good thing, we say this is just the
opposite. EIR’s were originally done to protect the public making sure that all projects adhere to the
California Environmental Quality Act approved during Ronald Regan’s term to protect the environment
for us and future generations. For Rincon industries to take these very important guidelines and
minimize their intent by justifying many of the GP Update items as “No Significant Impact” or “Little
Significant Impact” should never be allowed on many of these important issues. Some of the Mitigation
Methods cited is to use the word “concerve” in the new general plan/EIR rather than “protect” as it was
in the original GP. We don’t want to “almost protect” our resources in a more conservative way, we
want them definitely protected as they are irreplaceable. In Soulsbyville we have already been made
aware that there are two very large developments planned for our community that we feel will change
and endanger our community forever. One is the Oak View Estates Subdivision planned for behind and
adjacent to Willow Springs and the other is the Don Hicks development planned for within the Oak View
Estates Subdivision once it is approved. For the same reasons we feel this GP Update should not be
approved as written changing the parcels along Soulsbyville Rd, we feel Oak View Estates and Hicks
subdivision should not be approved. If the GP Update passes as written these other two subdivision,
plus any to come in the future, will have a much easier time getting approved by the County because of
unreasonable changes as ok’d in this GP,and some possibly without an EIR because of this EIR on the GP.
One of our major concerns is the scenic vista being lost through development further destroying
Soulsbyville’s once historic and scenic property in the eyes of the existing homeowners and any Tourists
who almost accidentally happen upon our historic mining town. With approval of this new GP,
developers will be allowed to squash as many homes as possible onto small lots making this just another
residential area, an overcrowded one at that, with only one road in and out of our town and that being
our one lane in each direction Soulsbyville Rd. We feel Willow Springs should never have been approved
to be built with over 400 homes in a landlocked situation where evacuation in case of a fire or other
emergency would be almost impossible in a timely fashion. Willow Springs is still growing as there are
many empty lots still available and some being built upon today, further hampering our evacuation just

within Willow Springs. Now with the very real possibility that the county will approve these other two
subdivisions which will likely go through our small overloaded streets in case of an evacuation, we are at
further danger, especially considering that we are built in an area of Moderate Fire Hazard. The County
is forcing these subdivisions to have one other outlet besides Willow Springs Subdivision, but that outlet
is only 30 feet from Soulsbyville School. Have you ever been near the school during start or finish time?
It is already a bottleneck and no one is going to be leaving their Oak View Estates home through that
new road when they can get to Soulsbyville Rd faster by going through Willow Springs subdivision and
be closer to 108 (unless 108 is on fire and they want to try to get away from it to Tuolumne Rd to get
out). We wonder if the traffic analysis was done during the time parents are taking and picking up
children from school? Can you tell us if this is so because there is only one way to get them to
Soulsbyville School and that is on Soulsbyville Rd which is already a nightmare of stopped traffic with
people trying to make it through the 108 intersection all at the same time. Adding more development
along Soulsbyville Rd. should not be allowed as it is already a bad traffic safety situation so once again
we beg you to not change these parcels in Soulsbyvile Rd to LDR setting a precedent for more
development. By the way the cute old Soulsbyville school, mentioned in their theme song along with
Ben Soulsby, his gold mine, and the Old saw mill, is a great tourist destination for publications.
We question the explanation of “infill” for development through the GP update. Does this mean allow
development in between other developments? Or does this mean it can be next to or behind other
developments such as Willow Springs with the hillside being the boundary behind the planned new
development? We question Rincon’s analysis that building on the hillside would not hamper scenic
views if it were painted to blend in or plantings were made to disguise new homes, etc. Their opinion of
no significant impact or little impact based on this kind of analysis just does not compute with us, as
nothing would be as scenic or beautiful as the thousands of trees that would have to be removed for
this kind of residential development. We feel this is opening the doors for further scenic destruction off
of Hwy 108 a designated scenic route or corridor that should be protected per California Department of
Transportation, Cal Trans, and other scenic routes, as viewed from Soulslbyville Rd.
Not only is the “Gold Country” atmosphere bringing in the tourists at risk but the many species of
animals occupying these trees and acres of land are largely at stake. With the GP taking out the Wildlife
Handbook as a guide for development just to rely on this quite vague expression of concern is not
humane in our opinion. We wonder if the studies that we hope were done prior to Rincon’s analysis of
what is significant and what is not were done at proper times. Were traffic studies done during
commute times, were endangered species studies done during times of migration or when they would
most likely be present, were scenic vistas studied during the time of the year the leaves are off the trees
making it easy to see the home sites to be developed and so forth? Once our cultural resources are
destroyed there is no way to get them back for future generations.
The noise and lighting analysis and mitigation measure similarly do not make sense to us readers and do
little to help us understand how building homes near us with street lighting, light reflections off homes,
car headlights, etc. could ever be okay or compared to what we have now. The GP and EIR state they
are to make sure they do not destroy the quality of life of existing residents. Well, they are not
considering us, most of us seniors, who have spent our savings to hang onto our homes and our lifestyle

and quality of life. We wish the BOS would spend one day with us retirees and tell us to our face that
they are not destroying our quality of life and enjoyment for the rest of our years if they approve the
impending developments in our neighborhoods. The loss of property values will be horrendous if
Soulsbyville is targeted for this growth encouraged with this General Plan Update. How are you going to
mitigate substantial loss of our home values and equity we need to support our final years and costs of
possible caregivers, medicine, transportation, etc. Please explain this to us in detail now. We need to
have these answers from you before you approve these parcel land use changes. Pointing house lights
downward or requiring a hood is not a solution, nor are the noise measures you suggest suffice to
maintain our quality of life as called for by CEQA.
We plead for the salvation of Soulsbyville but fear the entire County is at the same risks by a GP
encouraging much development when they state that our County is actually loosing population recently,
and there is no need to destroy these properties when we have no one coming in to build or move into
these planned homes or subdivisions at this time or foreseeable future. Why not wait until we see a sign
of growth before giving people permission with this GP changes potentially allowing for the destruction
of land with unnecessary subdivision roads, removal of trees, etc. before we even see signs that we will
need these 5,159 dwelling units” resulting from these land use changes equating to a 24% increase.
Wait until we do not have a serious drought problem before providing all contemplating all the
development you desire now and provide for with this GP Update. We do not feel mitigation measures
like hookup fees used to fix ditches to add water for new subdivisions is adequate as TUD implies, and it
does not make sense to us.
We feel the County BOS would better concentrate on how to improve our Tourism by improving our
towns, not destroying their character and charm. Let’s build up and advertise our existing historical
churches, mining sites of which there are many along Soulsbyville Rd, scenic routes to this property
planned for LDR in the new GP. Why don’t we build up things like our great art produced in Soulsbyville
to the rest of the world? We could implement policies as other towns have offering free rent to Artists
coming to town to create and sell their art making Tuolumne County a place art enthusiasts would want
to come to and stay to buy and view art. It has worked in other cities, why not ours? We need to look
long term and not let immediate gratification of incoming monies from development feed into our GP
Update. Lets’ create beauty not destroy it.
If you want to develop for jobs, there are many of us in Tuolumne County that would encourage building
a new hospital which is truly needed and would bring in people, then maybe we would need more
housing but there are still many bank owned properties and vacant lots that already exist without
having to endanger lives by approving growth in a moderate fire hazard area with only one major road,
Soulsbyville Rd, to get out and save their lives. Let’s work together not against.
Thank you,
Soulsbyville Concerned Neighbors,
DIANE MARTARANO, 20468 Sherry Ln, Soulsbyville, CA 95272

Meredith Dean, P.O. Box 25, Strawberry CA, 95375, (209) 964-3305 meredith@sonnet.com

Comments to General Plan
The General Plan should place protections on Columbia to maintain its many characteristics and
unique features so that its draw to tourists, students, and inhabitants are not compromised.
Unique features:
The white rock, the historic buildings, it’s lush and cooler micro climate, it’s underground aquifer and
ditches bringing water from the high country, makes it very different from other areas in the Sonora
area and Tuolumne County. The Historic State park and a town that celebrates an artisan and tinkerer
economy of small businesses not found in as high numbers as the other communities, and creates a
different atmosphere that requires protection from predatory, outside competition to maintain its
“homemade and home grown” feel and character. Columbia enjoys a micro climate that is slightly
cooler than Sonora, which can be attributed to water being transferred from the high country via the
ditch system which contributes to its lush vegetation and trees. limited paving, (as seen in Columbia
State Park where parking lots are mostly gravel), the North facing orientation, and a slightly higher
elevation than Sonora also contributes to this micro climate. The design of the town, since it was built
prior to the automobile culture, creates a walkability of the town and surrounding living areas that are
among the best in this county. The presence of the college has the intellectual and youthful draw that
also adds to the appeal. These are all characteristics and attributes that make Columbia great. It is a
place to step back in time and to have an experience of place and the past.
Suggestions:
1.

New construction and new business should comply with a maximum space requirement so as
not to have the advantage over local existing business and in keeping with the local “feel” and
historic theme. The square footage of retail space should be no larger than the largest existing
retail space now found in Columbia. Protections are necessary in keeping our local business
and what is left of “Mom and Pop” enterprises. Historic design must also be in compliance.
Bringing back the design review board is important in doing this.
2. Any development that requires hard surfaces for parking should use alternative paving methods,
such as gravel, new permeable paving solutions, or paving stones. Black pavement creates a
heat sink and denies the soil and aquifer below water and moisture for a healthy ecosystem.
Pavement also creates different water runoff patterns and erosion. Pavement has definite
environmental impacts along with climate altering effects and must be mitigated.
3. Walkability should always be a factor in new construction, and traffic designs. Walking, biking,
horseback riding need to be considered and improvements made to existing traffic patterns. A
good example of this, is the location of the crosswalk that accesses the Post Office in Columbia.
It is not positioned to provide safety and access to those walkers who use Church Lane to walk
from the Mobil home parks and other housing developments on Parrots Ferry to the South. So

walkers from Church Lane must walk a narrow section on busy Parrots Ferry, barely wide
enough to accommodate walkers to the cross walk in front of Dr. Jaggy’s office. The cross walk
could be moved to where Parrots Ferry and Church Lane intercept or a boardwalk or sidewalk
could be built between Church Lane and the existing crosswalk.
Thank you for considering these comments. Please send correspondence to the above e-mail or
address.
Sincerely,
Meredith Dean

Candra Manthey-Neff
14785 Curtis Circle
Sonora, CA 95370
February 1, 2016

Adam Paszkowski
Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
RE: Concerns about the General Plan

Dear Adam,

I have a number of concerns about the new General Plan. This new plan will allow many
new lots without adequate water service. Why isn’t there an ordinance in place to protect
Columbia and other historic areas from commercial development? Where are the local
planning districts? Why is the transfer station next to Mono Village Subdivision still there?
Why aren’t there more parks?

It states in the Union Democrat, January 28, 2016 that the proposed changes to the plan will
allow an additional 5,000 homes, 938,000 square feet of commercial development and
196,000 square feet of industrial development. How can the county allow any new lots or
development without adequate water? We just experienced 3 years of drought where
citizens were asked to ration 30% of their household water. We will have water for 2016
but what about 2017 and beyond? It is unconscionable and irresponsible that the county
would allow a single new lot or commercial development with out water to service the
existing homes and development in Tuolumne County. I think there should be a
moratorium for any new development.

Why is there no ordinance to protect the valuable historic areas of the county such as
Columbia or Soulsbyville? If there was an ordinance then Dollar General would not have
even thought they could develop a large commercial property on the way to Columbia.
There should be an ordinance in place to disallow large commercial development on the
way to Columbia.

Where are the local planning commissions? Columbia, Tuolumne, Twain Harte and
Groveland should be able to decide what they think is important for their community. With
the general plan there is no individuality for communities. Columbia is not Tuolumne.
Twain Harte has different issues that Groveland. There needs to be Area Planning
Commissions like there used to be.

I have been concerned about the transfer station in East Sonora being next to Mono Village
Subdivision since it opened. I was told it would be temporary. How many years has it been
there now? 15 years? It should not be next to a residential area. The residential area
predates the transfer station. It needs to move.

Where are the County Parks? From the General Plan: “The unincorporated portion of
Tuolumne County has several County-owned neighborhood parks, a sports complex,

three youth centers, several public tennis courts and pools, and private golf courses and
snow sport operations.” How are private golf courses and snow sport operations
relevant? How many county residents golf or ski? How many can afford it? “Although
these facilities partially meet public demand for recreation, they collectively fall short of
the County’s existing need based on population (Adam Paszkowski, personal
communication, August 17, 2015). While the General Plan Update does not propose specific
park and recreation improvements, it would support the creation of a regional park in East Sonora
and recreational facilities to serve the Jamestown community…”
I heard that the county did have park property in East Sonora but it was sold to pay for the Law
and Justice Center. How did this happen? Why is this okay? There should be some ordinance
that does not allow the selling of county property. Trade maybe, but not sell.
I do support a regional park in East Sonora. I should not have to drive to Sonora or Tuolumne to
walk along a public access trail. There are many health benefits to walking. We need a regional
park in East Sonora that includes a public access walking and biking trail.
These are my concerns about the new general plan. There is not enough water to service
the existing population of Tuolumne County. No new development should be allowed. We
need ordinances to protect historically significant communities of the county. We need
local planning commissions to return to communities like Columbia, Tuolumne and
Groveland. The transfer station in East Sonora needs to move away from a Mono Village
Subdivision. We need a regional park in East Sonora.
Sincerely,
Candra Manthey-Neff

cc: apaszkowski@co.tuolumne.ca.us

T

January 21,2016- Regarding the New General Plan Update and

EIR

To the Board of Supervisors, General Public, and all Concerned and lnvolved in the above:

We don't really think that enough time was allowed for the public to have time to read through the
thousands of pages of the General Plan Update once the draft EIR was printed out for public review'
There is no way to study the impact the EIR would have on the public without going back and reading

the General Plan Update in its entirety to really study its impact, We are the first to admit that although
we did read most of the GP Update when it first came out, we did not have the time to go back reread
and reflect on what the results of the EIR would mean to us and the rest of the County. Time being of
the essence, now with the EIR in hand, we primarily went to only the items we felt most affected us as
property owners in Soulsbyville but realize the rest of the County will be affected as well. We feel the
maps, charts and pie shape diagrams did little to represent what this GP Update means to us' lt is so
hard to read or understand, the public would not benefit from much of it. Why doesn't the General Plan

submit very readable maps, showing the parcels affected by the General Plan and not make the reader
have to go on difficult Counry sites difficult to identify what is happening. By then they are frustrated
and feel inadequate to even have a say in our government and what the BOS have planned for us.
One of the first concerns my neighbors and I have is that Rincon lnd. from Sacramento was hired to do

the EIR after being already hired on the ground floor for the development of the GP Update. Can you
tell us why a company was picked from so far out of the area, and was there any company in the area
that applied for the job to make the 5200,000? lt would have been nice to have that money stay in our
County, plus we feelthe results of the EIR might have been different if that company had to live with the
end results of their ElR. Do you think that since you have used this company for more than just this
project, ie. Dollar Store project, that maybe they felt they needed to find most of the items of no
significant impact to assure they would be hired again for other jobs? They knew it was what you
wanted in creating this General Plan update? Wouldn't it be hard for them to find the GP Update, too
significant when it is generally based on their own creation?

Wefeelsoulsbyville has been left offthetableforyears in priority of Tuolumne County BOS. ln most of
the references to Old MiningTowns, Soulsbyville barely gets a mention, and this is so not only with this
General Plan but with those in charge of advertising for Tuolummne county to get the tourists in.
Tuolumne County's biggest source of income, yet this great Cultural and Historic Resouce has
not been tapped to its full potential.

Tourism

is

The Old Lumber Mine has been allowed

to be destroyed to unrecognizable and will most likely be torn

down by the Church the property has been sold to for a better parking area. We are listed as Landmark
No. 42O on the State Register for the Mark Twain Bret Harte Trail, and the discovery of Gold by Ben
Soulsby in 1856 for which our town was founded. We need to better the scenic view for anyone
wanting to bring their children or self to this once bustling gold mining town bringing in so many
immigrants to work its mines. Give them something to look a rather than clusters of new home
development which will be the result of this General Plan Update. With the Land Use Designations
changed for many of the properties along Soulsbyville Rd from larger lots ie RR or ER to LDR, residential

growth is sure to follow changing the entire flavor of this small country road and community. Let the
tourists see these mining sights, don't allow homes to be built around and on them. When we ask the
County why Soulsbyville would be targeted for growth with so many parcel changes planned for LDR,
our reply is that it is only to clean up the maps and make any parcels that are already partially LDR to

for uniformity. lf that was a good idea why didn't the county do it when each of these
home builders went to them to get their permits, to buitd their one or two homes on their lots? We feel
it is not a good idea and only sets a precedent of more growth, housing, traffic, and further destruction
guideline for
of Soulsbyville. once many of the items of the General Plan are changed, this will be the
future large developments to follow. We feel the changes being made are one sided and all to the

completely

LDR

quickly as
benefit ofthe County tax collectors, TUD for hookup fees, and to fill the developers pockets as
possible.

future. They build
written as
ElR,s as costly unnecessary time consuming projects to the public in publications they have
does other business owners who would be affected financially by having to do EIR's. while this is
just the
somewhat brainwashing the public to think getting rid of them is a good thing, we say this is
opposite. ElRs were originally done to protect the public making sure that all projects adhere to the
California Environmental euality Act approved during Ronald Regan's term to protect the environment

The County says it is to streamline the development process requiring less EIR's in the

future generations. For Rincon industries to take these very important guidelines and
minimize their intent by justifying many of the GP Update items as "No Significant lmpact" or "Little
Significant lmpact" should never be allowed on many of these important issues. Some of the Mitigation
Methods cited is to use the word "concerve" in the new general plan/e tR rather than "protect" as it was
for

us and

in the original Gp. We don't want to "almost protect" our resources in a more conservative way, we
want them definitely protected as they are irreplaceable. ln Soulsbyville we have already been made
aware that there are two very large developments planned for our community that we feel will change
and endanger our community forever. One is the Oak View Estates Subdivision planned for behind and
adjacent to Willow Springs and the other is the Don Hicks development planned for within the Oak View
Estates Subdivision once it is approved. For the same reasons we feel this GP Update should not be
approved as written changing the parcels along Soulsbyville Rd, we feel Oak View Estates and Hicks
subdivision should not be approved. lf the GP Update passes as written these other two subdivision,
plus any to come in the future, will have a much easier time getting approved by the County because of
unreasonable changes as ok'd in this GP,and some possibly without an EIR because of this EIR on the GP.
One of our major concerns is the scenic vista being lost through development further destroying
Soulsbyville's once historic and scenic property in the eyes of the existing homeowners and any Tourists
who almost accidentally happen upon our historic mining town. With approval of this new GP,
developers will be allowed to squash as many homes as possible onto small lots making this just another
residential area, an overcrowded one at that, with only one road in and out of our town and that being
our one lane in each direction Soutsbyvilte Rd. We feel Willow Springs should never have been approved

to be built with over 400 homes in a landlocked situation where evacuation in case of a fire or other
emergency would be almost irnpossible in a timely fashion. Willow Springs is still growing as there are
just
many empty lots still available and some being built upon today, further hampering our evacuation

within Willow Springs. Now with the very real possibility that the county will approve these other two
subdivisions which will likely go through our small overloaded streets in case of an evacuation, we are at
further dangel especially considering that we are built in an area of Moderate Fire Hazard. The County
is forcing these subdivisions to have one other outlet besides Willow Springs Subdivision, but that outlet
is only 30 feet from Soulsbyville School. Have you ever been near the school during start or finish time?

It is already a bottleneck and no one is going to be leaving their Oak View Estates home through that
new road when they can get to Soulsbyville Rd faster by going through Willow Springs subdivision and
be closer to 1-08 (unless 108 is on fire and they want to try to get away from it to Tuolumne Rd to get

out). We wonder if the traffic analysis was done during the time parents are taking and picking up
children from school? Can you tell us if this is so because there is only one way to get them to
Soulsbyville School and that is on Soulsbyville Rd which is already a nightmare of stopped traffic with
people trying to make it through the 108 intersection all at the same time. Adding more development
along Soulsbyville Rd. should not be allowed as it is already a bad traffic safety situation so once again
we beg you to not change these parcels in Soulsbyvile Rd to LDR setting a precedent for more
development. By the way the cute old Soulsbyville school, mentioned in their theme song along with
Ben Soulsby, his gold mine, and the Old saw mill, is a great tourist destination for publications.
We question the explanation of "infill" for development through the GP update. Does this mean allow

development in between other developments? Or does this mean it can be next to or behind other
developments such as Willow Springs with the hillside being the boundary behind the planned new
development? We question Rincon's analysis that building on the hillside would not hamper scenic
views if it were painted to blend in or plantings were made to disguise new homes, etc. Their opinion of
no significant impact or little irnpact based on this kind of analysis just does not compute with us, as
nothing would be as scenic or beautiful as the thousands of trees that would have to be removed for
this kind of residential development. We feel this is opening the doors for further scenic destruction off
of Hwy 108 a designated scenic route or corridor that should be protected per California Department of
Transportation, Cal Trans, and other scenic routes, as viewed from Soulslbyville Rd.

the "Gold Country" atmosphere bringing in the tourists at risk but the many species of
animals occupying these trees and acres of land are largely at stake. With the GP taking out the Wildlife
Handbook as a guide for development just to rely on this quite vague expression of concern is not
humane in our opinion. We wonder if the studies that we hope were done prior to Rincon's analysis of
what is significant and what is not were done at proper times. Were traffic studies done during
Not only

is

commute times, were endangered species studies done during times of migration or when they would
most likely be present, were scenic vistas studied during the time of the year the leaves are off the trees
making it easy to see the home sites to be developed and so forth? Once our cultural resources are
destroyed there is no way to get thern back for future generations.
The noise and lighting analysis and mitigation measure similarly do not make sense to us readers and do

little to help us understand how building homes near

with street lighting, light reflections off homes,
now. The GP and EIR state they
are to make sure they do not destroy the quality of life of existing residents. Well, they are not
considering us, most of us seniors, who have spent our savings to hang onto our homes and our lifestyle
us

car headlights, etc. could ever be okay or compared to what we have

and quality of life. We wish the BOS would spend one day with us retirees and tell us to our face that
they are not destroying our quality of life and enjoyment for the rest of our years if they approve the
impending developments in our neighborhoods. The loss of property values will be horrendous if
you going to
Soulsbyville is targeted for this growth encouraged with this General Plan Update. How are
mitigate substantial loss of our home values and equity we need to support our final years and costs of
possible caregivers, medicine, transportation, etc. Please explain this to us in detail now. We need to
have these answers from you before you approve these parcel land use changes. Pointing house lights
downward or requiring a hood is not a solution, nor are the noise rneasures you suggest suffice to

maintain our quality of life as called for by CEQA.
We plead for the salvation of Soulsbyville but fear the entire County is at the same risks by a GP
population recently,
encouraging much development when they state that our County is actually loosing
move into
and there is no need to destroy these properties when we have no one coming in to build or

these planned homes or subdivisions at this time or foreseeable future. Why not wait until we see a sign
of growth before giving people permission with this GP changes potentially allowing for the destruction
of land with unnecessary subdivision roads, removal of trees, etc. before we even see signs that we will
need these 5,159 dwelling units" resulting from these land use changes equating to a 24% increase.
Wait until we do not have a serious drought problem before providing all contemplating allthe
development you desire now and provide for with this GP Update. We do not feel mitigation measures
like hookup fees used to fix ditches to add water for new subdivisions is adequate as TUD implies, and it
does not make sense to us.
We feel the County BOS would better concentrate on how to improve our Tourism by improving our
towns, not destroying their character and charm. Let's build up and advertise our existing historical
churches, mining sites of which there are many along Soulsbyville Rd, scenic routes to this property
planned for LDR in the new GP. Why don't we build up things like our great art produced in Soulsbyville
to the rest of the world? We could implement policies as other towns have offering free rent to Artists
coming to town to create and sell their art making Tuolumne County a place art enthusiasts would want
to come to and stay to buy and view art, lt has worked in other cities, why not ours? We need to look
long term and not let immediate gratification of incoming monies from development feed into our GP

Update. Lets'create beauty not destroy it.
lf you want to develop for jobs, there are many of us in Tuolumne County that would encourage building
a new hospital which is truly needed and would bring in people, then maybe we would need more
housing but there are still many bank owned properties and vacant lots that already exist without
having to endanger lives by approving growth in a moderate fire hazard area with only one major road,
Soulsbyville Rd, to get out and save their lives. Let's work together not against.
Thank you,

a/v/rc

February 3, 2016
To:

Adam Paszkowksi
Supervising Planner
Tuolumne County Resources Agency
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370

From: Ron Pickup
Pamela Pickup
P.O. Box 62
Soulsbyville, CA 95372
Re:

General Plan Update

Dear Adam,
As promised, during our last meeting back in September, I now have here a few
more general and specific comments and concerns regarding the Land Use Element’s
zoning designation changes in the Soulsbyville area and other General Plan Update
concerns.

Land Use Element
Of particular concern is the unwarranted change from ER to LDR in around the
Township of Soulsbyville. These changes seem to disregard our community letter signed
by 139 Soulsbyville citizens that ask that larger lot zoning be maintained around our
historic town in order to maintain separate and distinct communities; to avoid the
disruption of agricultural land and open space buffers; and to minimize conflicts between
incompatible land uses.
As you well know the General Plan Update rightly considers the township of
Soulsbyville a “Disadvantaged Legacy Community” due to its not having public sewer
capacity and its historic nature and other factors, making it not targeted for future growth
in the General Plan Update. However, LDR zoning is being proposed in and around the
historic township.
A specific area of concern is the LDR zoning change for the property in and
around the historic Jones Mill ruins and to the direct north of the old mill’s landmark
“cyclone burner” between Soulsbyville Road and Blackberry Lane. This property should

remain ER for several reasons -- the housing density allowed with LDR is not
compatible with maintaining the historic nature of the old mill site; the environmental
hazards still present at the mill site that could be released with this development density;
and this density would be incompatible with the agriculture zoning and environment
directly to the east of this property.
The 6 acres to the north of the cyclone burner site, not long ago prepared for an
olive orchard, is undermined with mine shafts that have recently created several large
hazardous sink holes, making this area very hazardous and inappropriate for LDR
development. This property is also prime habitat for wildlife, including large groups of
deer, prolific coveys of quail and colonies of great horn owls. Also, there is no
expandable road egress to this property that would be required for LDR development.
Thus, the above inappropriate zoning changes can only encourage inappropriate
growth in an area rich in natural and historic resource and community identity. It is
disingenuous to propose this type of zoning change in this area.
Implementation Programs
Of general concern, is the General Plan’s premise that we need to develop more
land than just rely on full build out of lands already approved for development to meet
our projected future needs for the next 25 years. It seems the General Plan is
overreaching to accommodate developmental growth zoning that actually isn’t needed,
and at the loss and expense of our important natural resources.
On page 1-12 of, 1.E.I – Achieve Maximum Density in LDR Designation, and I.E
m – Detached Secondary Single-Family Dwelling in the R-1 District, are typical
overreach additions to accommodate unneeded development.

Natural Resource Element
In general, I believe the removal of the Biological Handbook and Wildlife Guide,
with no replacement for these guides, leaves too much risk for our county’s invaluable
oak rangelands and conifer forests.
There are several excellent volunteer programs suggested in the Biological
Resources section of the Natural Resources Element, but little if any requirements other
than minimal regulation to comply with federal and state requirements. And

in this era of climate change and drought, Tuolumne County is losing many millions of
trees in its forests and rangelands. This loss should be acknowledged and factored into a
reevaluation of how we should protect our surviving trees in order to maintain our county
heritage and identity that maintains our quality of life and attraction for tourism that
generates $200,000,000 annual income for the county – our largest industry and source of
income.
It would make sense for a new special dedicated group of diverse, qualified
stakeholders to create a viable body of guidelines and requirements for landowners and
developers to follow in a collective effort to maintain the unique character of our county
that drives our economy as well as preserves our quality of life.
Implementation Programs
On page 4-31, 4.k.a, 4.k.d, 4.k.e, 4.k.g, - the Tuolumne County Land Trust should be
listed as a viable local agency for the acquiring, management, and holding of
conservation easements that protect and preserve land of High Value Biological
Resources.
Agricultural Element
In general, some of the proposed amendments to the Agricultural Element tend to
facilitate the conversion of Ag land to residential zoning. This policy does not protect or
promote the importance of agricultural land in the county, and its importance to the
community’s identity and financial interests. Also, the allowance of too much
commercial enterprise on farms unrelated to agricultural activity, reaches beyond the
true concept and importance of agritourism, and if approved, could create some very
negative examples of mixing commercial with agricultural enterprise that could interfere
with long existing agricultural operations.
Again, I thank you for this opportunity for input and for your consideration of
these concerns and suggestions.

Respectfully yours,

Ron Pickup
Pamela Pickup

