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1

INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) has been prepared by the Tuolumne County (County), as
lead agency, in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
State CEQA Guidelines (CCR Section 15132). This Final EIR contains responses to comments received on
the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) for the Tuolumne County General Plan Update
Project. The Final EIR consists of the RDEIR and this document (response to comments document), which
includes comments on the RDEIR, responses to those comments, and revisions to the RDEIR.

1.1

PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF THIS FINAL EIR

CEQA requires a lead agency that has prepared a draft EIR to consult with and obtain comments from
responsible and trustee agencies that have jurisdiction by law with respect to the project, and to provide the
public with an opportunity to comment on the draft EIR. The final EIR is the mechanism for responding to
these comments. This Final EIR has been prepared to respond to comments received on the RDEIR, which
are reproduced in this document; and to present corrections, revisions, and other clarifications and
amplifications to the RDEIR, including changes to proposed policies and implementation programs, made in
response to these comments. The Final EIR will be used to inform the County’s decision regarding whether to
approve the Tuolumne County General Plan Update.
This Final EIR will also be used by CEQA responsible and trustee agencies to ensure that they have met their
requirements under CEQA before deciding whether to approve or permit project elements over which they
have jurisdiction. It may also be used by other state, regional, and local agencies that may have an interest
in resources that could be affected by the project or that have jurisdiction over portions of the project.

1.2

OVERVIEW OF THE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

The proposed project is a comprehensive update to the Tuolumne County General Plan (hereinafter referred to
as the “General Plan Update”). The General Plan Update, which updates the 1996 General Plan, establishes
the community’s vision for the development of Tuolumne County through the year 2040 and will serve as the
fundamental land use policy document for the County. The General Plan Update consists of three components:
the Countywide General Plan and Community Plans, which relate to the communities of Jamestown, Columbia,
East Sonora, Tuolumne, and Mountain Springs, and the Technical Background Report. Each of the General
Plan Elements and Community Plans contain statements of goals, policies, and implementation programs,
which constitute Tuolumne County’s policies for land use, development, and environmental quality.
Consistent with Policies 8.D.1, 8.E.2, and 8.E.3 and Implementation Programs 8.D.a and 8.E.c in the
Agriculture Element, the General Plan Update Project also includes proposed amendments to Title 17 of the
Ordinance Code, which would expand the range of economic activities allowed on land zoned for agriculture
and agritourism activities on nonagricultural land.
The General Plan Update responds to current local and regional conditions, as well as changes in state law
that may not have been in place when the General Plan was last updated. It includes the update of the
seven mandatory General Plan elements. The General Plan Update clarifies and articulates the County’s
intentions with respect to the rights and expectations of the various communities, including residents,
property owners, and businesses. Through the General Plan Update, the County informs these groups of its
goals, policies, and standards, thereby communicating expectations of the public and private sectors for
meeting community objectives.
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The General Plan Update is intended to function as a policy document to guide land use decisions within
Tuolumne County’s planning area through the year 2040. County decision-makers will use the General Plan
Update as a road map for:






choices about the use of land;
protection of environmental resources;
conservation of existing, and development of new, housing;
provision of supporting infrastructure and public and human services; and
protection of people and property from natural and human-made hazards.

Since the General Plan and Community Plans are the constitution for all future development in a municipality,
any decision by a county affecting land use and development must be consistent with the respective plan. An
action, program, or project is consistent with the General Plan if, considering all its aspects, it will further the
objectives and policies of the General Plan and will not inhibit or obstruct their attainment.

1.2.1

General Plan Update Background and Process

REGIONAL BLUEPRINT
Since 2007, the County of Tuolumne has been participating in “Tuolumne Tomorrow,” which was a regional
blueprint planning process for directing future growth and enhancing the quality of life in the County through a
planning horizon of 2040. Through this coordinated effort, the City of Sonora, Tuolumne County, Tuolumne
County Transportation Council, and community members developed “Guiding Principles” for growth and
development and studied the potential effects of the likely land use development pattern and possible
alternative growth scenarios on the transportation system, housing, local economy, quality of life, natural
resources, and the environment. As a result of this effort, the Distinctive Communities Growth Scenario was
selected and adopted by the Board of Supervisors in August 2012 as the preferred growth scenario for
Tuolumne County. Tuolumne County’s General Plan Update has been formulated to reflect this preferred
growth scenario, and includes policies to guide and direct the foreseeable development and growth that
would occur in the County by 2040. Within the Distinctive Communities Growth Scenario, each community
contains a well-defined, cohesive, and compact community built around an appropriately-scaled urban core
and community gathering places. (For a further explanation of the Distinctive Communities Growth Scenario,
refer to Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the RDEIR.)

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Public participation is a necessary element to a comprehensive general plan update, and public involvement
meetings were held throughout the General Plan Update process. The Board of Supervisors Planning
Committee was designated by the Board of Supervisors to serve as the steering committee for the General
Plan Update project. The Board of Supervisors Planning Committee conducted 10 meetings, all of which
were open to the public. In February 2015, the County held two public workshops (scoping meetings), one in
the City of Sonora with the Board of Supervisors and another in the community of Groveland with County
staff. At the Sonora workshop, the various elements of the General Plan were presented and the Board had
an opportunity to discuss the various elements and provide direction to staff for any additional amendments.
In addition at both workshops, the public was invited to provide initial comments on the General Plan
Update. The Tuolumne County Planning Commission conducted an additional workshop on April 15, 2015
where the public was also invited to provide comments on the General Plan Update. In addition, property
owners on those properties with proposed land use designation changes were notified by County staff by
written notice and staff was available to discuss questions and clarifications regarding proposed land use
changes with individual property owners.
In 2017, County staff met with stakeholder groups, which included Tuolumne County Farm Bureau, Farms of
Tuolumne County, Tuolumne County Business Council, Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk Indians, Chicken Ranch
1-2
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Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians, Tuolumne Heritage Committee, Central Sierra Environmental Resource
Center, Tuolumne-Stanislaus Integrated Regional Water Management Group, Tuolumne Utilities District, and
Citizens for Responsible Growth. In the spring of 2018, Community Resources Agency staff sent notices to
over 4,000 property owners with parcels that may be impacted by land use changes, as well as notifying
them of a series of informational sessions that were planned for Board of Supervisors meetings. These
sessions were also advertised on the County’s General Plan website, in the Union Democrat newspaper, and
on local radio. At these five sessions, Community Resources Agency staff provided an overview of general
plans, environmental review, community plans, general plan implementation and public review and
comment. In addition, Community Resources Agency staff also made presentations at the Tuolumne Rural
Action Coalition, the Tuolumne County Board of Realtors, and several town hall meetings.
After the Draft General Plan was released, Community Resources Agency staff held town hall meetings in
August and September 2018 in the communities of Jamestown, Columbia, Tuolumne, and Groveland.
Community members were invited to provide comments on the Draft General Plan at these meetings.
Additional presentations were made to several community groups after the release of the Draft General Plan
Update and RDEIR, including the Tuolumne County Chamber of Commerce.

1.2.2

Overall Objectives

The General Plan Update includes the following overall objectives:


Adopt a County-wide General Plan that reflects the current values and vision of the communities in the
County and reflects the latest legal, statutory, scientific, and technical changes and advancements.



Update the County General Plan to achieve and enable maximum flexibility for development within the
bounds of state and federal law as well as an ever-evolving legal, cultural and environmental landscape.



Promote the delivery of efficient and cost-effective public services.



Enhance the unique nature of identified communities while providing services and amenities for
residents, businesses, and visitors on a County-wide basis.



Minimize or eliminate restrictions and requirements that can increase delays and/or the cost to
development.



Promote development within the County that is designed to fit the needs of the County’s residents,
businesses, and visitors.



Promote the stewardship of the County’s natural resources, which includes providing for the productive
use of natural resources, and management to reduce risks of wildland fires.



Conserve the County’s historic resources and recognize their unique value to the County’s social and
economic fabric.



Allow residents and property owners to use their land to the maximum extent of the law, while respecting
the values of the community.

1.3

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The following impacts are identified as significant and unavoidable in Sections 3.1 through 3.17 of the
RDEIR. In some instances, mitigation measures in the form of policies are proposed to substantially reduce
these impacts, but they are concluded to be significant and unavoidable because the efficacy of the
mitigation may be uncertain or there may be questions as to whether the measures will be adopted.
Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
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Agricultural Resources


Loss of High-Value Agricultural Land



Conflict with Williamson Act contracts, Agricultural preserves or Agricultural Preserve overlay districts

Cultural Resources


Change in the significance of a historical or unique archaeological resource

Global Climate Change



Generation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, either directly or indirectly
Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation for reducing the emission of GHGs

Noise





Expose new sensitive land uses to traffic noise
Expose existing sensitive receptors to traffic-noise increases
Expose sensitive receptors to construction noise levels that exceed applicable standards
Expose sensitive receptors to construction vibration levels that exceed applicable standards

Transportation and Circulation



Impacts to several roadway segment operations
Impacts to several intersection operations

Cumulative Impacts





Contribution to cumulative loss of farmland
Contribution to cumulative air quality impacts
Contribution to cumulative climate change effects
Contribution to cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation

1.4

CEQA PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS

1.4.1

Review of the Recirculated Draft EIR

The County circulated a Draft EIR on December 4, 2015. During its review of comments on the Draft EIR, the
County identified potentially significant new information that would need to be added to the Draft EIR.
Additionally, the General Plan Update was revised to reduce redundancies in policies and programs and
improve the organization of the document. Policies were clarified where appropriate in response to
comments received during the circulation of the Draft EIR, such as in the Natural Resources Element. In
order to provide a comprehensive analysis of potentially significant impacts from the updated version of the
General Plan Update and to fully address areas of concern raised in public comments on the Draft EIR, the
County has prepared this RDEIR.
On August 27, 2018, the Community Resource Agency released the RDEIR for a 45-day public review and
comment period. The RDEIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to reviewing agencies;
posted on the County’s website (https://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/889/General-Plan-Update); and was
made available at the County offices in Sonora. A notice of availability of the RDEIR was published in the
Union Democrat newspaper. The RDEIR was also distributed to responsible and trustee agencies, other
affected agencies, surrounding counties, and interested parties, as well as to all parties requesting a copy of
the RDEIR, in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21092(b)(3).
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Responses to Comments

Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that when an agency recirculates an entire EIR, the
agency need not respond to comments received during the earlier circulation period. Although comments
received during the earlier circulation period are part of the administrative record, CEQA does not require a
written response to those comments in the Final EIR.
Written comments on the RDEIR were received from local agencies, organizations, and individuals.
Chapter 3, “Responses to Comments,” identifies these commenting parties, their respective comments, and
responses to these comments. Section 15088(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines specifies that the focus of the
responses to comments shall be on the disposition of significant environmental issues. Responses are not
required on comments regarding the merits of the proposed update or on issues not related to
environmental impacts.
This document includes responses to both comments specific to the content of the RDEIR and comments
that are directed toward the project (i.e., comments on the merits of the proposed policies and
implementation programs rather than the associated environmental analysis). Although not necessary for
CEQA compliance, the County has elected to provide these responses for the benefit of the decision-makers,
the commenters and the public. Where the County has decided, in light of comments received, to
recommend changes to portions of the General Plan Update that are cited in the RDEIR (i.e., policies and
implementation programs noted specifically in the analysis), such text modifications are noted in Chapter 2,
“Project Updates.” None of the comments received, or the responses provided, constitute “significant new
information” by CEQA standards (State CEQA Guidelines CCR Section 15088.5).

1.4.3

Review of the Final EIR

This Final EIR and associated appendices are available for review online at:
https://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/889/General-Plan-Update
Copies are available at the following locations:



Community Resources Agency, 48 Yaney, 4th floor Sonora, California
Tuolumne County Library, 480 Greenly Road, Sonora, California

Lead agencies are required to provide responses to public agency comments on draft EIRs at least 10 days
before the certification of the Final EIR (Section 15088(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines). This Final EIR
document is being sent to agencies and other interested persons who commented on the RDEIR.

1.5

ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR

This FEIR is organized as follows:
Chapter 1, “Introduction,” describes the purpose of the Final EIR, summarizes the Tuolumne County General
Plan Update and the major conclusions of the RDEIR, provides an overview of the CEQA public review
process, and describes the content of the Final EIR.
Chapter 2, “Project Updates,” presents minor updates to policies and implementation programs proposed in
the Tuolumne County General Plan Update. This chapter only captures changes to policies and
implementation programs specifically cited in the RDEIR.
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Chapter 3, “Responses to Comments,” contains a list of all parties who submitted comments on the RDEIR
during the public review period, copies of the comment letters received, and responses to the comments.
The chapter begins with a set of master responses that were prepared to respond comprehensively to
multiple comments that raised similar issues. A reference to the master response is provided, where
relevant, in responses to individual comments.
Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” presents revisions to the RDEIR text made in response to comments,
or to amplify, clarify or make minor modifications or corrections. Changes in the text are signified by
strikeouts where text is removed and by underline where text is added.
Chapter 5, “References,” identifies the documents used as sources for the analysis.
Chapter 6, “List of Preparers,” identifies the lead agency contacts as well as the preparers of this Final EIR.

1-6
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PROJECT UPDATES

Through the public review process, Tuolumne County has identified minor edits or clarifications to the text of
some policy language proposed in the General Plan Update. The following provides a list of changes to
policies and implementation programs cited in the RDEIR. Text deletions are shown in strikethrough, and
text additions are shown in underline.

POLICY 3.B.1


Policy 3.B.1: Require that development is consistent with the applicable water purveyor standards and
specifications master plan, as applicable, the proper design and sizing of water distribution lines,
storage tanks, and other aspects of the water infrastructure system both on and off the site of
development.

POLICY 3.D.3


Policy 3.D.3: Assist and cooperate in master planning sewer facilities and encourage the extension of
additional public services through the installation of larger appropriately sized utility distribution lines
collection system piping and other on-site and off-site improvements on new developments.

POLICY 4.A.7


Policy 4.A.7: Recognize the major funding limitations that exist within the State and County system and
find that, as a matter of legislative policy, additional growth and development may be allowed within the
County, notwithstanding the adverse impacts which may result in the short term by this growth and
development. Therefore, it shall be the policy of the County to:
1. Encourage the existing partnership between the Tuolumne County Transportation Council, the State
and developers in working together to solve State highway and County road problems created by
growth and funding limitations.
2. Cooperate with governmental agencies in identifying and funding improvements necessary to
mitigate the deficiencies in the transportation system in Tuolumne County.
3. Acknowledge that short-term adverse impacts to the Tuolumne County transportation system
resulting from growth and development within and outside of the County will occur until adequate
funding is made available and improvements are made through projects identified in the adopted
State Transportation Improvements Program.
4. Monitor responsible agencies' activities in responding to the needs of the transportation system
within the County.
5. Review and provide input on the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP).
6. Should critical State highway improvements not be identified in the adopted State Transportation
Improvements Program, the County should review its policies to determine if additional growth and
development should be curtailed in the impacted areas to maintain established minimum LOS
standards.
7. When appropriate and feasible, Support TCTC’s Rural Sustainable Strategies to reduce VMT and
GHG emissionssustainable communities strategies to reduce vehicle miles traveled.
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IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 4.A.d.1


Implementation Program 4.A.d.1 – Support alternative energy vehicles, including electric vehicles,
and development of electric charging stations for passenger vehicles, the use of the public, County
employees and County fleet vehicles.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 14.A.f


Implementation Program 14.A.f - Collaborate with the other agencies and water purveyors to develop
a Comprehensive Water Resources Plan to manage and protect the County’s water resources by
developing and prioritizing a list of water resources projects and a monitoring program. Utilize
planning reports from the Tuolumne-Stanislaus Integrated Water Management Authority (IRWM) in
future water planning efforts.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 4.A.r


Implementation Program 4.A.r: Implement Vehicle Miles Traveled for evaluating transportation
impacts under CEQA to be consistent with SB 743. Consider implementing an alternative to LOS for
evaluating transportation impacts, such as vehicles miles traveled, as described in the CEQA
guidelines.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 4.B.b


Implementation Program 4.B.b: Plan for a balanced multimodal transportation network that meets
the needs of all users of roads, including bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit users. Incorporate
bicycle, pedestrian and transit improvements when designing roadway improvements where
appropriate. Support the efforts to develop a Tuolumne Region Active Transportation Plan,
Interregional Bicycle Tourism Plan, and a State Route 49 Complete Streets and Congested Corridor
Planof the TCTC to develop an Active Transportation Plan for Tuolumne County, The State Route 49
Complete Streets and State Route 49 Congested Corridor Plan.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 4.B.d


Implementation Program 4.B.d: Promote walking and bicycling through education and outreach
programs and activities such as a Safe Routes to School Program, commute campaigns, classes that
teach cycling skills, and providing route maps.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 4.B.h


Implementation Program 4.B.h: Update the local street design standards for urban areas, where
practicable, to include Universal Design criteria Complete Streets components for street
infrastructure such as sidewalks, pedestrian curb ramps, crosswalks, street lighting, shade trees,
and curb extensions to accommodate all users, including people with disabilities and other special
needs.

POLICY 14.D.1


2-2

Policy 14.D.1: Strive to maintain a mutually beneficial relationship with water supply purveyors. Work
collaboratively with water supply purveyors to strive for mutual benefits.
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POLICY 15.D.1


Policy 15.D.1: Work closely with federal, state and local agencies to minimize the emissions and smoke
impacts fire hazard reduction and forest management burn activities and during wildlife wildfire
episodes.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 16.B.j


Implementation Program 16.B.j: Establish thresholds of significance under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the conversion of oak woodlands in Tuolumne County. The
following provides the County’s recommended standard guidelines for determining whether a project
may result in a significant impact to oak woodlands, for purposes of review under CEQA and Public
Resources Code Section 21083.4:



An oak woodland is defined in the General Plan as a woodland stand with 10% or greater native
oak canopy cover. Tree removal from parcels with less than 10% native oak canopy cover is not
considered a significant conversion or loss of oak woodland.



For parcels with 10% or greater native oak canopy cover (i.e., parcels with oak woodland, as
defined in the General Plan), a significant impact to oak woodland includes tree removal that
reduces the total oak canopy cover onsite to below 10% (i.e., conversion to non-oak woodland),
or a loss of 10% or greater of oak canopy woodland stand on the parcel, if the conversion or loss
is determined by a trained professional to be substantial in consideration of, but not limited to,
the following:



Total acres and amount of woodland stand removed or disturbed, and amount retained on
site.



Pattern of development or habitat loss onsite (e.g., clustered vs. dispersed).



Existing habitat functions and quality (e.g., intact/high-quality, moderately degraded, or
severely degraded).



Stand age- or size-class structure.



Rarity.



Landscape position in relation to larger wildlife corridors, stream systems, or other important
natural features.



Loss of valley oak (Quercus lobata) woodland, which is a sensitive habitat.



Proximity to other oak woodland patches and connectivity to large blocks of intact habitat.



Contribution to a cumulative loss, degradation, or fragmentation of oak woodland across the
County.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 16.B.l
Implementation Program 16.B.l: Evaluate, on a project by project basis, the appropriateness of exempting
projects in identified communities from Implementation Program 16.B.j to encourage development in
identified communities and minimize impacts to biological resources outside of identified communities.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This chapter contains comment letters received during the public review period for the RDEIR, which
concluded on October 11, 2018. In conformance with Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines,
written responses were prepared addressing comments on environmental issues received from reviewers of
the RDEIR.

3.1

LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE RDEIR

Table 3-1 presents the list of commenters, including the numerical designation for each comment letter
received, the author of the comment letter, and the date of the comment letter.
Table 3-1

List of Commenters

Letter No.

Commenter

Date

AGENCIES
G1

California Department of Transportation, District 10
Gregoria Ponce, Chief, Office of Rural Planning

October 8, 2018

G2

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
Stephanie Tadlock, Senior Environmental Scientist

October 3, 2018

G3

Chicken Ranch Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians of California
Bailey Hunter, Environmental and Natural Resources Manager

October 11, 2018

G4

Tuolumne County Transportation Council
Darin Grossi, Executive Director

October 11, 2018

G5

Tuolumne Utilities District
Barbara Balen, President, Board of Directors

October 9, 2018

G6

Twain Harte Community Services District
Tom C. Trott, P.E., General Manager

October 5, 2018
ORGANIZATIONS

O1

California Wildlife Foundation
Janet Cobb, Executive Officer and Angela Moskow, Manager, California Oaks Coalition

October 10, 2018

O2

Central Sierra Audubon Society
Tom Parrington, CSAS Past President

October 10, 2018

O3

Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center
John Buckley, Executive Director

October 10, 2018

O4

The Quartz and Stent Communities

O5

Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center
Ellison Folk, Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP

October 10, 2018

O6

Tuolumne County Farm Bureau
Ken Fleming, President

October 11, 2018

O7

Tuolumne Heritage Committee
Sharon Marovich, Chair

September 28, 2018

No Date

INDIVIDUALS
I1

Larry Beil

October 9, 2018

I2

Scott Fischler

October 11, 2018
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List of Commenters

Letter No.

3.2

Commenter

Date

I3

Carolyn Gorgas, David Gorgas, Dennis Gorgas, and Mary Gorgas Johnson

October 11, 2018

I4

Roy and Pat Gray

August 30, 2018

I5

Brian Hartsell

August 3, 2018

I6

Mike Keene

October 9, 2018

I7

Marvin Keshner

I8

Candra Manthey-Neff

October 8, 2018

I9

Tom Parrington

October 10, 2018

I10

Dennis Randall

October 11, 2018

I11

Renalda Salyers, Nikki Salyers, Jason Pender, and Brody Salyers

October 11, 2018

I12

Dave Scheller

October 8, 2018

I13

Mary Smith

October 11, 2018

I14

Jay Watson

October 8, 2018

I15

Donna and Bob Wilhelm

October 10, 2018

I16

Robin Wood

October 9, 2018

September 13, 2018

MASTER RESPONSES

Several comments raised similar issues. Rather than responding to similar comments individually, master
responses have been developed to address these comments comprehensively. Master responses are
provided for the following topics: zoning and land use designations in the Quartz/Stent area; population
projections used in the General Plan Update; proposed policies related to agriculture, oak woodlands, and
wildlife; and fire safety. A reference to the master response is provided, where relevant, in responses to the
individual comments.

3.2.1

Master Response 1: Vertical Consistency; Stent/Quartz

Government Code section 65860 requires vertical consistency within planning documents. Vertical
consistency means the zoning code and all other development policies are consistent with the General Plan.
Although the General Plan can be adopted with inconsistencies with the County’s zoning code, Government
Code section 65860 would require the County to then amend the zoning code to resolve these
inconsistencies. With regard to revisions to the General Plan land designations, the Board of Supervisors
directed County staff to avoid decreasing density allowed on any parcels (known as “down zoning”). In
general, where vertical inconsistency currently exists for individual parcels, the General Plan Update revises
the General Plan land designation if consistent zoning is not achievable or would require down zoning.
The Stent/Quartz area is an example of vertical inconsistency where zoning consistent with the current General
Plan land designation is not achievable or would require down zoning. The Stent/Quartz area is currently
designated as Estate Residential under the 1996 General Plan and is proposed to be designated Low Density
Residential under the General Plan Update. Many of the properties located in the Stent/Quartz area that are
included in the General Plan Update are currently zoned R-1 (Single Family Residential) or RE-1 (Residential
Estate, 1 acre minimum). Both of these zoning districts are considered “urban” under the 1996 Tuolumne
County General Plan and the General Plan Update. The R-1 and RE-1 zoning districts are inconsistent with the
Estate Residential. The zoning districts that are compatible with the Estate Residential General Plan land
designation include RE-2 (Residential Estate, 2-acre minimum) and all less intensive residential and
agricultural zoning districts. Rezoning parcels from R-1 or RE-1 to RE-2 would constitute down zoning.
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Additionally, a substantial number of Stent/Quartz area parcels cannot be rezoned to RE-2 because they do
not meet the 2-acre minimum parcel size. Many of the properties in the Stent/Quartz area were created
under the original townsites and are below the minimum parcel size for even their current zoning
designations, which is 7,500 square feet in the R-1 zone and 1 acre in the RE-1 zone. These undersized lots
would not meet the 2-acre minimum size required to rezone to the RE-2 zoning district to resolve the vertical
inconsistency with the current Estate Residential General Plan land designation. Since the zoning cannot be
changed to achieve consistency with the current General Plan designation, Tuolumne County is proposing to
amend the General Plan land use designations in these communities to achieve the vertical consistency
required by Government Code section 65860.
Residents of Stent/Quartz are concerned that they are losing the rural land use designation currently
afforded to these properties under the 1996 General Plan. However, while the current General Plan land use
designations denote rural, agriculturally based residential living, the existing zoning on these parcels is
reflective of an urban land use. The proposed changes are to bring the land use designations into
compliance with the existing urban zoning designations found in the community. All existing permitted
development densities for these communities will remain unchanged with the implementation of the General
Plan Update. Because the existing zoning on many of the properties in Quartz/Stent allows one dwelling unit
per 7,500 square feet, and the proposed General Plan Update would not change what is currently allowed
(and growth forecasts drive the analysis of foreseeable development; see Master Response 2), no new
impacts from traffic or to law enforcement are anticipated. Property owners who wish to further develop
properties, such as through land divisions, are required to go through additional environmental review which
would analyze potential impacts.

3.2.2

Master Response 2: Population Projections

A number of public comments called out the 2040 population projection identified in the General Plan
Update and the General Plan Update RDEIR, stating that the projection is unrealistically high. Commenters
stated that the population projections were used to justify land use designations and policies that
accommodate too much development, citing General Plan Update policies directing the County to designate
adequate land for various types of development.
As explained on pages INTRO-6 to INTRO-7 of the General Plan Update, the Plan uses the Tuolumne County
Transportation Council’s (TCTC) adopted a population projection of 63,243 residents in Tuolumne County by
the year 2040. As further detailed on page 2-5 of the RDEIR, the existing (year 2015) population of
Tuolumne County, including the City of Sonora, is 54,337. Therefore, the 2040 projection represents an
increase of 8,906 people between 2015 and 2040; a growth rate of around 0.6 percent per year.
This population projection exceeds the latest projections from the State Department of Finance (DOF). The
projection used in the General Plan Update was based on careful consideration of multiple data sources,
and allows for a conservative analysis of possible impacts if development exceeds DOF forecasts. The TCTC
developed the 2040 population projection through a multi-year regional blueprint planning process that
included a wide range of participants. The process considered recent DOF population projections, which are
very low, and historic DOF projections, which are very high, and ultimately relied on the average 10-year
permit issuance rate for Tuolumne County, which falls about midway between the recent and historic DOF
forecasts that were considered, and which provides a reasonable and realistic population growth rate that is
based on localized historic data.
Further, the population projections reported in the General Plan Update and RDEIR are not the basis for the
land use designations or policies in the General Plan Update. Rather, these population projections are
considered to ensure that the County has adequately planned for growth that may occur. This approach also
provides for a conservative analysis in the RDEIR, so that potential impacts are adequately addressed, even
if growth rates were to increase compared to recent trends or State DOF forecasts.
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The General Plan Update land use diagram includes changes to the adopted land use designations, but
those changes are not required in order to accommodate the anticipated population increase. As noted in
some of the comments on the General Plan Update, there is already adequate vacant and appropriatelyzoned/general plan-designated land in Tuolumne County to accommodate the projected growth, so changes
to the land use diagram to accommodate projected growth are not required. Rather, the proposed changes
to the land use diagram are mainly focused on implementing the Distinctive Communities Growth Scenario,
which was adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 2012 as the preferred growth scenario for Tuolumne
County, and the result of a regional blueprint planning process aimed at directing future growth toward the
Distinctive Communities and enhancing the quality of life in the County. The regional blueprint planning
process developed alternative growth scenarios, each implementing the same amount of population growth,
but employing different land use patterns to achieve the growth.
The Distinctive Communities Growth Scenario is focused on well-defined, cohesive, and compact communities
built around an appropriately scaled community core and community gathering places. The General Plan
Update, including the land use diagram, was formulated to reflect this preferred growth scenario. For example,
the allowed density of development in some established community core areas would be increased in order to
promote a more sustainable land use pattern, where more homes are located in close proximity to jobs and
services and land outside of community areas is conserved for open space uses and resource protection.
However, such increases are not tied to meeting a specific quantity of growth. As stated above, the quantity of
anticipated growth can already be accommodated by the 1996 land use diagram. The proposed changes to
the land use diagram would influence the pattern of that growth and development.
The Distinctive Communities Growth Scenario and the associated land use designation changes would
continue and strengthen past development practices within the County to focus growth into identified
communities. A review of building permit data for the years 2008 to 2018 demonstrates that development
has already been focused in identified communities, with the majority of building permits occurring within or
near identified communities:


Fifty-five percent of single-family home permits issued during this timeframe were within identified
communities. This distribution is expected given that property owners are entitled to the development of a
single-family home in most designations. Therefore, within identified communities there is a large availability
of property zoned for single family residences. When the analysis is expanded to include a 1,000-foot buffer
around identified communities, the proportion of building permits within and adjacent to identified
communities increases to 64 percent, and when the buffer is expanded to 2,000 feet, the proportion
increases to 69 percent. When choosing a parcel for construction, the majority of land owners are choosing
land within or near an identified community. This may reduce construction costs where infrastructure such
as roads, power, sewer, and water service likely already exist. Additionally, services such as jobs, shopping,
and schools are typically located within identified communities. Residents are choosing to locate near
identified communities, and while information does not exist to ascertain exactly why a certain location is
chosen, most of the identified communities have desirable services that are not as readily available in rural
areas of the County. There is no evidence to suggest that this development trend will change.



All six building permits for multi-family development (i.e., 100 percent) occurred within an identified
community.



For commercial building permits, 83 percent were located within identified communities.

The policies in the Community Development and Design Element that direct the County to designate
adequate land for various types of development are intended to support the land use designations already
included on the land use diagram. The General Plan Update policies and land use diagram are part of the
same Plan, a single package that would be adopted by the County. The policies are not calling for the County
to make future changes to the General Plan to accommodate development. Instead, they are providing the
policy context for the General Plan land use diagram that is included in the General Plan Update.
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As stated on pages INTRO-6 to INTRO-7 of the General Plan Update, although the General Plan is based
upon the assumption that Tuolumne County will reach the projected population, it does not promote the
growth of the County’s population to that level. The philosophy of the General Plan is to assume that the
County will be prepared and able to accommodate the projected growth, while at the same time, it will
adhere to policies that define where and how development will occur. The General Plan Update provides
guidance in determining the appropriate or desirable locations for this growth, thereby discouraging an
unnecessarily scattered pattern of development, which often results in extraordinary demands on public
services, above average public service costs, and unnecessary and avoidable destruction or degradation of
valuable resources.

3.2.3

Master Response 3: Agricultural Policies

Many public comments expressed concern about the re-designation of land currently designated for
agricultural purposes to another use, and about policies and implementation programs in the General Plan
Update that provide exceptions to the County’s agricultural conservation policies and that promote agritourism.

RE-DESIGNATION OF AGRICULTURAL LAND
As reported in the General Plan Update RDEIR, the State Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP) has not mapped farmland in Tuolumne County. Therefore, in order to assess agricultural land
conversion impacts under CEQA, the RDEIR considers the extent of the area that would be re-designated
from Agricultural to another use.
In Section 3.2, “Agricultural and Forest Resources,” the RDEIR states: “in Tuolumne County [the NRCS soils
database on the Web Soils Survey] covers only Stanislaus National Forest and Yosemite National Park and
does not extend to the western foothills region. A comprehensive soil survey for Tuolumne County is not
available (RDEIR, p. 3.2-4).” As explained on page 3.2-9 of the RDEIR, Important Farmland (i.e., Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as mapped by the FMMP) is primarily found
within California’s Central Valley, where optimal soil quality, growing season, moisture supply, and irrigation are
available. Tuolumne County’s soil conditions do not typically support Important Farmland, and land designated
in Tuolumne County for Agricultural is primarily used as grazing lands, which are not considered Important
Farmland under CEQA. The FMMP has mapped Important Farmland in neighboring Mariposa County, which
has similar physical characteristics, and indicates that less than 300 acres in Mariposa County are considered
Important Farmland, with less than 20 acres classified as Prime Farmland. Therefore, it is unlikely that a
substantial acreage of land in Tuolumne County would quality as Important Farmland.
A comment received on the RDEIR from the Tuolumne County Farm Bureau (see Comment Letter O6)
indicates that the Central Sierra Nevada Foothills Soil Survey was made available online via the Web Soil
Survey website as of October 1, 2018. This was after the RDEIR was released. Review of the NRCS soils
information recently made available on the Web Soils Survey site reveals that approximately 3,300 acres in
Tuolumne County soils could potentially be classified as Important Farmland; approximately 1,500 acres
could classified as Prime Farmland (if irrigated), and approximately 1,800 acres could be classified as
Farmland of Statewide Importance (no Unique Farmland was identified). See Exhibit 3-1 below. This means
that less than 1 percent (0.3 percent) of the County’s soils could potentially be classified as Important
Farmland. (The Department of Conservation Important Farmland classifications depend not only on soil type,
but on irrigation, slopes, property size, and historic agricultural use; therefore, just because the NRCS
identifies soil types that could be characterized as Important Farmland does not mean that they would meet
the Department of Conservation criteria.) This confirms the RDEIR’s statement, which was informed by review
of available soils data in similar, adjacent counties, that it is unlikely that substantial acreage of land that
would qualify as Important Farmland, as defined by the FMMP, is present in the County (RDEIR, p. 3.2-9).
Further review of the newly available soils data reveals that over 2,000 acres of the 3,300 acres of land with
soils that could potentially be classified as Important Farmland would be located in areas designated as
Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
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Agriculture under the General Plan Update. Just over 1,000 acres of soils that could potentially be classified
as Important Farmland would be located in areas with land use designations that would allow some level of
development (although most of this land would be designated for very low-density residential uses that
would not preclude agricultural use).
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines identifies a significant impact under CEQA if a project would convert
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the FMMP, to a non-agricultural use. Because Tuolumne County has not been mapped by the
FMMP, the County developed the Agricultural Rating Matrix to evaluate the value of agricultural land based
on parcel size, productivity, availability of water, physical characteristics, adjacent land uses, adjacent roads,
and proximity to utilities. The County uses the matrix to evaluate agricultural land conversion impacts under
CEQA based on language in general plan policies and implementation programs; if a project would result in a
change of rating from High-Value Agricultural Lands to Agricultural Lands of Local Importance or Limited
Importance, the impact would be significant.
The RDEIR evaluated potential conversion of High-Value Agricultural Land and concluded that the impact is
significant. Because the Agricultural Rating System Matrix does not consider the NCRS soil type, there is not
a direct correlation between High-Value Agricultural Land and the soils classifications identified in the NRCS
Web Soils Survey; however, because the Agricultural Rating System Matrix considers many of the same
criteria as the FMMP (i.e., property size, slope, irrigation, historic agricultural use), it is likely that, completion
of the Agricultural Rating System Matrix on a case-by-case basis would characterize land that would qualify
as Important Farmland as High-Value Agricultural Land. To reduce impacts to High-Value Agricultural Land,
the RDEIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.2-1. To ensure that this Mitigation Measure covers any Important
Farmland that would not be identified by completion of the Agricultural Rating System Matrix, the following
text revisions are made to Mitigation Measure 3.2-1:

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Evaluate Land Using Tuolumne County’s Agricultural Rating System
Matrix and Conserve High-Value Agricultural Land and Important Farmland at a 1:1 Ratio
The County will include the following as a new implementation program of the General Plan Update.
Implementation Program 8.A.x [Specific numbering to be provided with Final General Plan Update]:
Establish a new procedure that includes the following requirements for evaluating development on
lands with an Agricultural land use designation and/or on land identified by the latest NRCS soils
data as containing potential Important Farmland that includes the following requirements:
If land designated Agricultural (according to the General Plan land use diagram in the General Plan
Update) is proposed for non-agricultural development and qualifies as High-Value Agricultural Land,
as defined below, and/or if land is proposed for non-agricultural development that is identified by the
most recent NRCS soils data as containing soils that could be classified as Important Farmland (i.e.,
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance), as defined below, the
County shall require the applicant to purchase agricultural conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio
(acres preserved : acres converted) commensurate with the type of land that is being converted.
Mitigation shall be required at a 1:1 ratio regardless of whether the land is High-Value Agricultural
Land or Important Farmland [Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance]. Proof of the purchase shall be provided to the County prior to issuance of grading
permits. The County shall determine whether land qualifies as High-Value Agricultural Land or Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as follows:
1. For any proposed non-agricultural development on land designated Agricultural (according to the
land use diagram in the General Plan Update), the County shall require, prior to issuing a
completeness letter, the submittal to and approval by the Tuolumne County planning staff of the
Tuolumne County Agricultural Rating System Matrix to determine whether the land proposed for
development qualifies as High-Value Agricultural Land. If the results of the Tuolumne County
Agricultural Rating System Matrix provided in Exhibit 3.2-1 of the Recirculated Draft EIR indicate
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that the land proposed for development does not qualify as High-Value Agricultural Land, no
further action is requiredthe County shall continue to step 2. If the results of the Tuolumne
County Agricultural Rating System Matrix indicate that the land proposed for development does
qualify as High-Value Agricultural Land, the County, shall require the purchase of conservation
easements as described above.consistent with Implementation Program 8.A.a, shall require the
applicant to purchase agricultural conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio (acres preserved : acres
converted), commensurate with the type of High-Value Agricultural Land (e.g., grazing land ) that
would be converted by the project. Proof of the purchase shall be provided to the County prior to
issuance of grading permits.
2. For any proposed non-agricultural development on land identified by the most recent NRCS soils
data as containing soils that could be classified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance, the County shall require the purchase of conservation
easements as described above. The applicant may elect to prepare a Land Evaluation Site
Assessment to determine if or how much of the land proposed for development would actually
qualify as Important Farmland (based on factors other than soil type) and to more accurately
determine the specific type of Important Farmland (i.e. Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance) that would require purchase of conservation easements.
If a piece of land qualifies as both High-Value Agricultural Land and Important Farmland,
compensatory mitigation will not be required for both farmland types.
As mentioned above, the RDEIR concluded that the impact related to farmland conversion is significant. The
new soils data made available on the NRCS Web Soil Survey site provides additional clarification related to
soils in the County that could be classified as Important Farmland, and review of the soils data confirmed the
RDEIR’s statement that it was unlikely that substantial amounts of Important Farmland occur within
Tuolumne County. Revisions to Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 identified above expand the mitigation to apply to
these soils. This would not change the RDEIR’s conclusion that the impact would be significant and
unavoidable after implementing mitigation. This information also does not increase the severity of this impact,
but provides clarification associated with the impact to farmland already identified in the RDEIR. Therefore,
this does not constitute substantial new information and recirculation of the RDEIR is not required.

Agricultural Land Value

The County’s Agricultural Rating Matrix provides a mechanism to conduct an objective, site-specific
evaluation to determine whether a project would reduce High-Value Agricultural Land to a lower value. For
projects that are located on or adjacent to parcels with an Agricultural designation, County staff completes
the matrix, using information about the project site from various sources, such as vegetation maps,
topographical maps, hydrological maps, and soil maps. Often, the Agricultural Commissioner’s Office
provides information about current agricultural operations on the project site. Based on these criteria, the
resulting score determines the agricultural land value. All such projects are reviewed by the County
Agricultural Advisory Committee, an entity that is responsible for reviewing and recommending actions to the
Board of Supervisors regarding consistency and compliance with various agricultural regulations and
policies. This review process provides multiple opportunities for public comment on development
applications, and it utilizes a transparent evaluation tool that is based on objective, clear, readily-available
data that members of the public can access and, in turn, provides the opportunity for the public to give input
on the agricultural land evaluation.
As discussed above, public comments noted that the NRCS has recently published a soil survey covering
Tuolumne County. The County has previously used paper soil maps that were digitized in order to determine
soil conditions on project sites. Now that this updated digital version is available, the County will use this
data to support the Agricultural Rating Matrix evaluations going forward.
Projects that would impact High-Value Agricultural Land would be subject to mitigation, pursuant to
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 of the RDEIR. Specifically, the mitigation measure directs the County to require the
Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
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purchase of agricultural conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio (acres preserved: acres converted) for
conversion of High-Value Agricultural Land. As shown above, Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 has been revised
such that this requirement also applies to Important Farmland (which is likely to occur on property that
would qualify as High-Value Agricultural Land).
Some comments also suggested that impacts to non-High-Value Agricultural Land should also be mitigated.
Specifically, the Tuolumne County Farm Bureau commented that they consider all land currently used for
agriculture to be considered high value (Comment Letter O6), and a member of the public commented that
non-High Value Agricultural Land provides important habitat (Comment Letter I9). As described above, less
than 1 percent of the soils in the County could potentially be classified as Important Farmland. Furthermore,
as indicated in the beginning of the Agriculture Element, the Board of Supervisors has established objectives
for the General Plan Update that promote sensible development within Tuolumne County, as outlined in the
Overarching Vision, including achieving, enabling, and preserving maximum flexibility within the constraints
of state and federal law. To require mitigation for development on any land designated Agricultural,
regardless of its relative value, would far exceed State direction with regard to agricultural land preservation,
in conflict with those General Plan Update objectives. Furthermore, the County’s Agricultural Rating Matrix is
a well-established tool that the Agricultural Advisory Committee, which includes members of the Farm
Bureau, has long used to consider agricultural land impacts. Finally, as shown above, Mitigation Measure
3.2-1 has been revised such that the 1:1 conservation requirement applies to Important Farmland converted
to a non-agricultural use.
Regarding the biological value of non-High-Value Agricultural Land, there are other, more appropriate
mechanisms in place to protect habitat than simply relying on whether land has a designation of Agricultural.
For example, as explained in Chapter 3.4, “Biological Resources,” of the RDEIR, existing state and federal
laws address potential habitat impacts through site-specific environmental review and permitting, such as
requiring development and implementation of project-specific conservation measures to minimize or avoid
impacts through the design process, providing compensatory or other mitigation for adverse effects on
sensitive species, and providing habitat compensation for the unavoidable loss of riparian and aquatic
habitats. See also Master Response 5 regarding wildlife policies.

Re-Designated Land Uses

Many of the approximately 4,500 acres that would be re-designated from Agricultural to a different
designation would continue to allow and support agriculture. As reported on page 3.2-14 of the RDEIR, of the
4,509 acres that would be re-designated from Agricultural to a different use:


286 acres would be re-designated to Public because the land is under the jurisdiction of a local, State, or
federal agency, and exempt from County land use regulations.



370 acres would be re-designated to Timber Production, which restricts residential development to one
unit per 37 acres, a more restrictive density than the Agricultural designation, which allows two units per
37 acres.



3,589 acres would be re-designated to rural residential designations (i.e., ER, HR, RR, and LR). While
these land use designations allow smaller lot sizes than the Agricultural designation (i.e., minimum
parcel sizes ranging from 2 to 10 acres), they all include provisions about maintaining large areas of
open space dedicated to agricultural pursuits, grazing, or left undisturbed. These smaller farms are, in
fact, a significant portion of the agricultural lands in Tuolumne County. In contrast to the vast, landintensive operations in the Central Valley, many Tuolumne County farms are specialized and located on
small lots, such as bee-keeping operations, small livestock farms, and Christmas tree farms. A review of
the agritourism operations in Tuolumne County listed in the Agritourism Market Study prepared by Lisa
Wise Consulting in August 2018 indicates that over half are located on land that is designated for a rural
residential use.
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Therefore, for the majority of the 4,509 acres that would be re-designated from Agricultural to a different
use, the new designation would continue to allow and support agriculture.
The remaining area, totaling 264 acres, would be re-designated to other uses, as follows:


241 acres would be re-designated to an urban land use, such as low density or medium density
residential.



21 acres would be re-designated to Parks and Recreation to reflect current zoning.



2 acres would be re-designated to Neighborhood Commercial to reflect current zoning.

These 264 acres that would be re-designated to an urban use are generally located within or adjacent to
identified communities, supporting a sustainable and efficient land use pattern that focuses development to
locations that already have established services and infrastructure, which in turn supports the Board of
Supervisors’ objectives for the General Plan Update that promote sensible development within Tuolumne
County, as outlined in the Overarching Vision, including promoting development that reflects the values and
vision of the community and the delivery of efficient and cost-effective public services.
The RDEIR concludes that the impact related to conversion of High-Value Agricultural land is significant and
unavoidable after implementing feasible mitigation.

EXCEPTIONS TO AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION POLICIES
Some comments express concern about exceptions to the County’s agricultural conservation policies, stating
that these policy exceptions would result in significant impacts to agriculture and that they allow the Board
of Supervisors to approve the conversion of agricultural land without any proof of need or mandatory criteria.
Policy 8.A.1 in the General Plan Update directs the County to avoid the conversion of agricultural land, and
Policy 8.A.4 requires a buffer for development that is adjacent to agricultural land. The following policies and
implementation programs provide exceptions to those policies:


Policy 8.A.2 exempts land designated Agricultural that is less than 160 acres in size and surrounded by
land that is not designated Agricultural or Public that is managed for open space uses. This policy also
exempts parcels that are less than 80 acres in size, within 500 feet of a public water main, and adjacent
to land designated for urban land uses. This exemption applies to both agricultural land conversion
(Policy 8.A.1) and buffer (Policy 8.A.4) policies.



Policy 8.A.3 exempts agricultural land where the locational relationship of the land, together with the use
proposed, would provide a public benefit of such magnitude as to justify the exception. This exception
applies to the agricultural land conversion policy (Policy 8.A.1).



Implementation Program 8.A.b adds more detail for Policy 8.A.3, requiring that the exception be
approved by the Board of Supervisors.

In addition, the Board of Supervisors cannot simply approve a project that would convert agricultural land
without a full public process and making a series of findings. Any project that would change the designation
of land from Agricultural to one that would support a development project would be required to go through a
General Plan Amendment and re-zoning process, which includes public hearings and a project-specific CEQA
review, providing multiple opportunities for public review and input. In addition, the Board of Supervisors
would be required to make the following findings for a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change:


General Plan Amendment:


The proposed General Plan Amendment is consistent with the Tuolumne County General Plan.
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The project site is suited to the uses permitted under the proposed land use designation.



It is in the public interest to amend the Tuolumne County General Plan to allow future use of the
project site which is consistent with the policies and programs of the General Plan and the land use
patterns of the area surrounding the project site.



The proposed General Plan Amendment has been reviewed pursuant to CEQA.

Zone Change:





The proposed Zone Change is consistent with the Tuolumne County General Plan.
The proposed Zone Change is in accordance with the Tuolumne County Ordinance Code.
The project site is suited to the uses permitted under the proposed zoning districts.
The proposed Zone Change has been reviewed pursuant to CEQA.

Finally, the policy exceptions listed above do not affect the significant impact finding in the RDEIR. The
General Plan Update would result in a significant impact due to the re-designation of approximately 4,500
acres from Agricultural to a different use, as discussed above. Eliminating the policy exceptions from the
General Plan Update would not change that impact finding.

AGRITOURISM POLICIES
Several comments express concern about the policies and implementation programs in the General Plan
Update and the associated proposed amendments to Title 17, Zoning, of the Tuolumne County Ordinance
Code that relate to promoting agritourism. The comments state that the proposed policies and zoning
provisions would allow uses that are inconsistent with agricultural purposes and that would adversely affect
neighbors’ quality of life.
The following policies and implementation programs in the General Plan Update support agritourism in
Tuolumne County:


Implementation Program 8.B.b directs the County to allow uses accessory or complementary to
agricultural operations as permitted or conditional uses in order to make agricultural operations more
profitable and reduce pressure to convert agricultural land.



Policy 8.E.1 directs the County to encourage agritourism activities that complement local agricultural
production and promote tourism.



Implementation Program 8.E.a directs the County to allow events on agricultural land that expose the
public to agricultural issues and activities.



Implementation Program 8.E.b directs the County to continue to allow recreational uses on agricultural
land when such uses are compatible with on-site agricultural enterprises.



Policy 8.E.3 directs the County to modify County regulations to facilitate the development and growth of
the agritourism industry, including amendments to Title 17 to:
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Allow farm stays, bed and breakfasts, guest ranches, and similar opportunities for people to
experience a rural lifestyle on agricultural lands.



Provide for weddings, festivals, parties, and other types of public gatherings on land zoned for
agriculture when such events are educational or accessory to the agricultural use of the land.



Provide for agritourism activities and events as permitted or conditional uses on nonagricultural land
to promote agricultural products grown in the County.
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As indicated in the policy language, the intent of these General Plan Update provisions and their
implementing zoning regulations is to help farming operations in Tuolumne County remain viable and avoid
conversion of agricultural land and changes to the way of life for many Tuolumne County residents.
The list of permitted uses proposed in the amendments to Title 17 is provided on page 3.2-23 of the RDEIR.
Such uses support, and do not conflict with, agricultural operations. Amendments to Title 17 also include a
new section (Section 17.52.220) that establishes limitations on the number and size of commercial
agritourism events, as well as the following performance standards that protect adjacent uses:


Standard C.2: The event venue, excluding parking areas, shall be located at least 200 feet from the
boundary of the nearest parcel zoned R or RE.



Standard C.3: The event parking areas shall be located at least 20 feet from the boundary of any parcel
zoned R or RE.



Standard C.4: All events shall occur between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. excluding set up
and clean up time. If an event is held entirely within an enclosed building after 10:00 p.m., the event
may continue until 2:00 a.m.



Standard C.5: Noise generated by the event shall not exceed a noise level of 60 dB Leq (1 hour) from
10:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. or 50 dB Leq (1 hour) from 7:00 p.m. to 2:00 a.m. as measured at a residence
on any adjacent parcel.



Standard C.8: At least one off-street parking space shall be provided for each two guests in attendance
at the event. Parking areas shall be surfaced with gravel, asphalt or asphaltic concrete to reduce dust
and be maintained free of vegetation. Alternatively, areas covered with grass or pasture areas may be
used for parking provided the grass is trimmed to a height of no more than three inches.



Standard C.9: On-site signage shall not exceed that necessary to identify the venue and direct traffic and
shall be removed immediately following each event. On-site signage shall be in accordance with Chapter
17.62 of this Code. Off-site signage shall comply with Chapter 17.62 of this Code if the signage is
located on private property.



Standard C.10: Lighting shall not exceed that necessary to provide for the safety of guests attending the
event. All lighting shall be low level, low intensity and directed downward toward the area to be
illuminated to avoid creating glare for residents of the area or passing motorists.

These standards would also be strengthened through mitigation measures in the RDEIR, including Mitigation
Measure 3.12-6, which requires preparation of an operation noise plan by an acoustical engineer that
evaluates the potential for outdoor gatherings occurring during nighttime hours to exceed County noise
standards, as well as prohibiting exterior amplified sound systems unless a speaker/amplification noise plan
prepared by an acoustical engineer demonstrates that the amplified sound will not exceed County noise
standards. In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.16-3 requires a traffic management plan. Mitigation Measure
3.16-3 also establishes annual ministerial permit requirements for commercial agritourism events, which
will help to ensure that performance standards are met and provide a mechanism to track commercial
agritourism operations.
In addition, the Agritourism Market Study prepared by Lisa Wise Consulting in August 2018 examines how the
number of agritourism operations may increase through 2040 based on an analysis of historic growth rates,
changes in the rate of farms participating in agritourism, projected changes in local population, and
composition of the current agritourism sector in the state. The study predicts that a moderate range of 28 to
43 new agritourism operations is most likely by 2040, the horizon year of the General Plan Update. The study
also shows that about 15 percent of current agritourism operations are for events venues, which would be the
most noticeable agritourism use to neighboring uses. Therefore, only about four to six of the projected new
agritourism operations would likely include events venues, which would be well-regulated as discussed above.
Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

3-13

Responses to Comments

3.2.4

Ascent Environmental

Master Response 4: Oak Woodlands Policy

Several public comments express concern about Implementation Program 16.B.j, which establishes
thresholds of significance under CEQA for the conversion of oak woodlands, stating that the policy is too
permissive of oak woodland conversion and that it weakens the existing policy in the 1996 General Plan
regarding the loss of habitat value for oak woodlands. Comments also express concern about the difference
between the oak woodland definition in the General Plan Update and how such areas are defined in the
California Fish and Game Code.
Implementation Program 16.B.j establishes guidelines for determining whether a project would result in a
significant impact to oak woodlands under CEQA. Specifically, this Implementation Program directs the
threshold of significance to be either the reduction of total oak canopy cover onsite to below 10 percent or
the loss of 10 percent or more of the oak canopy cover on the parcel, if the loss is determined to be
substantial in consideration of the following:


total acres and amount of woodland stand removed or disturbed, and amount retained on site;



pattern of development or habitat loss onsite (e.g., clustered vs. dispersed);



existing habitat functions and quality (e.g., intact/high-quality, moderately degraded, or severely
degraded);



stand age- or size-class structure;



rarity;



landscape position in relation to larger wildlife corridors, stream systems, or other important natural
features;



loss of valley oak (Quercus lobata) woodland, which is a sensitive habitat;



proximity to other oak woodland patches and connectivity to large blocks of intact habitat; and/or



contribution to a cumulative loss, degradation, or fragmentation of oak woodland across the County.

Several comments implied that this implementation program would minimize impacts by simply retaining 10
percent of oak woodland canopy on a parcel. This misrepresents the implementation program. As defined by
the implementation program, a significant impact could occur in one of two situations: 1) reduction of oak
canopy cover to less than 10 percent of the site, or 2) reduction of canopy cover by 10 percent. The first
situation would most likely apply to a parcel that has a low pre-development percentage of oak canopy cover,
in which development wouldn’t remove more than 10 percent of the existing canopy, but would reduce the
oak canopy cover on the parcel to below 10 percent. For example, on a parcel with 16 percent canopy cover,
a development project could result in a significant impact if it removed oak trees such that the canopy was
reduced to less than 10 percent. The second situation would most likely apply to a parcel with a higher predevelopment percentage of oak canopy cover, in which the post-development canopy would still exceed 10
percent of the parcel, but development would reduce the pre-development coverage by more than 10
percent. For example, on a parcel with 46 percent canopy cover, a development could result in a significant
impact if it removed oak trees such that the canopy was reduced to 36 percent or less. The ultimate
significance determination would also be based on ecological and physical factors that are understood to
contribute to habitat value, including total acreage, habitat functions and quality, position in relation to
wildlife corridors and habitat connectivity, and contribution to cumulative loss. This implementation program
provides the County with the flexibility to determine the quality of the existing habitat on a project-by-project
basis considering the existing conditions on the site.
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In response to comments requesting that this implementation program specify that a trained professional be
consulted to determine whether the loss of oak canopy is substantial, the County will revise the text of the
second bullet of Implementation Program 16.B.j as follows:
For parcels with 10% or greater native oak canopy cover (i.e., parcels with oak woodland, as defined
in the General Plan), a significant impact to oak woodland includes tree removal that reduces the
total oak canopy cover onsite to below 10% (i.e., conversion to non-oak woodland), or a loss of 10%
or greater of oak canopy woodland stand on the parcel, if the conversion or loss is determined by a
trained professional to be substantial in consideration of, but not limited to, the following:…
The 1996 General Plan addresses the loss of oak woodland habitat in Policy 4.J.6, which requires new
development subject to CEQA to achieve ‘no net loss’ of habitat value for oak woodlands and other sensitive
habitats through avoidance or appropriate mitigation. The General Plan Update replaces that policy with
Implementation Program 16.B.j in order to take into account the site-specific factors that contribute to the
oak woodland community. Implementation Program 16.B.j was written in coordination with a professional
wildlife biologist from Ascent Environmental. The policy provides sound guidance for the County to consider
potential impacts to oak woodlands from new development that is based on a scientific understanding of the
ecological value of oak woodlands as important habitat and of the factors that contribute to the success and
value of oak woodland communities. Therefore, the policy change shifts from a one-size-fits-all approach to a
more tailored and scientific approach.
This policy revision is consistent with the Board of Supervisors-established objectives for the General Plan
Update that are articulated at the beginning of each chapter in the Overarching Vision statement, including
an objective to promote development that reflects the values and vision of the community and implements
the latest scientific changes and advances, and an objective to achieve, enable, and preserve maximum
flexibility within the constraints of state and federal law.
Finally, as noted in a comment on the General Plan Update, the definition of oak woodlands provided in
Implementation Program 16.B.j differs from the oak woodlands definition in the California Fish and Game
Code. The main difference is that the Fish and Game Code definition includes oak stands that may have
historically supported greater than 10 percent canopy cover, while the General Plan Update definition does
not address historical canopy. The County is not obligated to use the same definition of oak woodlands as
provided in State Codes. The County values oak woodlands and the habitat that they provide, but finds the
expanded definition from the State Fish and Game Code to be too restrictive and onerous for property
owners in Tuolumne County, especially given the additional analysis and data required to determine whether
a parcel has historically supported oak woodlands, in light of the Board of Supervisors-established objectives
identified above. Furthermore, the intent of Implementation Program 16.B.j is to establish a threshold of
significance under CEQA, and CEQA does not consider historic conditions; rather, impacts are identified
based on a comparison of the proposed project to the conditions on the ground at the time of the evaluation.

3.2.5

Master Response 5: Wildlife Policies

Several comments indicate that the policies and implementation programs in the General Plan Update that
address wildlife and habitat protection are not effective, and suggest that the General Plan should maintain
the requirement that the 1987 Wildlife Handbook be used to mitigate habitat impacts. Comments also
request more detail about the timeframe to implement future actions called for in this section of the General
Plan Update.

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

3-15

Responses to Comments

Ascent Environmental

TUOLUMNE COUNTY WILDLIFE HANDBOOK
Overview

Implementation Program 4.J.a of the 1996 General Plan states that the County shall maintain a Biological
Resources Conservation Program that requires a land owner and/or applicant requesting a discretionary
entitlement subject to CEQA to mitigate impacts to biological resources in the manner set forth in the
“Tuolumne County Biological Resources Conservation Handbook.” On December 26, 1996, the Board of
Supervisors, through Resolution 230-96, designated the 1987 Wildlife Handbook as the interim handbook
until adoption of a future biological resources conservation handbook, which would then supersede the
1987 Wildlife Handbook. However, a biological resources conservation handbook was never adopted
despite several planning efforts with the community at large and key stakeholders, and the 1987 Wildlife
Handbook remains the interim handbook in use today.
On December 16, 1997, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution 270-97 clarifying that use of the
1987 Wildlife Handbook is one option available to land developers to mitigate impacts to wildlife and its
habitat. Developers are not required to use the 1987 Wildlife Handbook and can opt to hire a qualified
consultant to prepare a site- and project-specific study to determine potential impacts and identify
appropriate mitigation.
The primary purposes of the 1987 Wildlife Handbook were to: a) establish consistent mitigation for potential
impacts to biological resources pursuant to CEQA; b) encourage a streamlined development process relative
to biological resources; c) provide predictability for developers; and d) institute a sound approach for
conserving biological resources without the necessity for project-by-project consultations with state and
federal agencies.
The 1987 Wildlife Handbook is structured using a priority system relative to biological resources. This priority
system consists of a hierarchy with resources such as endangered species being on the upper tier of the
system and common biological resources such as areas already disturbed by development at the lowest tier.
Within the handbook, this translates into the use of First, Second, Third, and Fourth Priority Biological
Resource designations to identify the relative sensitivity of a biological resource to disturbance from
development; the habitat’s relative value to plants, fish, and wildlife; and the comparative abundance of the
biological resource Countywide. Once the value of the resource has been established using this hierarchy
system, a series of mitigation measures are included to reduce any impact to the resource to a less-thansignificant level.

Limitations

The 1987 Wildlife Handbook has served the County and its citizens well since its adoption. However, the
document is over 30 years old and, since its adoption, new research in the fields of plant and animal biology
and ecology have updated our understanding of how to protect sensitive species. Also new state and federal
regulations have been adopted concerning biological resources, and new species have been listed as
threatened or endangered, and some have been delisted.

Relationship to the General Plan

As noted above, the 1996 General Plan requires that development mitigate impacts to biological resources
based on the guidance in the 1987 Wildlife Handbook, and the Board of Supervisors subsequently adopted
a resolution clarifying that use of the handbook is an option, with an alternate approach being to hire a
qualified consultant to prepare a site- and project-specific study to determine potential impacts and identify
appropriate mitigation.
Policy 16.B.6 in the General Plan Update directs the County to allow property owners to utilize the 1987
Wildlife Handbook to assist in designing mitigation for impacts to biological resources resulting from new
development. This policy direction essentially continues the County’s current practice, which provides the
option to use the 1987 Wildlife Handbook to guide mitigation efforts, as well as the option to conduct sitespecific evaluations to determine appropriate mitigation.
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While, as described above, the 1987 Wildlife Handbook has limitations, it still remains a valuable tool to aid
in wildlife habitat conservation efforts. It provides a standardized and consistent approach to wildlife habitat
mitigation, and can be used by project applicants when hiring a biology consultant would be infeasible or
when the project site does not include complex biological issues. In addition, it is useful to County staff when
reviewing biological reports prepared by project applicants, providing a metric by which staff can review a
biological report and focus review on key habitat considerations.
Therefore, Policy 16.B.6 in the General Plan Update maintains the 1987 Wildlife Handbook as one of a
menu of options to guide mitigation, while Implementation Program 16.B.k recognizes its limitations,
particularly with regard to changes in state and federal regulations.

EFFECTIVENESS OF WILDLIFE POLICIES
A number of public comments indicate that the General Plan Update wildlife policies are ineffective due to
the use of weak language. While many of the policies and implementation programs that are cited in these
comments use words like “support,” “encourage,” and “recognize,” they still provide important policy
guidance to County decision-makers. Not every policy and implementation program can be a strict
requirement; to do so would result in an overly-rigid Plan that is impossible to implement. At the general plan
level, policy guidance needs to provide some flexibility so that decision-makers can balance sometimes
competing demands that arise on a project-by-project basis. The General Plan policy guidance is intended to
provide a framework within which to make decisions. It also provides a framework for other, more detailed
regulations that implement its policy guidance to be developed, such as those found in Title 17, Zoning, of
the Tuolumne County Ordinance Code, which provide strong and prescriptive requirements for new
development.
Meanwhile, there are numerous strict regulations that protect wildlife and its habitat in place under state
and federal law. For example, as explained in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,” of the RDEIR, existing
state and federal laws address potential habitat impacts through site-specific environmental review and
permitting, such as requiring development and implementation of project-specific conservation measures to
minimize or avoid impacts through the design process, providing compensatory or other mitigation for
adverse effects on sensitive species, and providing habitat compensation for the unavoidable loss of
riparian and aquatic habitats. The policies and implementation programs in the General Plan Update provide
local context for these existing state and federal wildlife and habitat protection requirements.

FUTURE ACTIONS
Several public comments questioned the timing to implement some of the wildlife-related policies that direct
the County to undertake a future action, such as developing a Natural Resources Division and developing an
incentive program to encourage conservation. Once the General Plan Update is adopted, the Board of
Supervisors will identify priority actions and implement them based on funding availability.
Typically, unless required by state law or other mechanism, cities and counties do not include specific
timeframes within which to implement actions in the main body of their general plans. Given the long-term
nature of a general plan and the cumbersome process required to update it, most cities and counties adopt
an implementation plan that is separate from their general plan. This approach provides for more flexibility
to continually update and maintain the implementation plan based on the priorities of the community and
their elected decision-makers, as well as funding availability.
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3.2.6

Ascent Environmental

Master Response 6: Fire Safety

WILDLAND FIRE
Several comments on the RDEIR indicate that policies and implementation programs in the General Plan
Update that address wildfire risk are too general, and call for policies and/or implementation programs to be
added that would prohibit new discretionary development in areas that are subject to extreme wildfire risks.
The questions relevant to the analysis of impacts under CEQA are whether the project (the General Plan
Update) would exacerbate the risk of wildfire hazards to the point of a significant hazard and whether it
would result in the need for new fire facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental
impacts.
In Goal 17E and its associated policies and implementation programs, the County sets forth the main policy
guidance for the County with respect to protection from wildfire hazards. Among these policies and
implementation programs include reducing risk by only allowing development in high or very high hazard
areas if it can be made safe by planning, construction, or other fire safety measures. Policies and programs
also recognize that clustering and setbacks can aid in reducing wildfire hazards.
Other policies included under Goal 17E that address reducing wildfire hazards include the use of California
Building and Fire Codes and requiring new development to have adequate fire protection, which may include
design and maintenance features. Policies and implementation programs under Goal17E also require new
development to minimize wildland fire hazards, incorporate fire protection measures, and provide safe
access. As stated in the General Plan Update, the County relies on consultation with fire agencies to ensure
that new development is constructed in a manner compliant with wildfire-related regulations.
Implementation Program 17.E.d requires developers to incorporate fire protection improvements where
determined necessary by the Tuolumne County Fire Department. This review is done during consideration of
discretionary entitlements prior to the completion of any staff reports or public hearings. These
improvements could include fuelbreaks, green belts, long-term comprehensive fuel management programs,
access to developed water sources, helispots, and perimeter road systems, which all serve to reduce the fire
hazard on project sites as well as adjacent property.
Along with Goals 9G and 9H and their corresponding policies and implementation programs, the policies and
implementation programs listed above provide a comprehensive approach to minimizing wildfire hazard
impacts associated with new development and would avoid risks of exacerbating wildfire risk from new
development. Outright prohibitions on new discretionary development in areas at risk of wildfire would
contradict the Board of Supervisors-established objectives for the General Plan Update and the Overarching
Vision statements repeated throughout the General Plan Update. Specifically, these objectives include
promoting development that reflects the values and vision of the community and implementing the latest
legal, statutory, scientific, and technical changes and advances, such as those related to wildfire hazard
mitigation, and achieving, enabling, and preserving maximum flexibility within the constraints of State and
federal law.
On December 19, 2017, the Board of Supervisors adopted the 2018 Tuolumne County Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan (MJHMP) and submitted it to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) for
approval. FEMA approval is expected in spring 2019. The General Plan Update incorporates the 2018
MJHMP into the Public Safety and Natural Hazard Elements by reference. The MJHMP provides further
direction to assist in the planning of fire-safe and fire resilient communities, such as:
GOAL 2: Ensure that future development is protected from natural disasters.
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Mitigation Action 2A: Educate the County and City planning staffs, administrative staffs and elected
officials on the importance of keeping current on trends and developments in disaster preparedness.



Mitigation Action 2B: Encourage planning staffs to attend seminars and lectures on naturally
occurring hazards so that they may better assist the appropriate governing bodies as they process
future developments.



Mitigation Action 2C: In order to better protect life and property, continue to develop a more accurate
and comprehensive series of countywide GIS geology, fire, and flood maps and data sets.

GOAL 3: Build and support local capacity and commitment to minimize the jurisdictions within Tuolumne
County’s vulnerability to potential hazards.


Objective 3.1: Improve existing capabilities to manage emergency situations.



Objective 3.2: Enhance the safety of residents, students and staff within the community and
jurisdictions.



Objective 3.3: Enhance the communications between agencies to support emergency response.


Mitigation Action 3.2C: Assist the County in identifying opportunities for additional evacuation routes
within single-access areas.

GOAL 5: Minimize the level of damage and losses to people, existing and future critical facilities and
infrastructure due to wildland fires.


Objective 5.1: Continue the comprehensive approach to reducing the level of damage and losses due to
wildland fires through vegetation management, code enforcement, GIS mapping, and planning process.


Mitigation Action 5.1A: In order to assist fire prevention efforts and to better manage large fires when
they occur, continue to improve GIS mapping and tracking efforts by gathering and maintaining
relevant GIS data layers and imagery and utilizing the best available mapping applications and
software.



Mitigation Action 5.1B: Continue to work with the Hwy 108 Fire Safe Council, Yosemite Foothills
FireSafe Council, and SWIFT to initiate fuel thinning and chipping projects in high priority areas.
Collaborate with property owners and regulatory agencies in order to utilize prescribed fire on private
and state owned lands in the county.



Mitigation Action 5.1C: Work with the Hwy 108 Fire Safe Council, Yosemite Foothills Fire Safe
Council, and SWIFT to update as needed the Community Wildfire Protection Plans for the County so
that they will continue to:







Assess the fire hazard in the County
Prioritize treatment areas
Enhance collaboration amongst all fire agencies and stakeholders
Streamline environmental review processes

Mitigation Action 5.1D: Develop a wildfire evacuation plan which includes sheltering in place at
Curtis Creek School.

The County’s policy framework is consistent with updated State regulations that reflect the County’s current
understanding of wildfire threats, and additional policies that would prohibit discretionary new development
in extreme wildfire hazard areas are not warranted. Further, the MJHMP is required to be updated every five
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years, which provides continual opportunity to respond to evolving wildfire hazard issues, responses, and
solutions.
Other ways that Tuolumne County is addressing the reduction of wildfire hazards is with the County’s Office
of Emergency Services response to dead and dying trees. With recent drought and bark beetle infestation,
Tuolumne County has thousands of dead and dying trees that are threatening public safety and
infrastructure. The County is taking action to work towards minimizing hazardous dead trees which is
significantly reducing wildfire exposure in the communities where the removals are occurring. On September
18, 2015 the Board of Supervisors proclaimed a Local State of Emergency due to pervasive tree mortality.
This allows the County the ability to remove dead and dying trees that threaten public infrastructure,
including those which are located on private property.
To date, the County’s tree mortality program has completed 44 projects consisting of approximately 6,500
trees felled and taken to the County’s woodsort yard to be converted to biomass. The County has utilized
several funding sources to remove the hazard mortality trees, including funds from the California Disaster
Assistance Act, various CAL FIRE grants, and an agreement with the US Forest Service to conduct this work
as well as expended a little over $400,000 as a share of cost to the County. Expenses for these operations
have totaled approximately $4 million and operations are still ongoing. Currently, 3,000 additional hazard
trees have been identified and are in the process of being removed by the end of 2018.
In addition to the County’s hazard tree removal activities, the agencies and utilities listed below are engaged
in removal of hazard trees in Tuolumne County:


PG&E: PG&E contracts with ACRT to mark trees that threaten PG&E power lines. PG&E also contracts
with various tree removal companies such as Mountain Enterprises, Utility Tree Service, and Phillips and
Jordan. The Community Wildfire Safety Program was also initiated in 2018 which is an extension in
PG&E’s efforts towards fire prevention and debris removal.



Caltrans: Caltrans is removing trees that threaten state highways, such as Highway 108, Highway 120,
Highway 49, etc.



Tuolumne Utilities District: TUD is removing trees that threaten their flume, ditch, and water treatment
infrastructure. TUD has marked those hazard trees that qualify for their program and will begin the tree
removal process soon.



Twain Harte Community Services District: THCSD has identified dead trees that have the potential to
damage their infrastructure (water, sewer, structures, etc.). Starting in 2017, THCSD began removing
marked hazard trees.

The removal of dead trees within Tuolumne County, with much of the work occurring within identified
communities, is reducing wildfire risks to the existing landscape. This effort will continue into the planning
horizon of the General Plan Update.
Lastly, the County relies on adopted codes and regulations to reduce wildfire risk throughout the County.
Over the past 25 years, many regulations have been adopted at the State Agency level and provided to local
agencies to address how new buildings and developments respond to and minimize the effects of fires and
wildfires. The application and enforcement of Public Resources Code sections 4290 and 4291, as well as
the provisions of The California State Fire Marshal’s “Wildland Urban Interface” regulations, contained in
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations address, in part, how new buildings and sites should be
arranged and constructed to allow for greater access, improved evacuation routes, consistent maintenance
of defensible space and the reduction of conflagration of structures. The California Fire Code addresses
many fire hazards and how to effectively address ignition, growth, and spread of fire. Below are a few areas
where the Fire Code addresses or gives the authority to address fire hazards:
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One of the most successful advancements in modern fire code/building code is the requirements for
installation of fire sprinkler systems. Where sprinklers were present, flame damage was confined to the
room of origin in 97 percent of fires compared to 74 percent of fires without AES (automatic
extinguishing systems).



Fire prevention departments have authority to conduct fire inspections in order to identify fire hazards,
reduce risk and ensure compliance with California fire code.



Fire prevention departments provide enforcement to ensure new construction complies with California
Fire Code, and that both fire alarm and fire sprinkler systems are installed complying with NFPA
standards



CAL FIRE has a prevention division that enforces defensible space and performs 4291 (Defensible space
inspections) to help identify and mitigate fire hazards in residential properties.

The development and implementation of these regulations is conducted with attention to improving the fire
and life safety of all California communities. It is through the application of these standards that new
development will be afforded a greater level of fire safety, as compared to developments undertaken prior to
these regulations and as a result the threat to the community from fire and wildfire type events is reduced.
In addition, the Tuolumne County Ordinance Code contains provisions intended to reduce ignition risk.
Pursuant to TCOC section 15.20.080, private fireworks are prohibited in the County, and professional public
fireworks displays require a permit from the County Fire Prevention Division. During construction and
development, TCOC section 15.20.060(F) requires disposal of flammable vegetation and fuels via chipping,
burying, burning or removal to an approved disposal facility. Additionally, Public Resources Code sections
4442 and 4443, and the corresponding regulations set forth in 14 CCR 1240 et seq., require spark
arresters on all portable gasoline powered equipment in wildland areas.
Please also see response to comment O5-20, which provides discussion related to specific wildfire topics
raised in that comment.

3.3

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The written individual comments received on the RDEIR and the responses to those comments are provided
below. The comment letters are reproduced in their entirety and are followed by the response(s). Where a
commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a line bracket and an identifying
number in the margin of the comment letter.
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Letter
G1

California Department of Transportation, District 10
Gregoria Ponce, Chief, Office of Rural Planning
October 8, 2018

G1-1

The comment is an introductory statement that does not specifically address the content,
analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR. Therefore, no response is required.

G1-2

The commenter has stated that Table 3.3-1, “Ambient Air Quality Data,” of the RDEIR does
not include the most current information on the number of days of state and federal
exceedances for 1-hour and 8-hour Ozone threshold. In response to this comment, the first
sentence of the second paragraph on page 3.3-3 in Section 3.3, “Air Quality,” of the RDEIR is
revised as follows:
The Tuolumne County portion of the MCAB is a nonattainment area for the state
standards for ozone (CARB 2017) is in nonattainment for the federal 8-Hour
standard, and is unclassified or in attainment for the federal standards for ozone and
for the federal and state standards for CO, nitrogen dioxide, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and
lead (CARB 2015).
The following changes have been made to Table 3.3-1 on page 3.3-3 of the RDEIR to include
the number of days of state and federal exceedances for 1-hour and 8-hour Ozone threshold
for the years 2015 through 2017.
As shown in Table 3.3-1, the state and federal 8-hour ozone standards were
exceeded multiple times between 2014 2015 and 2016 2017.
Table 3.3-1
0B

Ambient Air Quality Data
Pollutant

2014 2015

20152016

20162017

01

13

30

1611

1145

4525

24

425

256

Ozone, ppm, 1-hour
Number of days of state exceedances (>0.09 ppm)
Ozone, ppm, 8-hour
Number of days of state exceedances (>0.070 ppm)
Number of days of federal exceedances (>0.075 ppm)

Notes: ppm = parts per million.
Data obtained from the Sonora-Barretta Street Monitoring Station, 251 S. Barretta Street, Sonora CA.
Source: CARB 2018

These revisions are also included in Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The RDEIR
evaluated impacts related to emissions of criteria air pollutants, including evaluation of ozone
precursors. These changes provide clarification and do not change the conclusions of the
RDEIR because they continue to reflect the fact that these standards have been exceeded.
G1-3

The California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) concurrence with the findings in
Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” is noted.

G1-4

The comment states that there is a lack of information within the RDEIR related to the Traffic
Demand Model (TDM). The comment recommends that a short summary of the TDM be
included in the EIR. The comment offers no information that would alter or change the
RDEIR analysis or conclusions. However, to address this comment and provide additional
clarity, the following text is added to page 3.16-9 of the RDEIR (just before the heading “Year
2030 Volumes”):
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Traffic Demand Model

TCTC completed a comprehensive update of the Tuolumne County Regional Travel
Demand Model (TDM) in 2015. As part of the TDM update, a recalibrated base-year
(2014/15) model and future year models for 2030 and 2040 were developed. The
2030 and 2040 TDM roadway networks were updated based on the improvements
included in the current FCEP-CIP list. The 2030 TDM roadway network was updated
to assume Tier 1a and Tier 1b projects would be in place and the 2040 TDM roadway
network was updated to assume that Tier 1c projects would be in place. These
models were used to extract updated VMT estimates and traffic volumes.
This text change is also identified in Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.”
G1-5

Figures 6-A through 6-D and Figures 7-A through 7-D in Appendix D of the RDEIR provide
maps of the operating conditions along roadways within the project study area. Additionally,
Table 3.16-6 on page 3.16-23 of the RDEIR provides all roadway segments that could
operate at an unacceptable level of service (LOS) with implementation of the General Plan
Update. The comment is a suggestion that does not specifically address analysis or
conclusions in the RDEIR. No further response is provided.

G1-6

The comment suggests minor edits to the text on page 3.16-1 of the RDEIR describing State
Route (SR) 108. The comment offers no information that would alter or change the
RDEIR analysis or conclusions. However, to address this comment and provide additional
clarity, page 3.16-1 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

State Route 108

A state highway that runs northeast from the City of Modesto in the California Central
Valley to U.S. 395 in Mono County, SR 108 runs concurrently with SR 49 and SR 120
near Jamestown and the City of Sonora in Tuolumne County. Throughout the County,
SR 108 is generally a two-lane highway, with four-lane divided segments in some
mountainous areas. SR 108 provides the City of Sonora with an important link to the
Central Valley as well as to smaller communities in the eastern portion of the County.
This text change is also identified in Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.”
G1-7

The scenarios modeled in the Wood Rodgers Tuolumne County and the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) Update EIR Traffic Study Addendum (Traffic Study Addendum) are
detailed in Appendix D of the RDEIR. The TDM model was not relied upon in the RDEIR
alternatives analysis; consistent with Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, sufficient
information should be provided to allow for a meaningful analysis and comparison of the
alternative to the project. This guidance does not imply that all alternatives should be
modeled or evaluated to the degree the project is, and the RDEIR follows guidance by
comparing the relative impacts of each alternative to the General Plan Update.

G1-8

In response to item “e” in the comment letter, under the “Public Transportation,” heading on
page 3.16-2 of the RDEIR, Yosemite Area Regional Transportation System (YARTS) is
specifically mentioned and summarized in relation to the times of year it operates and areas
it provides service to within Tuolumne County. No further response is necessary.
Regarding item “f” in the comment letter, a small portion of the highway runs through
Tuolumne County near LaGrange and County Highway J59. The comment offers no
information that would alter or change the RDEIR analysis or conclusions. However, to
address this comment page 3.16-2 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:
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State Route 132

A state highway that starts from I-580 in west San Joaquin County, and runs through
from the east from Modesto/Waterford in the Central Valley, runs through LaGrange
and ends in Mariposa County,.a A small portion of this highway runs through
Tuolumne County near LaGrange and County Highway J59.
This text change is also identified in Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.”
Item “g” in the comment letter is a suggestion related to the policies contained within
General Plan Update and does relate to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR.
Therefore, no further response is provided.
Regarding item “h,” the suggested edits are a matter of personal preference and are not
needed for the analysis, conclusions, or validity of the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response
is provided.
In response to item “i,” Appendix Table 3 – Future Year Roadway Level of Service (LOS)
provides all of the roadway segments within the project study area and the associated
operating conditions under Existing (2015) Conditions, Year 2030 Conditions, and Year 2040
Conditions. No further response is needed.
G1-9

As this comment expresses support for various general plan goals, policies, and
implementation programs, no response is required.

G1-10

The comment suggests that the County should analyze VMT under varying conditions in
anticipation of the adoption of the State of new CEQA guidelines under which VMT
considerations would replace congestion as the metric under which significant impacts
would be determined. While the County appreciates this suggestion, the new Guidelines, in
preparation for several years, were not adopted prior to circulation of the RDEIR, nor as of
this writing (November 2018). The most recent version of the draft CEQA Guidelines provide
for a period, up to July 2020, to utilize VMT in place of congestion in determining
environmental impacts of projects. Because the Guidelines are still in draft, unadopted
form—and they could change—and because there is a grace period included in the Guidelines
if adopted as written, the RDEIR did not include an impact analysis related to VMT.
The County recognizes the upcoming SB 734 implementation. The Wood Rodgers Traffic
Study and Traffic Study Addendum forecasted Traffic Demand Model (TDM) in 2030 and
2040 under the Recent Trends (Existing) scenario in the Traffic Study and Traffic Study
Addendum, and the proposed Distinctive Communities scenario (General Plan Update
scenario) in the Traffic Study and Traffic Study Addendum. The Tuolumne County
Transportation Council (TCTC) is preparing a VMT study and Tuolumne County will participate
as a stakeholder in that process. Tuolumne Region SB 743 Vehicle Miles Traveled Study will
provide an overview of the new CEQA transportation metric VMT and discuss the requirements
set forth in the soon to be adopted revised CEQA Guidelines. One of the main goals for their
SB 743 – Vehicles Miles Traveled (VMT) Study will be to determine the best VMT strategy for
the rural Tuolumne County region that utilizes existing technical resources, and ensures a fair
playing field for development, and helps support VMT reduction goals. The Study will include a
detailed SB 743 methodology and threshold setting which will include presentations and
outreach to local agency staff, elected officials, and the development community. The SB 743
VMT Study will establish a VMT methodology, thresholds of significance, and mitigation
measures which are customized for the Tuolumne County region. This study is expected to be
completed prior to 2020 ahead of the implementation of SB 743.
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Page 4 of the Traffic Study Addendum only addresses intersection operations, not roadway
segment improvements and operations as stated in the comment. Due to the incorrect page
references in the comment letter, it is unclear what roadway widening projects are being
referenced within the comment. Additionally, the question posed in the comment does not
provide any specific concern regarding the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is provided.
Regarding the question of funding for widenings and other improvements, roadway segment
mitigation measures are addressed under Impact 3.16-1: Impacts to Roadway Segment
Operations, on pages 3.16-24 through 3.16-27 of the RDEIR. Additionally, the question
posed in the comment pertains to the Traffic Study Addendum and does not provide any
specific concern regarding the RDEIR. The RDEIR identifies mitigation measures to reduce
impacts to roadway and intersection operation resulting from increased traffic resulting from
development occurring within the 20-year horizon of the General Plan Update. The RDEIR
recognizes potential funding and other constraints to these mitigation measures; however, a
20-year period is a significant period of time to resolve such constraints. Regardless, due to
these constraints and uncertainties, the RDEIR concludes that the impact is significant and
unavoidable.
The comment also asks if the Traffic Study Addendum sought to reduce VMT by promoting
increased transit, carpooling, biking, and walking rather that solely basing mitigation on the
roadway improvements. Roadway segment mitigation measures starting on page 8 of the
Traffic Study Addendum specifically identify the improvement of alternative modes of
transportation, such as transit, bicycle, and pedestrian service and infrastructure, as feasible
and recommended mitigation. Additionally, project impacts related to VMT were not analyzed
in the Traffic Study Addendum or the RDEIR. See response to comment G1-10 for additional
details related to VMT. No further response is provided.
The comment states that warrant 3 is met for Intersection 11 (SR 49-SR 108/SR 108 and
SR 49 (Stockton Road) and asks the question that if this intersection does not meet all
warrants necessary to determine a signal installation, were there other measures evaluated
to improve this intersection. As detailed in Mitigation Measure 3.16-2: Intersection
Improvements on page 3.16-29 of the RDEIR, the recommended mitigation for Intersection
11 is the installation of a traffic signal or conversion to a High-T type intersection [emphasis
added]. As shown, other measures aside from signalization were evaluated. No further
response is provided.
The comment states that Table 3 on page 5 of the Traffic Study Addendum indicates that in
2030 there will be 11 intersections that will have an acceptable LOS yet the only
improvement included in the FCEP-CIP is for Roadway 24 (SR 49/SR 108, between Bell
Mooney Rd & Fifth Avenue). The comment asks the question if any improvement will be
made for the other 4 intersections since the other 7 will be improved by 2040. Page 5 of
Traffic Study Addendum only addresses roadway segment operations, not intersection
improvements and operations as stated in the comment. The comment contains incorrect
page references, incorrect references to the number of intersections that would experience
LOS impacts, and unclear terminology. Additionally, the question posed in the comment does
not provide any specific concern regarding the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response can be
provided.
The comment states that page 1 of the Traffic Study Addendum indicates that VMT are
based on the travel demand model. The comment recommends that in preparation for SB743 implementation, the County analyze VMT per capita over the full area over which the
plan may substantially affect travel patterns, for instance, into and between neighboring
counties. See response to comment G1-10 for additional details related to VMT. No further
response is provided.
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The comment states that the Caltrans LOS standards in rural areas for roadway segments
and intersections is LOS C. Caltrans submitted a letter to the TCTC in August 2015, during
the RTP and General Plan Update review process, stating that “the word ‘standard’ when
referring to Caltrans’ LOS C target for rural highway facilities can be interpreted to carry more
weight than intended. ‘Goal’ or ‘target’ are more appropriate descriptions.” The letter further
states that the comment “does not compel or suggest that TCTC or the County adopt plans
setting LOS C as a CEQA threshold of significance.” As stated on page 10 of the Tuolumne
County General Plan and Regional Transpiration Plan Update Environmental Impact Report
Traffic Study found in Appendix D of the RDEIR, based on direction from Caltrans and County
staff, the minimum LOS standard used for all Caltrans roadway segments and intersections
within the study area was LOS D. Moreover, as a reflection on congestion and driver comfort,
local jurisdictions have sway over what constitutes a significant impact as it relates to
congestion, and the County agrees that LOS D strikes a balance between efficient roadway
use and the comfort of drivers (relative to congestion) in Tuolumne County. No evidence to
the contrary is provided in the comment. Additionally, the comment does not provide any
specific concern regarding the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is provided.
G1-12

The collection of traffic impact fees is currently done at the time of a Building Permit for
projects as outlined in Tuolumne County Ordinance Code Chapter 3.54. Fees collected to
specifically reduce VMTs will be evaluated under the TCTC VMT study discussed in response
to comment G1-10.
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Letter
G2

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
Stephanie Tadlock, Senior Environmental Scientist
October 3, 2018

G2-1

This comment reflects basic advisory considerations related to compliance with Regional
Board standards. The applicable regulations and permit requirements referenced in the
comment letter are addressed in the RDEIR, as appropriate for a program-level analysis. No
specific comments on the RDEIR analysis are included. No further response can be provided.
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Letter
G3

Chicken Ranch Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians of California
Bailey Hunter, Environmental and Natural Resources Manager
October 11, 2018

G3-1

The proposed revisions to Title 17 are limited to expanded agricultural support activities and
agritourism. Upon adoption of the General Plan Update, the County plans to engage in a
comprehensive update of Title 17. As part of that process, the County looks forward to
working with the Chicken Ranch Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians of California (Tribe) to address
its concerns.
After review of the definitions in Title 17, staff has determined that the Tribe would qualify as
a public agency, specifically under Section 17.04.610. Tuolumne County Ordinance Code,
Section 17.04.628 defines “public utility”, as any agency that provides water “by grant of
authority by a governmental agency”. This definition would include both the Tribe and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs. This comment does not raise environmental issues or issues with
the adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response is necessary.

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

3-39

Responses to Comments

3-40

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Responses to Comments

Letter
G4

Tuolumne County Transportation Council
Darin Grossi, Executive Director
October 11, 2018

G4-1

The comment does not raise environmental issues or issues with the adequacy of the RDEIR.
The commenter recommends minor revisions to policies. In response to this comment, the
County will modify Implementation Program 1.D.a (which does not appear in the RDEIR and
is therefore not shown) as recommended in the comment. The County will revise
Implementation Program 4.B.h on page 3.16-16 of the RDEIR as follows:

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

3-41

Responses to Comments

Ascent Environmental


Implementation Program 4.B.h: Update the local street design standards for
urban areas, where practicable, to include Universal Design criteria Complete
Streets components for street infrastructure such as sidewalks, pedestrian curb
ramps, crosswalks, street lighting, shade trees, and curb extensions to
accommodate all users, including people with disabilities and other special
needs.

These revisions reflect minor adjustments to policy language for purposes of clarity and do
not affect the analysis or conclusions of the RDEIR.
G4-2

The comment does not raise environmental issues or issues with the adequacy of the RDEIR.
The commenter recommends minor revisions to General Plan policies and terminology. In
response to this comment, the County will modify Policy 1.F.2 for consistency with
Implementation Program 1.F.b. The word “rural” is defined in the Technical Background
Report, Definitions. The County will modify the Technical Background Report to include the
reference to US Census Bureau Urban Area Land Use maps. These policies and
implementation programs are not identified in the REIR; therefore, no revisions to the RDEIR
are required.

G4-3

The commenter recommends minor revisions to General Plan policies and terminology.
Please see response to comment G1-10 for information regarding VMT. As described, the
CEQA Guidelines are still in draft form, as of this writing (November 2018). In response to
this comment, the County will modify Policy 4.A.7-7 (RDEIR, p. 3.16-15) and Implementation
Programs 4.A.d.1 (RDEIR, p. 3.16-13), 4.A.r (RDEIR, p. 3.16-14), 4.B.b (RDEIR, p. 3.16-15),
and 4.B.d (RDEIR, p. 3.16-15), as follows:


Policy 4.A.7: Recognize the major funding limitations that exist within the State
and County system and find that, as a matter of legislative policy, additional
growth and development may be allowed within the County, notwithstanding the
adverse impacts which may result in the short term by this growth and
development. Therefore, it shall be the policy of the County to:
1. Encourage the existing partnership between the Tuolumne County
Transportation Council, the State and developers in working together to solve
State highway and County road problems created by growth and funding
limitations.
2. Cooperate with governmental agencies in identifying and funding
improvements necessary to mitigate the deficiencies in the transportation
system in Tuolumne County.
3. Acknowledge that short-term adverse impacts to the Tuolumne County
transportation system resulting from growth and development within and
outside of the County will occur until adequate funding is made available and
improvements are made through projects identified in the adopted State
Transportation Improvements Program.
4. Monitor responsible agencies' activities in responding to the needs of the
transportation system within the County.
5. Review and provide input on the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP).
6. Should critical State highway improvements not be identified in the adopted
State Transportation Improvements Program, the County should review its
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policies to determine if additional growth and development should be
curtailed in the impacted areas to maintain established minimum LOS
standards.
7. When appropriate and feasible, Support TCTC’s Rural Sustainable Strategies
to reduce VMT and GHG emissionssustainable communities strategies to
reduce vehicle miles traveled.


Implementation Program 4.A.d.1 – Support alternative energy vehicles,
including electric vehicles, and development of electric charging stations for
passenger vehiclesthe use of the public, County employees and County fleet
vehicles.



Implementation Program 4.A.r: Implement Vehicle Miles Traveled for
evaluating transportation impacts under CEQA to be consistent with SB 743.
Consider implementing an alternative to LOS for evaluating transportation
impacts, such as vehicles miles traveled, as described in the CEQA
guidelines.



Implementation Program 4.B.b: Plan for a balanced multimodal
transportation network that meets the needs of all users of roads, including
bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit users. Incorporate bicycle, pedestrian and
transit improvements when designing roadway improvements where
appropriate. Support the efforts to develop a Tuolumne Region Active
Transportation Plan, Interregional Bicycle Tourism Plan, and a State Route 49
Complete Streets and Congested Corridor Planof the TCTC to develop an
Active Transportation Plan for Tuolumne County, The State Route 49
Complete Streets and State Route 49 Congested Corridor Plan.



Implementation Program 4.B.d: Promote walking and bicycling through
education and outreach programs and activities such as a Safe Routes to
School Program, commute campaigns, classes that teach cycling skills, and
providing route maps.

The revisions above are also reflected in Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” These
revisions constitute minor clarifications to General Plan Update policy and do not change the
analysis or the conclusions of the RDEIR.
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Letter
G5

Tuolumne Utilities District
Barbara Balen, President, Board of Directors
October 9, 2018

G5-1

The comment is an introductory statement that does not specifically address the content,
analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR. Therefore, no response is required.

G5-2

The RDEIR was published on August 27, 2018 for a 45-day review period, in compliance with
Section 21091 of the Public Resources Code. According to the State CEQA Guidelines
(Section 15105[a]), “[t]he public review period for a draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days
nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances.” There is no
justification provided for the request to extend the public review period and additional 45
days, to 90 days in total. Further, note that this is a recirculation of the original Draft EIR
published by the County on the proposed General Plan Update. The County will not extend
the comment period.
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This comment suggests language changes to the Utilities Element. No changes are
recommended to the RDEIR text, and no issues with the RDEIR’s adequacy are raised. The
requested changes will be addressed in the staff report to the Planning Commission and Board
of Supervisors.
Suggested edits to policy language cited in the RDEIR that are supported by the County include
the following revision to Policies 3.B.1 and 3.D.3 on page 3.17-13 in Section 3.17, “Utilities
and Service Systems”:
Policy 3.B.1: Require that development is consistent with the applicable water
purveyor standards and specifications master plan, as applicable, the proper design
and sizing of water distribution lines, storage tanks, and other aspects of the water
infrastructure system both on and off the site of development.
Policy 3.D.3: Assist and cooperate in master planning sewer facilities and encourage
the extension of additional public services through the installation of larger
appropriately sized utility distribution lines collection system piping and other on-site
and off-site improvements on new developments.

G5-4

This comment suggests language changes to the Agricultural Element. No changes are
recommended to the RDEIR text, and no issues with the RDEIR’s adequacy are raised. In
response to the comment, Goal 8B will be amended to replace the phrase “at the urban fringe”
with “outside of identified communities.” The requested changes will be addressed in the staff
report to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

G5-5

This comment suggests language changes to the Water Supply Element. No changes are
recommended to the RDEIR text, and no issues with the RDEIR’s adequacy are raised. The
requested changes will be addressed in the staff report to the Planning Commission and Board
of Supervisors.

3-66

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-67

Responses to Comments

Ascent Environmental

Letter
G6

Twain Harte Community Services District
Tom C. Trott, P.E., General Manager
October 5, 2018

G6-1

The comment is an introductory statement that does not specifically address the content,
analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR. Therefore, no response is required.

G6-2

This comment suggests language changes to Policy 3.D.1. No changes are recommended to
the RDEIR text, and no issues with the RDEIR’s adequacy are raised. The requested changes
will be addressed in the staff report to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.
The comment also suggests that additional restrictions be listed when development occurs
that isn’t required to connect to public sewer. Specific restrictions for development next to an
impaired water body or drinking water supply (surface water) can be found in Tuolumne
County Ordinance Code Chapter 13.04 and 13.08. When property is developed with a singlefamily home, review is completed by the Environmental Health Division to ensure compliance
with the required distances. Further, during the discretionary review process, if development
is proposing onsite wastewater treatment systems, the Environmental Health Division
reviews the project so that the required setbacks can be implemented upon approval of the
project and at the time of future development. While the language in Policy 3.E.1 and
Implementation Program 3.E.a does not address impaired water bodies or drinking water
supplies, this is addressed in Tuolumne County Ordinance Code.

G6-3

This comment suggests language changes to the Water Supply Element. See response to
comment G6-2 regarding development next to an impaired water body or drinking water
supply (surface water).
In response to the comment, the County will add a policy to encourage the beneficial capture
and utilization of stormwater to promote healthy watersheds, fire-safe landscapes and
groundwater recharge to the General Plan Update. This addition does not affect the analysis
or conclusions in the RDEIR. In addition, Implementation Measure 14.A.f will be revised as
follows to acknowledge the work of the Tuolumne-Stanislaus Integrated Water Management
Authority:
Implementation Program 14.A.f - Collaborate with the other agencies and water
purveyors to develop a Comprehensive Water Resources Plan to manage and protect
the County’s water resources by developing and prioritizing a list of water resources
projects and a monitoring program. Utilize planning reports from the TuolumneStanislaus Integrated Water Management Authority (IRWM) in future water planning
efforts.
This change will be reflected in the list of policies and implementation programs on page
3.10-16 of Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the RDEIR, as reflected in
Section 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” No issues with the RDEIR’s adequacy are raised. The
requested changes will be addressed in the staff report to the Planning Commission and Board
of Supervisors.
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Letter
O1

California Wildlife Foundation
Janet Cobb, Executive Officer and Angela Moskow, Manager, California Oaks Coalition
October 10, 2018

O1-1

The policies and standards pertaining to the preservation of oak woodland included in the
General Plan Update provide adequate protection for the existing oak woodlands in
Tuolumne County. As discussed under Impact 3.4-2 (Loss or Degradation of Riparian, Oak
Woodland, and Other Sensitive Natural Communities) of the RDEIR, impacts on the loss or
degradation of oak woodland as a result of General Plan Update implementation were found
to be less than significant with mitigation. The Mitigation Measure 3.4-2, “Implement Oak
Woodland Mitigation Guidelines” included in the RDEIR provides additional policies and
standards for the protection of oak woodland for all discretionary development proposals in
the County. Mitigation strategies in Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 establishing buffers around
existing oak woodland stands and the replanting or restoration of degraded oak woodlands
to compensate for the loss of oak woodland habitat. Therefore, the carbon sequestration
potential of oak woodlands in the County would not be compromised and would not
substantially affect overall greenhouse gases (GHG) emissions trends in the County.

O1-2

See Master Response 4 regarding oak woodland policy. The commenter suggests that the
General Plan Update would exempt agricultural lands from identified protections. There is no
such exemption stated in the General Plan Update or RDEIR. Regarding the commenter’s
request that the bullet list be revised such that the standard of significance protects all oak
woodlands, there are instances in which a parcel or a portion of a parcel containing oak trees
does not provide a valuable habitat that should be protected (for example an area containing
mostly dead and/or unhealthy oak trees may not be desirable for protection). These
considerations are important to allow for nuance when considering impacts.
The commenter identifies additional measures that are intended to reduce impacts to oak
woodland. The list was evaluated by the project biologist and considered by the County. Many
of the measures in the list are already covered (although not expressed in such specific
terms) by the proposed policies, implementation programs, and mitigation measures
included in the RDEIR. For example, with respect to the recommended measure to set
limitations for removal of valley oaks and other oak trees measuring 10 or more inches in
diameter, Implementation Program 16.B.j includes stand age- or size-class structure as one
of the considerations for determining whether the oak woodland conversion would be
significant. It also specifically identifies valley oak woodland as a sensitive habitat.
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Implementation Program 16.B.j also provides protection similar to the commenter’s
requested measure related to oak removal restrictions near water bodies in that one of the
considerations for whether oak woodland conversion would be significance is the landscape
position in relation to larger wildlife corridors, stream systems, or other important natural
features. In addition, Tuolumne County Ordinance Code Chapter 9.24 regulates the
premature removal of oak trees in advance of a development proposal for project site. This
prevents land owners from removing oak trees prior to a development application in order to
avoid potential mitigation.
The commenter’s recommendations are not required to be in the RDEIR, and in fact some
would be unenforceable, such as absolute limits on oak removals over time, which would
require mapping and historic information not available to County staff. The County is
proposing policies and implementation measures that balance development with protection
of oak woodlands. The RDEIR concludes that impacts to oak woodlands are less than
significant after implementation of the mitigation measures identified. Therefore, no further
mitigation is needed.
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Letter
O2

Central Sierra Audubon Society
Tom Parrington, CSAS Past President
October 10, 2018

O2-1

The comment is an introductory statement that does not specifically address the content,
analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR. Responses to the commenter’s specific concerns
regarding updates to the General Plan and corresponding RDEIR analysis are addressed
below in response to comments O2-2 through O2-12.

O2-2

The information requested in this comment (geotechnical maps, oak woodland map, and
agricultural map) was at the County offices during the public comment period on the RDEIR,
as specified in the Notice of Availability. The mapping information was also provided to the
commenter on October 29, 2018, and made available on the County website. With respect to
the Geotechnical Maps, they are not referenced in the RDEIR other than to refer back to the
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General Plan Update. The General Plan Update refers to these maps in policies and
implementation programs, and generally directs staff to use them when conducting an
analysis and the update and maintain these maps. The General Plan Update acknowledges
these maps are to be used as guides and not precise locating tools. Further, Implementation
Program 17.D.c requires project specific engineering reports when a potential hazard exists
on a site. The references to the “geotechnical maps” in the General Plan Update was specific
to use during general project review; these maps were not used in any analysis or for the
basis of any conclusions in the RDEIR.
The referenced agricultural map is a version of existing data that has been available for
public review for over 1 year, on the County’s General Plan Update website. The commenter
requested a specific dataset to be shown on a map that was already available to the public
for review.
The oak woodland map referenced in this comment was excerpted from the RDEIR, and is a
reference to Implementation Program 16.B.x, which is a proposed mitigation under
Mitigation Measure 3.4-2. The oak woodlands “map,” in this case refers to electronic GIS
information. The commenter’s reference is from the Executive Summary, which is intended to
provide an overview of the document. Please refer to the text on page 3.4-36 of the RDEIR
for the context of the oak woodland map.
A copy of the October 29th response letter is included as Appendix A.
O2-3

CEQA requires an evaluation of the project being proposed compared to baseline (existing)
which is generally the existing physical environmental conditions (CEQA GUIDELINES
15125[a]). As such, the RDEIR analyzes the potential for substantial adverse changes to the
existing environment that could result from implementation of the proposed General Plan
Update land use diagram, as well as proposed policies and implementation programs. The
analysis in Chapter 3, “Environmental Impact Analysis,” of the RDEIR is not intended to
provide a comparison of the proposed General Plan Update against the 1996 General Plan
(except when the proposed change is to a threshold of significance). The RDEIR evaluates
the General Plan Update against established thresholds, not against the 1996 General Plan
policies. See Impact 3.4-2 (Loss or Degradation of Riparian, Oak Woodland, and Other
Sensitive Natural Communities) and Impact 3.4-3 (Loss or Degradation of Federally
Protected Wetlands). This is the appropriate analysis under CEQA. No changes to the RDEIR
are required in response to this comment.
The standard of no net loss is used by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers when considering effects
on wetland habitat and would be applied to projects subject to permitting under Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (CWA). As explained in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,”
compliance with existing state and federal regulations and permitting requirements during
project-level environmental review would address unavoidable project-related losses or
degradation of riparian and aquatic habitats in a manner that results in no net loss.
An evaluation of potential environmental impacts that might occur if the 1996 General Plan
were to remain in effect is provided in Chapter 6, “Alternatives,” as Alternative 1: No Project.
As indicated in the impact comparison on page 6-7, continued implementation of the policies
and implementation programs in the 1996 General Plan “…would result in greater impacts to
biological resources, as more ground disturbance would occur from low density residential
and other development in rural areas…Without proposed policies in the Natural Resources
Element and community plans of the General Plan Update to control invasive species,
encourage the use of native species, establish thresholds of significance for oak woodland
conversion, and recognize the reduced impacts from development on biological resources,
impacts of the No Project alternative would be greater than for the General Plan Update.”
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O2-4

Proposed Policy 16.B.6 would allow property owners to use the 1987 Wildlife Handbook to
assist in designing mitigation for impacts to biological resources, recognizing that mitigation
requirements for projects may exceed the options presented in the 1987 Wildlife Handbook
(RDEIR, p. 3.4-31, -36, -38, and -41). Pursuant to Implementation Program 16.B.k, the
County would periodically update the Wildlife Handbook in accordance with changes in state
and Federal laws and environmental review standards, recognizing that state and federal
laws may require mitigation beyond what is adopted in the Wildlife Handbook. See Master
Response 5 for more information about the Wildlife Handbook.

O2-5

The comment refers to the table in the Executive Summary that provides a synopsis of the
analysis in Chapter 3, “Environmental Impact Analysis.” Explanation of this conclusion is
provided in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,” of the RDEIR (p. 3.4-29 - 3.4-32). As
provided therein, the potential for disturbance or loss of special-status plant and animal
species was determined to be less than significant. Compliance with state and federal law,
as well as implementation of the General Plan Update’s policies and implementation
programs, would reduce potential impacts of projected development under the General Plan
Update and require project-level environmental review and mitigation, if needed. For
example, Policy 16.B.5 and its implementation programs require development that is subject
to a discretionary entitlement from the County and environmental review under CEQA to
evaluate potential impacts to biological resources and mitigate significant impacts to specialstatus plant and animal species.

O2-6

This comment is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public hearing.
See Master Response 4 regarding oak woodlands and response to comment O2-2 regarding
the oak woodland map. Habitat types were mapped for the RDEIR using Northern Sierra
Nevada Foothills Vegetation Project data and the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships
habitat classification system within Tuolumne County (RDEIR, p.3.4-1). The information in the
RDEIR is more recent than what was used to develop the Technical Background Report for the
General Plan Update, and the Technical Background Report will be updated.
The RDEIR did not rely on the data from the Technical Background Report. The acreages of
oak woodland used in the RDEIR are for the “pure” oak woodland types (e.g., blue oak
woodland, interior live oak woodland, valley oak woodland), which occur mostly outside of the
Rim Fire boundary, and not the additional mixed hardwood-conifer types that typically contain
some amount of oak. The vast majority of the pure types identified in the RDEIR occur below
the perimeter of the Rim Fire elevation, so the total amounts of those woodland types and
proportions assumed to currently exist on public versus non-public lands are not expected to
vary substantially between pre- and post-Rim Fire. Based on the acreages of oak woodland
reported in the RDEIR (p. 3.4-34), approximately 21 percent (24,015 acres) of these pure
oak woodland types occur on public lands.

O2-7

The County is not obligated to adopt the definition of oak woodland as described in Fish and
Game Code Section 1361(h). This comment is noted and included in the record for
consideration during the public hearing. See Master Response 4 regarding oak woodlands.

O2-8

The acreages in the 2015 Draft EIR and the RDEIR are not directly comparable, and the
amount reported in the originally circulated Draft EIR was likely an underestimate of potential
total conversion under the General Plan Update.
The acreage in the 2015 Draft EIR reflected a set of policies and implementation measures that
have since been revised and that used much less conservative methodology than the RDEIR.
The acreage of oak woodland conversion estimated in the RDEIR analysis is the maximum
amount of conversion on parcels potentially subject to development projects. However, this
value is not the expected amount of actual permanent conversion that would ultimately
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result following project-level CEQA review and implementation of the General Plan Update
policies and implementation programs. For example, mitigation measures to protect oak
woodland, minimize impacts, and compensate for losses determined to be significant would
be identified during project-level environmental review. This would reduce the actual amount
of oak woodland conversion in the County below the maximum potential amount.
In addition, the analysis of potential loss of oak woodland is focused on developable parcels,
based on the land use map proposed under the General Plan Update. The RDEIR correctly
assumes that the General Plan Update would not result in conversion of oak woodland
located within areas that would remain in Agricultural (68,863 acres) and Public (24,015
acres) land use designations. The comment requests that the RDEIR recognize and inventory
areas where development has been approved but not yet completed. This is not necessary
because the proposed land use diagram accounts for approved projects. Therefore, these
projects are part of the General Plan Update being analyzed.
Although some small projects could be constructed “by right” (e.g., construction of a singlefamily home on a parcel zoned and designated for single-family development), which may not
require discretionary approval or CEQA review, such projects must still comply with County
standards for all permits and plans. These County standards are informed by the General
Plan Update policies and implementation programs. Also, these “by-right” projects are
typically small and would not require substantial grading or vegetation/tree removal and
must meet setback and floor-area ratio requirements, which limit the footprint of
development on a single-family lot. In addition, lots that contain resources protected by a
state or federal agency, such as riparian areas, which may contain woodland resources,
cannot be disturbed with “by right” projects. Larger projects typically require subdivision
and/or a special-use permit. Commercial development that is allowed “by right” still requires
a level of discretionary review through the Site Development Review or Permit process.
The RDEIR supports the conclusion that mitigation measures for oak woodlands would result
in a less-than-significant impact. The supporting text can be found on page 3.4-37 in Section
3.4, “Biological Resources,” of the RDEIR under the heading “Significance after Mitigation.”
As stated, “…implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 would ensure impacts to oak
woodlands resulting from projected development under the General Plan Update are lessthan-significant because it would require impact avoidance or minimization through feasible
project design modification or mitigation at a ratio sufficient to offset the loss of oak
woodland habitat function and values.”
See Master Response 4 for additional information regarding oak woodlands.
O2-9

Proposed Policy 16.B.5 would require that impacts to biological resources are evaluated and
mitigated in accordance with the requirements of state and federal law. To assist in this
evaluation, the County would maintain the Tuolumne County Wildlife Maps under
Implementation Program 16.B.g and provide Tuolumne County Wildlife Maps, Deer Herd Maps
and Management Plans, California Wildlife Habitat Relationships habitat typing and mapping,
and U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service Calveg mapping data under Implementation
Program 16.B.h. Although these implementation programs indicate that the County would
provide (and in the case of the Wildlife Map, update) these maps to assist future projects in
compliance with state and federal regulations, the analysis in the RDEIR of potential impacts
does not rely on these maps. Rather, Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,” of the RDEIR
includes a description of wildlife movement corridors in Section 3.4.4, “Environmental Setting”
(see pages 3.4-13 and 3.4-14, and Exhibit 3.4-4). This discussion focuses on Essential
Connectivity Areas as mapped in the report, California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project: A
Strategy for Conserving a Connected California (Spencer et al. 2010) and downloaded from the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) website in 2017.
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As indicated in the discussion of Impact 3.4-4 (Disturbance or Loss of Animal Movement
Corridors), the impact to animal movement corridors was determined to be less than
significant because the potential for disturbance or loss as a result of projected development
under the General Plan Update is expected to be limited and encouraged primarily within the
identified communities, and the General Plan Update includes several policies and
implementation programs intended to reduce potential impacts to open space and require
project-level environmental review and mitigation for significant effects on wildlife movement
(e.g., Policies 16.A.6, 16.B.1, 16.B.2, 16.B.4, 16.B.7, 16.B.9, 16.B.10, 16.C.1, 16.C.2,
16.C.3, and 16.C.5). See page 3.4-41 of the RDEIR. No mitigation is required.
O2-10

Implementation programs can identify future long-range planning projects. Long-range
planning projects are annually prioritized, as part of annual work program and Board goals,
by the Board of Supervisors. It should be noted that the RDEIR analysis is based on proposed
policies and implementation programs included in the General Plan Update (including
policies and implementation programs related to heritage trees). The RDEIR did not identify
the heritage tree program as a “mitigation measure” as defined by CEQA. Also see response
to comment I1-9 related to the assumption of enforcement and implementation of
regulations and policies.

O2-11

As indicated in response to comment O2-3, the RDEIR evaluates, as required by CEQA, the
potential for implementation of the proposed land use diagram, as well as proposed policies
and implementation programs, to result in substantial adverse physical changes compared
to baseline (existing) conditions, not the change in policy compared to the existing 1996
General Plan (except when the proposed change is to a threshold of significance).

O2-12

See response to comment I1-3 regarding the establishment of the identified communities’
boundaries. The comment suggests that there is proposed development in the outlying areas
of Columbia and Tuolumne. The General Plan Update does not “propose development” but
provides guidance should future development occur. Fire safety issues are addressed in
Master Response 6. Language in the General Plan Update reflects the objectives of the
General Plan established by the Board of Supervisors. The comment also provides social
commentary that is beyond the technical nature of the RDEIR and the General Plan Update.
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Letter
O3

Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center
John Buckley, Executive Director
October 10, 2018

O3-1

The commenter states that the General Plan Update and the RDEIR are based on “a
completely unrealistic growth projection that is wildly inflated so as to justify prodevelopment policies and implementation programs and to justify a significant amount of
agricultural land being converted to residential use.” To maintain consistency with the
Regional Blueprint planning process, the General Plan Update is based on growth projections
published by TCTC. TCTC adopted a population projection of about 0.6 percent per year,
based on California Department of Finance forecasts, U.S. Census Bureau population
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projections, and past TCTC-adopted population projections. Relying on this growth projection,
the General Plan Update and the RDEIR assume much higher annual growth than has
occurred in the past 20 years. Because the RDEIR assumes more growth than is likely to
occur, the impact analyses are conservative. Refer to Section 2.4.2 in the RDEIR for further
explanation of the growth projections. (RDEIR, p. 2-5 - 2-8) Therefore, many of the potential
impacts from implementation of the General Plan Update may be overstated.
Contrary to the assertions in the comment, these growth projections were not used to “justify
pro-development policies.” Rather, as explained in the RDEIR, they were used to maintain
consistency with TCTC’s Regional Blueprint planning process. See Master Response 2 for a
more detailed explanation of the population projections used in the RDEIR.
The commenter discusses the policies contained in the General Plan Update, but
mischaracterizes the vision statements in the General Plan Update. The General Plan Update
has three overarching vision statements:


OAV1. Promote development in Tuolumne County that reflects the values and vision of
the community and implements the latest legal, statutory, scientific, and technical
changes and advances.



OAV2. Achieve, enable and preserve maximum flexibility within the constraints of state
and federal law and an ever-evolving legal, cultural and environmental landscape.



OAV3. Recognize that the County has a unique role to collaborate with special
districts/stakeholders within the County to promote the delivery of efficient and cost
effective public services.

For a complete list of objectives, see General Plan Intro-7. Refer to RDEIR Chapters 1 and 2
and General Plan Update, Introduction for more information regarding the goals and
objectives of the General Plan Update.
The remainder of this comment is generally introductory and/or does not raise environmental
issues, and therefore does not require further response. (See CEQA Guidelines, section
15088.)
O3-2

See Master Response 2 regarding the population projection assumptions for the General
Plan Update. The comment raises issues related to the General Plan Update text and does not
raise issues with the adequacy of the RDEIR. The requested changes will be addressed in the
staff report to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

O3-3

Encouraging all types of housing, as stated in the goals, policies, and implementation
programs referenced in this comment is consistent with direction from the Board of
Supervisors and the objectives of the General Plan Update.
County planning staff routinely provides information about the development potential of
property to the public. Commercial development on property designated as Special
Commercial requires the approval of a Site Development Permit or Site Review Permit and is
therefore not a principally permitted use. Additional review, including that of “unique
development standards” is completed by the Community Resources Agency and is subject to
the approval of a discretionary entitlement.
Comments regarding the Housing Element will be directed to the Housing Policy Committee
for consideration during the update of the Housing Element, which is required to be
completed and certified by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development in 2019.
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The comment raises issues related to the General Plan Update text and does not raise issues
with the adequacy of the RDEIR. The requested changes will be addressed in the staff report to
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.
O3-4

If, in response to the incentives provided in Policy 2.C.3, changes are made to a project that
has already been approved pursuant to CEQA, Public Resources Code section 21166 and
CEQA Guidelines section 15162 would apply. Those sections provide that subsequent or
supplemental review will be required where there are:
(a) Substantial changes in the project which will require major revisions of the EIR or
negative declaration;
(b) Substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
being undertaken which will require major revisions in the EIR or negative
declaration; or
(c) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known at the time the EIR was certified as complete or the negative declaration
was adopted, becomes available shows:
The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR
or negative declaration;
Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown
in the EIR;
Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact
be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the
project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative; or
Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the
mitigation measure or alternative.
General Plan Policy 2.C.3 does not (and cannot) alter the requirements under CEQA, and if
sections 15162 and 21166 are triggered, additional CEQA review will be required.

O3-5

Impacts from the deviation of any County development standard would be reviewed and
evaluated during the discretionary entitlement process. Such a project would be subject to
analysis under CEQA, and impacts would be required to be addressed. Flexibility and
deviations are evaluated on a case by case basis to ensure that any approvals of modified
development standards are appropriate and completed in a transparent review process. The
requested changes will be addressed in the staff report to the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors.

O3-6

The comment raises issues related to the General Plan Update text and does not raise issues
with the adequacy of the RDEIR. The language in the goals, policies, and implementation
programs referenced in this comment is consistent with direction from the Board of
Supervisors and the objectives of the General Plan Update. The potential impacts from the
General Plan Update are evaluated in the RDEIR.
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Policy 3.A.4 is not missing; it was used as a placeholder assignment to assist in the editing
and formatting of the document. There is no Policy 3.A.4 and therefore no language is
proposed along with it.
In certain instances, industrial development may be sited away from residential
development, where public services are located, to prevent incompatible land uses from
being near each other. This policy allows decision makers to balance the needs of
compatible land uses with industrial development, which may lead to locating the industrial
development outside of areas served by public water. Therefore, the consideration of a
private water system is appropriate.
The requested changes will be addressed in the staff report to the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors.
O3-7

The comment raises issues related to the General Plan Update text and does not raise issues
with the adequacy of the RDEIR. The language in the goals, policies, and implementation
programs referenced in this comment is consistent with direction from the Board of
Supervisors and the objectives of the General Plan Update. The potential impacts from the
General Plan Update are evaluated in the RDEIR.
A variety of factors must be considered when maintaining a transportation system at an
adopted level of service. Lack of funding and emergency projects are two examples of factors
that may inhibit a local agency from maintaining the entire transportation system at adopted
levels of service. Safety concerns and provision and consideration of alternative modes may
also warrant an exception to the LOS policies, as would the other factors set forth in
Implementation Program 4.A.b. The proposed language in Policy 4.A.6 accurately reflects the
County’s ability to manage the transportation system.
Comments on Implementation Program 4.A.d.1 will be considered during the update of the
County’s zoning code, where specific development requirements such as the standard
proposed by the commenter, are located.
Allowing flexibility in the requirement to provide pedestrian and bicycle facilities gives
decision makers the ability to prioritize the needs of a project versus the constraints of a
project. Depending on the project location or anticipated customer base, bicycle and/or
pedestrian facilities may not be appropriate. The language in Goal 4B and the supporting
policies and implementation programs provides latitude to require the facilities when
appropriate for the project.
There are other factors to consider and analyze, beyond public utilities, when evaluating the
potential for a property to be rezoned to support the Sierra Railroad. A proposed zone change
must meet specific findings, including compliance with Tuolumne County Ordinance Code,
prior to approval by the Board of Supervisors. Specifying that public water and sewer must be
available limits the review of a zone change application. In addition, see response to
comment O3-6 regarding the siting of industrial development. The requested changes will be
addressed in the staff report to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

O3-8

The comment raises issues related to the General Plan Update text and does not raise issues
with the adequacy of the RDEIR. The language in the goals, policies, and implementation
programs referenced in this comment is consistent with direction from the Board of
Supervisors and the objectives of the General Plan Update.
Implementation Program 7.A.d encourages the clustering of density on a project site away
from the timberland boundaries and does not encourage the development of high-density
development.
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Policy 7.A.e summarizes the Tuolumne County’s right to farm ordinance which directs the
County to continue to manage and allow the harvesting of timber resources. Exposure to
pesticides and herbicides are managed through timber harvesting regulations and are
outside the scope of this General Plan Update.
Reclamation plans and their content are governed by the Surface Mining and Reclamation
Act. Surface mining is further regulated by Tuolumne County Ordinance Code Chapter 8.20.
The requested changes will be addressed in the staff report to the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors.
O3-9

The language in the goals, policies, and implementation programs referenced in this
comment is consistent with direction from the Board of Supervisors and the objectives of the
General Plan Update. The County does not want to place unreasonable restrictions on lowvalue farmland. The potential impacts from the General Plan Update are evaluated in the
RDEIR.
Policy 8.A.2 is included in the General Plan Update as the Board of Supervisors does not
want to place unreasonable agricultural preservation restrictions on marginal agricultural
land. Utilizing the Agricultural Rating Matrix as a guide to determine the value of agricultural
land assists the County in only allowing conversions when a property isn’t considered high
value. The conversion of “medium or low value” agricultural lands would not prevent the
property from having important vales as Open Space or wildlife habitat or for scenic values or
for wildlife corridor movement”. These topics would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis
during the CEQA process for a proposed project.
The deletion of Policy 8.A.2 is not feasible as the policy is important to promote the
objectives of the General Plan Update which allow land owners maximum flexibility to
determine the future of their property within State and Federal laws. Similarly, Policy 8.A.3
and Implementation Programs 8.A.b, 8.A.c, and 8.B.a provide a methodology for the
appropriate re-designation of agricultural lands or relocation of the boundaries of an
Identified Community after review and approval by the Board of Supervisors.
It is important to acknowledge that just because a parcel is designated as “Agricultural” in
the land use diagram does not mean that there are actual agriculture uses occurring on the
property, or that the property owner will invest in the potential for agriculture to occur on the
property in the future. It is only a designation and may not reflect the actual land use on the
property. Allowing flexibility to change the designation of agricultural to another land use
designation, in circumstances when certain conditions are met is appropriate. This General
Plan Update provides a framework for the analysis, should it ever occur in the future. The
General Plan Update also provides guidance to decision makers on what types of
"agricultural land" could be "converted" and under what circumstances the conversion could
occur. The commenter’s recommendation to protect agricultural lands through voluntary
programs and planning mandates does not consider the quality of the agricultural land and
therefore is overly broad and does not relate to the threshold of significance, which focuses
on High-Value Agricultural Land.
The commenter is correct that the General Plan Update does not mandate non-conversion of
High-Value Agricultural Land. Such a mandate would be inconsistent with project objectives
including promoting development that reflects the values and vision of the community and
achieving, enabling, and preserving maximum flexibility within the constraints of state and
federal law. However, the RDEIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.2-1, which requires 1:1
compensation for conversion of High-Value Agricultural Land. The RDEIR (p. 3-2-16)
concludes that the impact related to conversion of High-Value Farmland is significant and
unavoidable.
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Agritourism operations have been expressly desired by the agricultural community and the
proposed policy and ordinance code changes have been reviewed through numerous
committees, including the Agricultural Advisory Committee. The RDEIR analyzes impacts with
the proposed expanded agritourism changes both in the General Plan Update and Title 17 of
the Tuolumne County Ordinance Code. The potential impacts from the General Plan Update
are evaluated in the RDEIR.
While the General Plan Update broadly supports the expansion of agritourism activities, the
proposed changes in the Tuolumne County Ordinance Code specifies the requirements and
performance standards that must be met for the commercial activity. Further, the RDEIR
incorporates data from an agritourism economic study that frames the extent of reasonably
foreseeable agritourism both in terms of size and type over the future planning horizon.
Overall, the goals, policies, and implementation programs in the Agriculture Element are
intended to support agriculture by expanding the ability for agriculture operators to sustain
their livelihood through supplemental income from agritourism operations.
Implementation Program 8.C.e is retained in the General Plan Update as a means to provide
temporary housing for farm labor, which is required to be operated in accordance with the
Tuolumne County Ordinance Code. If farm labor housing resulted in a substandard housing
situation, a complaint can be made to the Code Compliance Division for review and
correction if necessary.
Also, please see Master Response 3 regarding agricultural policies.
O3-10

See Master Response 6 and response to comment O5-20 regarding fire safety and the
concept of prohibiting development in high wildfire risk areas. The comment raises issues
related to the General Plan Update text and does not raise issues with the adequacy of the
RDEIR. The requested changes will be addressed in the staff report to the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors.

O3-11

The comment raises issues related to the General Plan Update text, not with the adequacy of
the RDEIR. The language in the goals, policies, and implementation programs referenced in
this comment is consistent with direction from the Board of Supervisors and the objectives of
the General Plan Update. For this reason, many of the proposed edits are not appropriate.
For example, the suggestion on how to modify Implementation Program 14.C.f would result in
the prohibition the development on certain parcels. Rather than a blanket prohibition on
development, this implementation program aims to proactively develop criteria so that, when
faced with a property in an area identified with the constraints listed in Implementation
Program 14.C.f, there are tools to appropriately mitigate and reduce impacts. The County is
proposing to create a menu of solutions for property owners to use when a property has a
challenge, such as high ground water or other hazards. The commenter’s proposed revisions
to Policy 14.D.1, however, would improve the clarity. This change will be made in the General
Plan Update and is reflected in Section 2 of this document. There are no corresponding
changes to the text of the RDEIR because this policy is not specifically cited therein.
All of the requested changes will be addressed in the staff report to the Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors.

O3-12

The comment raises issues related to the General Plan Update text and does not raise issues
with the adequacy of the RDEIR. The comments regarding the wording in the Air Quality
Element do not provide any further clarification than what is proposed. The General Plan
Update language reflects the specific legal thresholds that must be met to require studies
which, in turn, reflects the requirement that there must be a nexus between an impact and a
mitigation measure. The General Plan Update language adequately provides direction to
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decision makers regarding air quality in the County. Further, specific action items are not
required to be in a general plan, as the mandate of a general plan is to provide guidance for
a lead agency over a specified planning horizon. The requested changes will be addressed in
the staff report to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.
O3-13

The comment raises issues related to the General Plan Update text and does not raise issues
with the adequacy of the RDEIR. The goals, policies, and implementation programs in the
General Plan Update will be used by staff when considering a project. Language such as
“support” and “encourage” provides direction to County staff on how to ensure
recommendations and/or projects can align with the General Plan Update. Also see response
to comment I1-9 related to the assumption of enforcement and implementation of
regulations and policies. The requested changes will be addressed in the staff report to the
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

O3-14

The comment raises issues related to the General Plan Update text and does not raise issues
with the adequacy of the RDEIR. See Master Response 4 for oak woodland discussion. As
discussed in Implementation Program 16.B.k, the 1987 Wildlife Handbook may not meet all of
the current regulations enacted because it was adopted over 30 years ago. The General Plan
Update, therefore, recognizes that additional measures may be needed if a project is going to
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. This is why the 1987 Wildlife Handbook is not
being proposed to be the only document used for the evaluation of impacts to wildlife.
Implementation Program 16.B.l is proposed to encourage development within identified
communities rather than perpetuating growth in rural areas, and will only be considered on a
case by case basis. Overall, implementation programs are prioritized by the Board of
Supervisors in their annual work plan, established in conjunction with Department Heads.

O3-15

See Master Response 5 and response to comment O3-14 regarding the 1987 Wildlife
Handbook. Also see Master Response 4 and responses to comments O2-3 and O3-35
regarding “no net loss” policy. The commenter’s suggested mitigation that would rely on the
outdated 1987 Wildlife Handbook (see Master Response 5) would be less protective than
the policies, implementation measures, and mitigation measures described in the RDEIR. No
changes to the General Plan or the RDEIR are necessary.

O3-16

The comment raises issues related to the General Plan Update text and does not raise issues
with the adequacy of the RDEIR. See Master Response 6 regarding fire safety. The language in
the goals, policies, and implementation programs referenced in this comment is consistent with
direction from the Board of Supervisors and the objectives of the General Plan Update. A change
to Implementation Program 17.F.e is proposed to reflect the requirement that the MultiJurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan be updated on a regular basis. The requested changes will
be addressed in the staff report to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

O3-17

Goal 18.A and the following policies and programs discuss the completion of a Climate Action
Plan (CAP) and its possible contents. Given that the CAP project has not begun, specifying how
it will address greenhouse gases is premature. Implementation Program 18.A.d specifies that
the CAP will be adopted prior to 2020. Comments stating that there is no language to any
“actual required implementation of GHG reduction requirements in the County” is incorrect,
based on Implementation Program 18.A.d. Furthermore, the RDEIR identifies additional
specific GHG reduction measures in Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 to further reduce GHG-related
impacts. See also responses to comments O3-18, O3-19, O3-30, and O5-17.

O3-18

The comment criticizes the General Plan Update as being “pro-development rather than
mandating changes to existing and future infrastructure to help reduce GHG emissions.” As a
general matter, the County recognizes its obligation to provide for housing and other
development for future generations of Californians; nevertheless, the County also recognizes
it must do so while reducing its overall per-capita carbon footprint.
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Regarding new GHG legislation, as the state continues to make progress towards long-term
GHG reductions goals established by Executive Order B-55-18 to reach carbon neutrality by
2045, the state will continue to pass into law and implement legislation, such as SB 100,
that will help achieve the state’s long-term GHG reduction goal and will reduce emissions in
Tuolumne County. The RDEIR has only included legislation in place at the time of publication
of the RDEIR. As legislation related to statewide GHG reductions continue to be passed, such
as Executive Order B-55-18 and SB 100, this will help the County achieve its goals of
reducing GHG emissions and contributing to the effort to achieving the state’s long-term GHG
reduction targets. Regarding SB 100 specifically, the update to the California Renewables
Portfolio Standard Program will affect electricity utilities which service Tuolumne County by
requiring 52 percent of retail sales of electricity to be sourced from renewable sources by
2027; 60 percent by 2030; and 100 percent by 2045. Additionally, proposed Policy 18.A.1 of
the General Plan Update requires that the County prepare and adopt a CAP that establishes
a GHG reduction target consistent with the SB 32 goal to reduce statewide GHG emissions to
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. At the time of CAP development all relevant
legislation and climate change related state policy will be considered and incorporated into
the CAP’s overall GHG reductions targets. No revision to the RDEIR is necessary.
O3-19

Proposed Policy 18.A.1 of the General Plan Update requires that the County prepare and
adopt a CAP that establishes a GHG reduction target consistent with the SB 32 goal to
reduce statewide GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Proposed
Implementation Program 18.A.d of the General Plan Update requires that the County adopt
and begin implementing the CAP prior to 2020. The County’s CAP would include relevant
policies and would be targeted to reduce countywide emissions to 40 percent below 1990 by
2030 levels consistent with the SB 32 goals to reduce statewide GHG. Because the CAP will
require GHG emissions to be reduced from each emission sector to help reach the statewide
targets, appropriate measures will be put in place to ensure emissions are reduced from new
development. Proposed Implementation Program 18.A.a under Policy 18.A.1 includes a
series of example measures specific to building energy efficiency and renewable energy in
new development that could be included in CAP that would help achieve GHG emissions
reductions from the building sector, consistent with statewide GHG reduction targets.
The General Plan Update also includes policies specific to energy efficiency and the use of
renewable energy in new and existing development. Specifically, proposed Policy 18.A.5 and
18.A.6 and their associated implementation programs provide a series of strategies to promote
energy efficiency and renewable energy in the building sector. Alongside implementation of the
measures included in the required CAP, proposed Policy 18.A.5 and 18.A.6 would also help to
further reduce energy use in the building sector associated with both new and existing
development and may be updated to serve as mandatory requirements as part of the CAP
development and implementation process. Additionally, the Natural Resources chapter of the
General Plan Update includes a series of policies which serve to preserve natural lands and
trees which result in continued carbon sequestration. Proposed Goal 16A in the General Plan
Update states that the County should balance property rights with the conservation of the
environment and rural character of the County. This goal is implemented through a series of
conservation-oriented policies. Specifically, proposed Policy 16.A.6 and its associated
implementation programs are included in the General Plan Update to help protect clusters of
native trees and vegetation such as Heritage Trees, stands of oak woodlands, or clusters of
native shrubs within new development resulting in continued carbon sequestration from
natural lands. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

O3-20

The commenter states that “it is essential that the County put language in the General Plan
Update requiring that the CAP be fully implemented by a specific time period.” Policy 18.A.1
provides that the County will: “Prepare a Climate Action Plan (CAP), or similar GHG emission
reduction plan…” (General Plan Update, p. 18-2) Implementation Program 18.A.d provides
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that the County will “[a]dopt and begin implementing the CAP prior to 2020” (General Plan
Update, p. 18-3) The RDEIR text referenced by the commenter comes from the executive
summary and the summary of Impact 3.8-1 (Generation of GHG Emissions, either Directly or
Indirectly) in Section 3.8, “Global Climate Change.” The full impact discussion under Impact
3.8-1 provides more clarity. The conclusion of this impact discussion is provided below:
Implementation of the General Plan Update and associated policies may result in
some GHG reductions, although it is unknown whether these policies would achieve
reductions consistent with statewide targets. Policy 18.A.1 of the General Plan
Update requires the preparation of a CAP, or similar GHG reduction plan. As specified
in the Policy 18.A.1, the CAP would include a set of measures, which when fully
implemented, would ensure that Countywide emissions would be reduced consistent
with the SB 32 goals to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990
levels by 2030. If achieved, this would demonstrate efforts towards achieving the
statewide reduction target for 2050. However, as of writing this document, a CAP or
similar GHG reduction plan has not been adopted by the County and cannot therefore
be relied upon to attain the 2040 GHG targets. Projected development under the
General Plan Update would result in a substantial increase in GHG emissions. This
impact would be significant. (RDEIR, p. 3.8-27)
As indicated in this discussion, the reason the impact is significant is because the CAP has
not yet been adopted. Once adopted, full implementation of the CAP can be assumed.
O3-21

See responses to comments O3-18, O3-19, O3-30, and O5-17. Response to comment O3-18
specifically responds to issues related to SB 100. Implementation Program 18.A.d specifies
that the CAP will be adopted prior to 2020, which is more aggressive than the 2-year
implementation requirement recommended by the commenter. The additional measures
identified by the commenter are generally already included under Implementation Program
18.A.a (just not stated as specifically as the commenter recommends). For example, the
implementation program already includes a measure to “incentivize energy efficiency
improvements in existing buildings” and to “expand current renewable energy and green
energy incentives and update local ordinances.” In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 adds
measures to the implementation program including installation of renewable energy systems
at municipal facilities including solar photovoltaic systems on municipal roofs and solar
water heating. It should also be noted that the 2019 California Building Code requires onsite
renewable energy for new single-family residential structures. It should also be noted that the
County cannot mandate retrofit of existing structures. No further response is required.

O3-22

CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5, subdivision (f)(1), provides that “[w]hen an EIR is
substantially revised and the entire document is recirculated, the lead agency may require
reviewers to submit new comments and, in such cases, need not respond to those
comments received during the earlier circulation period…”
As explained in the RDEIR, the document is a complete recirculation of the previous Draft
EIR. Therefore, the RDEIR instructed commenters to consider the draft anew (RDEIR, p. 1-7).
In addition, the RDEIR instructed that “[a]lthough comments received during the earlier
circulation period are part of the administrative record, CEQA does not require a written
response to those comments in the Final EIR. New comments must be submitted for the
revised EIR” (RDEIR, p. I-9).
As requested by the commenter, all previous comments received by the County in response
to the previous Draft EIR are part of the administrative record.

O3-23
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Census Bureau. See Master Response 2 regarding population projections and the modeling
completed to facilitate a population projection for this General Plan Update. See also
response to comment O5-3, which explains that CEQA does not require an analysis of the full
buildout of the General Plan Update land use designations.
O3-24

Please refer to response to comment O5-7, which provides a detailed discussion of the
RDEIR’s alternatives analysis. As indicated in response to comment O5-7, revisions to the
General Plan policies were made since the release of the original Draft EIR, which provided
increased protection of natural resources, including oak woodlands. The parkland provision
standard was also revised to provide a more reasonable standard in the context of a sierra
foothills county, especially a county, such as Tuolumne, with so much access to federal and
state public open space. Because CEQA’s purpose for alternatives is to avoid or substantially
reduce significant impacts associated with the project, the RDEIR does not identify
alternatives to further reduce these less-than-significant impacts (although the Modified
Public Services Alternative would result in a further reduction of impacts to biological
resources). The RDEIR does, however, identify alternatives to address significant impacts of
the project related to natural and cultural resources, including impacts to High-Value
Farmland, Williamson Act property, and historic structures.

O3-25

CEQA requires an EIR to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project… which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects.” (Guidelines, §§ 15126.6, subd. (a),
15002, subd. (a)(3)) The Guidelines provide that an alternatives discussion shall focus on
alternatives that that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects
on the project. (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, subd. (b))
The RDEIR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts with implementation of the
proposed Project to agricultural resources, cultural resources, global climate change, noise,
and transportation and circulation. The original Draft EIR considered three alternatives. In
response to comments that expressed concerns about the range of alternatives, the RDEIR
includes discussion of three additional alternatives. The additional alternatives analyzed in
the RDEIR are Alternative 4: Historic Structure Preservation, Alternative 5: Williamson Act
Property Preservation, and Alternative 6: Modified Public Services. (RDEIR, p. 6-5)
Each alternative was designed specifically to avoid or substantially lessen significant effects
of the project, as instructed by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. Alternative 4 would include
policies prohibiting demolition or substantial alteration of significant historic structures, and
is designed to substantially reduce significant impacts associated with historic resources.
Alternative 5 would not re-designate the 134 acres of land designated agricultural that are
currently under Williamson Act contracts to residential use, and would substantially reduce
significant impacts associated with consistency with the Williamson Act. (RDEIR, p. 6-5, 6-20
through 6-23) The commenter expresses concern that these alternatives are not
“meaningful,” but they are the type of alternatives that CEQA requires.
The commenter also states that Alternative 6, the Modified Public Services Alternative, would
only “make one change on a single issue,” but that is not accurate. Alternative 6 would
reduce the potential for new development outside identified communities, and would reduce
impacts to visual resources, agricultural resources, biological resources, archaeological
resources, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards, public services, and transportation and
circulation (RDEIR, p. 6-23 through 6-28). The RDEIR identifies Alternative 6 as the
environmentally superior alternative (RDEIR, p. 6-28 through 6-29).
The commenter also states that the RDEIR does not provide any meaningful alternative that
would prioritize protection of natural resources, agricultural lands, open space, and rural

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

3-137

Responses to Comments

Ascent Environmental

character in Tuolumne County. Alternatives 5 and 6 would both reduce impacts to
agricultural resources and would limit development outside of identified communities.
The range of alternatives identified and analyzed in the RDEIR complies with the
requirements of CEQA.
The County has carefully reviewed the comments submitted by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger,
and responses to those comments are provided below. (See responses to comments 05-1
through 05-24.) Specifically, response to comment 05-7 addresses the Shute, Mihaly &
Weinberger comment related to a “Conservation Alternative.”
O3-26

In the evaluation of potential impacts, the RDEIR first considers the extent to which existing
laws and regulations---mandates--may reduce the potential for environmental effects. The
suite of applicable policies and implementation programs that may further reduce a potential
impact are then applied. Although some of the policies included in the General Plan Update
would not directly reduce effects on resources, they are considered because they are part of
the body of programs that inform the actions of the County. Therefore, policies and
implementation programs that are less prescriptive or allow flexibility in implementation are
also considered within the context of the applicable regulations and other policies and
programs. This is used to determine impact significance. Where additional effects are
anticipated, the RDEIR recommends mitigation.
With respect to the specific policy and implementation programs (referenced incorrectly in
the comment as “mitigation requirements”), where exceptions or deviations could be allowed
by the Board of Supervisors, these policies and implementation are not instrumental to the
analysis in the RDEIR. Policy 2.C.d is not included in the RDEIR analysis or used to reach
significance determinations. Implementation Program 4.A.b is not relied upon in the analysis
of potential impacts in Section 3.16, “Transportation and Circulation,” and mitigation is
recommended for Impact 3.16-1 (Impacts to Roadway Segment Operations).
There is not an Implementation Program 3.8.6. Implementation Program 3.B.b would
“[e]ncourage new industrial development to locate in areas which have the capability of being
served by a public water system, or a private system when it can be reasonably demonstrated
that the development will not cause an adverse public health problem by maintain zoning code
standards for the provision of public water for industrial zoning districts and requiring review by
the Environmental Health Division when exceptions are requested.” If industrial developments
are allowed on a private well system under Implementation Program 3.B.b, there would be no
change to the impact evaluation in Section.3.17, “Utilities and Service Systems.” As stated in
the RDEIR (page 3.17-16), “…it is projected that the General Plan Update would accommodate
196,000 square feet of industrial uses in the County by the year 2040. Depending on location,
new connections would receive water from Tuolumne Utilities District (TUD), GCSD, the Lake
Don Pedro CSD, other water providers, or private groundwater wells.” The analysis does not
assume that industrial development would only occur in areas that could be served by public
water. Rather, the analysis is based on the proposed land use diagram; as well as Policy 3.E.3
and Implementation Programs 3.B.b, 3.E.c, and 3.E.d, which allow industrial development
served by private wells where proper approvals are obtained.
Decisionmakers are afforded discretion to approve projects as they find appropriate; this
does not mean it should be assumed that specific General Plan Update policies would be
excepted.

O3-27

3-138

The summary of SB 1334 on page 3.4-20 of the RDEIR was intended to provide a brief
overview of the regulation, and was not intended to provide a thorough description.
Mitigation Measure 3.4-2, which reduces impacts to oak woodlands, specifically states that
planting may not account for more than 50 percent of the required mitigation and must
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occur on lands that are subject to conservation easements, zoned open space, or similarly
restricted from development (RDEIR, p. 3.4-36).
Implementation Programs 16.B.j and 16.B.i were developed to enhance the protections
afforded to oak woodland by creating an alternative to the 1987 Wildlife Handbook that
requires site-specific analysis and mitigation commensurate with the anticipated impact.
Implementation Program 16.B.i requires development that is subject to a discretionary
entitlement from the County and environmental review under CEQA to evaluate potential
impacts to oak woodlands as provided in Implementation Program 16.B.j, or as otherwise
required by State or Federal law, and mitigate significant impacts. Thresholds of significance
for the conversion of oak woodlands under CEQA would be established under
Implementation Program 16.B.j, which provides recommended standard guidelines for
determining whether a project may result in a significant impact to oak woodlands. Following
these guidelines, tree removal on parcels with less than 10 percent native oak canopy cover
is not considered a significant conversion or loss of oak woodland. The comment provides no
evidence to suggest this threshold would result in significant loss of oak woodland. Where
parcels support more than 10 percent native oak canopy cover, a significant impact to oak
woodland would occur if either tree removal reduces the total oak canopy cover onsite to
below 10 percent or more than 10 percent of the oak canopy on the parcel is lost and the
conversion is determined to be substantial. In determining what is substantial, some of the
factors the County may consider include:


total acres and amount of woodland stand removed or disturbed, and amount retained
on site;



pattern of development or habitat loss onsite (e.g., clustered vs. dispersed);



existing habitat functions and quality (e.g., intact/high-quality, moderately degraded, or
severely degraded);



stand age- or size-class structure;



rarity;



landscape position in relation to larger wildlife corridors, stream systems, or other
important natural features;



loss of valley oak (Quercus lobata) woodland, which is a sensitive habitat;



proximity to other oak woodland patches and connectivity to large blocks of intact
habitat; and



contribution to a cumulative loss, degradation, or fragmentation of oak woodland across
the County.

As such, the County could determine that the loss of oak woodland is substantial and a
significant impact could occur for any project that would remove more than 10 percent of the
canopy. This determination would be based on factors that are understood to contribute to
habitat value, including total acreage, habitat functions and quality, position in relation to
wildlife corridors and habitat connectivity, and contribution to cumulative loss. This
implementation program provides the County with the flexibility to determine the quality of the
existing habitat on a project-by-project basis considering the existing conditions on the site.
The comment ignores the RDEIR’s conclusion that implementation of the proposed policies
and implementation programs would result in a potentially significant impact: “Without
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measures or guidelines identified to adequately mitigate a potentially substantial loss,
degradation, or fragmentation of oak woodland, this impact is considered potentially
significant (RDEIR, p. 3.4-36). To mitigate the impact, the RDEIR identifies three additional
implementation programs. These are not mentioned by the commenter.
As explained in response to comment O2-3, the RDEIR analyzes the impacts of the proposed
General Plan Update. The analysis in Chapter 3, “Environmental Impact Analysis,” of the
RDEIR is not intended to provide a comparison of the proposed General Plan Update against
the 1996 General Plan. Further, while some of the language proposed in the General Plan
Update is general in nature, this language is not relied upon to substantiate impact
conclusions. For example, the implementation program cited in the comment (16.B.o) is not
mentioned in the impact analysis in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources.”
Please also see Master Response 4 regarding oak woodlands policy.
O3-28

The analysis of potential impacts to special-status plant and animal species acknowledges that
the General Plan Update encourages development within the identified communities but does
not prohibit development outside of these areas. This is a document-wide methodology
explained on page 3-2 of Chapter 3, “Environmental Impact Analysis.” Moreover, the text
excerpted from page 3.4-30 of the analysis acknowledges that habitat for special-status plant
and animal species could be disturbed by the development that occurs in the community
boundaries: “Although habitat for special-status plant and animal species may be directly or
indirectly affected, potential disturbances or loss as a result of projected development under
the General Plan Update are expected to be focused within the identified communities.”
The RDEIR’s impact assessment relies, in part, on existing state and federal laws to address
potential impacts through site-specific environmental review and permitting. It is appropriate
for the analysis to assume that subsequent projects in the County would comply with existing
regulations and that the regulatory bodies would faithfully execute their review. Where this
review is part of the CEQA process, it is true that mitigation suggested by the responsible and
trustee agencies through review of the EIR can be determined to be infeasible by the Board of
Supervisors, which would result in the preparation of a Statement of Overriding Considerations.
However, the discussion and analysis cited in the comment pertains to special-status species
for which projects would be required to obtain permits from USFWS and CDFW. These agencies
can include all appropriate mitigation in their permit requirements, which are not subject to
approval by the Board of Supervisors. Nevertheless, as it relates to species listed under the
state or federal endangered species acts, take of any individuals is legally prohibited without a
permit. Moreover, under the legal requirements of both the federal and state acts, a take
permit cannot be legally issued unless impacts to the species are “fully mitigated.”
With regard to the comment that state and federal resource staff is too busy to engage in
their responsibilities with regard to resource protection, CEQA must rely on the execution of
legal responsibilities in determining whether impacts would be avoided. Under CEQA, it
cannot be assumed that people will break the law (avoid mitigation, not seek take permits,
agency staff would not do what they are obligated to do, etc.); otherwise, the entire ability to
draw conclusions would be thrown into speculation. This is not the intent of CEQA. The
County reasonably must rely on compliance with laws and regulations.

O3-29
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The comment expresses an opinion about Impact 3.4-1 (Disturbance or Loss of SpecialStatus Plant and Animal Species), which the RDEIR concludes would be less than significant.
The comment opines that the impact to special-status species would be significant due to
the implementation of policies that provide the County more and different methods for
analyzing impacts and identifying mitigation than under the 1996 General Plan.
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As described in response to comment O2-3, the analysis in the RDEIR correctly reflects the
proposed plan language and established significance thresholds. CEQA does not require a
determination of significance based on a comparison against the 1996 General Plan.
Further, the analysis is based on the adherence to established state and federal laws.
Policies and implementation programs that provide suggested actions that may not be
executed or required are not relied upon to reach significance determinations. Moreover, all
policies and implementation programs are evaluated in the RDEIR. Revisions to policies are
proposed as mitigation measures where such changes are necessary or reasonable to
reduce the effect of a potentially significant impact.
The comment also asserts that justification is not provided for the significance determination
in Impact 3.4-4 (Disturbance or Loss of Animal Movement Corridors). In fact, the evaluation
on pages 3.4-40 and 3.4-41 provides a complete discussion of potential direct and indirect
impacts to wildlife movement corridors and cites specific policies in the General Plan Update.
As indicated on page 3.4-41 in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,” “…Policies 16.A.6,
16.B.1, 16.B.2, 16.B.4, 16.B.7, 16.B.9, 16.B.10, 16.C.1, 16.C.2, 16.C.3, and 16.C.5 address
tree retention, conservation of wildlife corridors and encouraging development within
identified communities, invasive species eradication, native species establishment,
incentives for conserving important biological areas, and conservation of oak woodlands and
preservation of heritage trees. Policy 16.B.5 requires development that is subject to a
discretionary entitlement from the County and to environmental review under CEQA to
evaluate potential impacts and mitigate significant impacts to animal movement…”
Please see response to comment O3-28 regarding reliance on state and federal law with
regard to mitigation of impacts to listed species.
O3-30

Global climate change impacts are discussed in the RDEIR at pages 3.8-1 through 3.8-32. The
General Plan Update includes goals, policies, and implementation programs which would
reduce GHG emissions associated with new land uses. For example, Policy 18.A.1 requires the
development of a CAP with a target of reducing GHG emissions consistent with statewide
targets. Implementation Program 18.A.d provides that the County will “[a]dopt and begin
implementing the CAP prior to 2020.” (General Plan Update, p. 18-3) Thus, the comment is
incorrect that there is no timeline for implementation of GHG mitigation measures to be
required by the CAP. Implementation Program 18.A.a. provides for including “specific GHG
emissions reduction measures in the CAP,” and includes a list of example measures (RDEIR, p.
3.8-20 through 3.8-21). Implementation Program 18.A.b. provides for including “specific
adaptation strategies in the CAP,” and provides a list of example strategies. (RDEIR, pp. 3.8-21
through 3.8-22) The CAP, once adopted, will implement goals, policies, and implementation
programs that are identified through the CAP process, with a target of reducing County-wide
emissions consistent with SB 32 goals to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 40 percent
below 1990 levels by 2030 as set forth in the 2017 Scoping Plan (RDEIR, p. 3.8-27).
In addition, in 2012 the County Board of Supervisors adopted TCTC’s Tuolumne County
Regional Blueprint Greenhouse Gas Study. The Study identified a Countywide target to
reduce Tuolumne County’s GHG emissions 15 percent below 2010 levels by 2020, and a
project-level threshold of 4.6 metric tons of CO2 equivalent GHG emissions (MTCO2e) per
service population per year that will be applied evenly to future land development
applications Countywide. The project-level threshold will help ensure that new development
will reduce its share of emissions consistent with AB 32 and the Countywide reduction target.
Despite the Regional Blueprint Greenhouse Study, the RDEIR identified the impact as
significant, because since a CAP or similar GHG reduction plan has not yet been adopted by
the County, it cannot be relied upon to attain the 2040 GHG targets. Projected development
under the General Plan Update was therefore determined to result in a substantial increase
in GHG emissions (RDEIR, p. 3.8-27 through 3.8-28). Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 includes
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additional GHG emissions reduction measures in the list of potential measures to include in
the CAP (RDEIR, p. 3.8-28 through 3.8-30).
To summarize, the RDEIR evaluates the potentially significant impacts, identifies measures
which will mitigate the impacts to the extent feasible. Prior to adoption of a CAP, the County
will continue to analyze individual projects consistent with CEQA and the Regional Blueprint
Greenhouse Gas Study. This mitigation structure is appropriate under CEQA.
The commenter states that “it is completely unclear how refining protection guidelines for
riparian areas has anything to do with GHG emissions.” Areas with abundant trees, including
riparian areas, provide carbon sequestration. A similar GHG reduction measure is included in
Implementation Program 18.A.a for establishing targets and enhanced programs for oak
woodland and coniferous forest preservation and mandatory replanting.
The commenter proposes the following additional mitigation measures for the County to
consider:
Transportation
“New projects shall contribute towards public transit funding in order to upgrade and
enhance transit options.”
“New projects shall provide a minimum of one electric charging station for every 30 parking
spaces that are required for the project.”
“New development projects that will employ 50 or more employees shall either provide for
employee housing on site for at least 10% of employees or the project shall contribute to a
County fund to incentivize construction of affordable housing.”
Electricity
“New development projects shall be required to use ‘smart lighting’ (b-level sensor LED or
LED-solar systems) for all outdoor lighting and streetlights, all parking lots and parking
garages, and interior common areas of commercial building. A bi-level lighting system
provides a minimum level of light to meet minimum safety concerns and then increases
lighting when people are present, using a motion-sensor-based system.”
“All lighting fixtures, appliances, and air conditioning units in new development that include
residential units or commercial buildings that are approved through discretionary permits
shall have the Energy Star rating.”
The RDEIR references numerous implementation programs, and Mitigation Measure 3.8-1,
that reduce GHG emissions associated with transportation and building energy. (See RDEIR, p.
3.8-20 - 3.8-24 and 3.8-28 - 3.8-30.) As discussed in response to comment O3-21, the
recommended measures are generally included in Implementation Program 18.A.d and
Mitigation Measure 3.8-1. For example, Implementation Program 18.A.a includes the following:


Require compliance with CALGreen Tier 1 Green Building standard and Tier 1 Building
Energy Efficiency Standards for eligible alternations or additions to existing buildings;



Require compliance with CALGreen Tier 1 Green Building standards and Tier 1 standards
for all new construction, and phase in Zero Net Energy standards for new construction.

CALGreen Tier 1 requires pre-wiring of a percentage of parking spaces for electric vehicle
charging. The implementation program also includes a measure to increase the supply of
electric vehicle charging stations.
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Other measures in the RDEIR similar to those recommended by the commenter include
supporting alternatives to private vehicle travel for visitors (such as shuttles) and promoting
telecommuting at office-based businesses. Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 also identifies VMT
reduction measures, including fostering land use intensity with connectivity to employment
centers and services, as well as improving local jobs/housing balance.
It is important to note that because the CAP is required to meet SB 32 targets, a
performance standard is established in the mitigation: 40 percent below 1990 levels by
2030 as set forth in the 2017 Scoping Plan. The CAP will identify specific reduction
measures to meet this target. The reason the RDEIR concludes the impact is significant and
unavoidable is that the CAP has not yet been adopted. By committing to develop a CAP, the
RDEIR incorporates all feasible mitigation into the General Plan Update. Also, please see
responses to comments O3-18, O3-19, O3-30, and O5-17.
O3-31

The biological resources highlighted by the commenter (wildlife movement corridors along
streams, riparian habitats, aquatic habitats and associated species) are all considered
important and potentially sensitive resources by the County and the State. These resources
are subject to applicable local, state, and federal regulatory protections and environmental
review standards (e.g., Clean Water Act, California Fish and Game Code, CEQA), and
mitigation for any potential project-related disturbance or loss determined to be significant,
regardless of whether the General Plan Update specifies development design standards to
protect these resources (e.g., defined stream/riparian setbacks or buffers.).
As described in the RDEIR, in addition to existing state and federal regulations that protect
some sensitive habitats (e.g., riparian and aquatic resources), General Plan Update policies
and implementation programs, and policies established in the five Community Plans,
address minimizing impacts and protecting sensitive habitats and establish requirements for
project-level environmental review and mitigation for significant impacts to sensitive
habitats. Additionally, Policy 16.B.6 allows property owners to utilize the 1987 Wildlife
Handbook to assist in designing mitigation for impacts to biological resources, recognizing
that mitigation requirements for projects may exceed the options presented in the 1987
Wildlife Handbook. The RDEIR concludes that with implementation of local, state, and federal
laws protecting wildlife species and habitats; proposed policies and implementation
programs; and mitigation measures identified in the RDEIR, project-related contribution to
cumulative impacts on biological resources would not be considerable. Therefore, no
additional mitigation is required.

O3-32

Exhibit 3.4-3 presents all federally designated critical habitat mapped by the USFWS, as
explained on page 3.4-13 of Section 3.4, “Biological Resources.” Note, however, that this
map in no way limits the analysis of potential impacts to special-status species (Impact 3.41) or sensitive natural communities (Impact 3.4-2).

O3-33

Section 3.4.2, “Regulatory Setting,” makes no claims regarding analysis of project-specific
impacts. Section 3.4.3, “Impact Analysis,” includes the following under the heading
“Methods of Analysis” on page 3.4-21: “The following analysis is programmatic and is not
developed for specific projects. Thus, project specific impacts to biological resources are
unknown and a qualitative analysis is presented herein.” The RDEIR is designed to provide a
programmatic assessment at a Countywide scale. It is not necessary, nor appropriate, to
speculate as to the specific effects of each individual future development project that could
be proposed over the life of the General Plan Update. The extent that the policy relies on the
1987 Wildlife Handbook does not change the amount of information available regarding
future development projects. For additional discussion of the level of detail required for
programmatic documents, refer to response to comment O5-8.
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See Master Response 3. The commenter states that “the proposed mitigation measure
(Implementation Program 8.A.x) helps prevent some conversion on High-Value agricultural
land, but does not replace or compensate for land that is being converted.” Mitigation
Measure 3.2-1 provides for compensation for the loss of High-Value Agricultural Land and
has been revised to provide compensation for Important Farmland.
Contrary to the assertions in the comment, the proposed General Plan Update contains goals
and policies that prioritize the preservation of agricultural lands in the County. Goal 8A states
“Avoid the conversion of agricultural lands except on property determined to be infill areas.”
While exceptions are allowed, such as the exceptions in Policy 8.A.2, those exceptions reflect
the County’s policy determination that protection of agricultural land should be balanced with
other policies, such as those allowing development in and near existing communities,
providing housing, and allowing flexibility in the use of land. Deleting Policy 8.A.2 would
therefore be inconsistent with the County’s policy determinations.
The commenter also describes the analysis of Impact 3.2-3 (Conflict with Williamson Act
Contracts, Agricultural Preserves, or Agricultural Preserve Overlay Districts) in the RDEIR. The
commenter states that Mitigation Measure 3.2-3 “is not meaningful mitigation” because it
“basically proposes a future plan or policy to be developed.” Mitigation Measure 3.2-3
provides that the County shall add Implementation Program 8.B.x, which says: “Establish
development standards to provide County staff with discretion to deny development that
proposes to introduce growth-inducing public services like public sewer systems and potable
public water into agricultural areas” (RDEIR, p. 3.2-21). The purpose of the mitigation
measure is to provide the County with standards to deny development that could introduce
growth-inducing public services into development areas. The County disagrees with the
commenter’s suggestion that the County should completely disallow growth-inducing public
services on agricultural lands. Rather, the policies proposed in the General Plan Update
reflect the County’s balancing of goals to protect agriculture with other goals and policies to
allow development in the proper contexts.

O3-35

The policies and implementation programs proposed in the General Plan Update are
analyzed as components of the project. As stated in the comment, no mitigation is proposed
for Impact 3.4-1 (Disturbance or Loss of Special-Status Plant and Animal Species) because
the analysis finds that implementation of the proposed General Plan Update, including
enacting the proposed policies and implementation programs, in the context of existing
regulations, would not result in a significant impact. Furthermore, as explained throughout
the responses to this letter, while the analysis acknowledges that the General Plan Update
intends to follow the overall vision of land use provided in the Blueprint, the analysis in the
RDEIR is not predicated on the assumption that all development would occur within the
identified communities. See also response to comment O3-28.
As indicated in response to comment O2-4, Policy 16.B.6 allows property owners to utilize
the 1987 Wildlife Handbook to assist in designing mitigation for impacts to biological
resources, recognizing that mitigation requirements for projects may exceed the options
presented in the 1987 Wildlife Handbook (see RDEIR p. 3.4-31). For a discussion of
Mitigation Measure 3.4-2, refer to response to comment 03-27. As explained there,
Implementation Program 16.B.j gives the County the ability to find that any project that would
remove more than 10 percent of the native oak canopy would have a substantial effect
(rather than the blanket 20 percent requirement under the guidelines in the 1987 Wildlife
Handbook). For the County to allow 90 percent removal of oak canopy on a parcel, the
existing oak woodland would have to be of very low habitat quality and/or very small in
acreage. See also response to comment O3-28 regarding listed species.
With respect to the evaluation of potential effects on riparian habitat and wildlife movement
corridors, the significance determinations reached in the RDEIR are based on the potential
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for effects in light of the existing regulatory environment and considering the body of policies
and implementation programs that would relate to the preservation of these resources.
Where the application of policies and implementation programs cannot be assumed, they
have not been factored in to the conclusion. Effects on riparian resources were determined
to be less than significant with regulatory compliance – absent the implementation of
policies proposed in the General Plan Update. As stated on page 3.4-35 of Section 3.4,
“Biological Resources,” “[c]ompliance with existing state and federal regulations and
permitting requirements during project-level environmental review would minimize the loss of
these sensitive habitats during construction and provide habitat compensation for the
unavoidable loss of riparian and aquatic habitats through CWA Section 404 and Fish and
Game Code Section 1600 et seq. permitting/review processes.” The no net loss policies of
the regulatory agencies would sufficiently address the potential for loss of riparian habitat.
Wildlife movement corridors are described on pages 3.4-13 and 3.4-14 of the RDEIR. As
provided therein, there are both regional wildlife corridors (such as those mapped by CDFW
and depicted in Exhibit 3.4-4) and small-scale corridors (potentially including the drainages
shown in Exhibits 3.4-2a and 3.4-2b). The evaluation of potential impacts in this programlevel analysis is based on broad corridor mapping. Subsequent development that is subject
to a discretionary entitlement from the County and to environmental review under CEQA
would be required to evaluate effects at the project level and mitigate significant impacts to
wildlife movement corridors under Implementation Program 16.B.i.
O3-36

See Master Response 6 and response to comment O5-20 regarding fire safety.

O3-37

The commenter states that “the overwhelming majority of wells actively removing
groundwater in Tuolumne County have nothing to do with TUD, but are instead private wells
spread across the County. At this time, there is no proposed realistic mitigation measure that
can either curtail the use of existing wells. However, the EIR fails to address the potential for
new wells to be approved in conjunction with new development proposals, and those wells
can have an impact on groundwater depletion and recharge.”
The RDEIR recognizes that projected development under the General Plan Update would
increase demand for water. TUD provides water (either directly or indirectly) to most of the
developed portions of Tuolumne County, and TUD has projected that water supply will exceed
demand through the 2040 planning horizon of the General Plan Update, even using a growth
rate higher than 0.6 percent. No effect on groundwater supply is anticipated to result from
TUD’s water delivery because the portion of the overall supply that would be derived from
groundwater would be maintained at the 2015 level of 1,465 acre-feet annually.
With respect to new wells, construction would be limited and dispersed throughout the
County because projected development under the General Plan Update would most likely
occur in identified communities. Approximately 77 percent of the County’s total land area is
under government ownership or management, which are largely open-space areas.
Policy 14.A.5 in the General Plan Update provides that groundwater resources would be
managed in a manner consistent with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, and
Implementation Program 14.A.h would discourage incompatible development near
groundwater recharge stations that could affect the recharged groundwater levels (RDEIR, p.
3.10-26). The General Plan Update includes many other policies that would further protect
water supply (see, e.g., RDEIR, p. 3.10-16 - 3.10-18). In addition, Chapter 13.16 of the
Tuolumne County Ordinance Code regulates the construction of wells, and Chapter 13.20
regulates groundwater management.
The RDEIR determined impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge would be less than
significant (RDEIR, p. 3.10-27). Because groundwater is confined to limited, highly localized
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areas within the County, impacts to groundwater would not combine with impacts occurring
outside the County, and a less-than-significant project impact would not contribute
substantially to a significant cumulative impact.
The commenter requests the addition of a policy in the General Plan Update which states: “In
order to minimize the risk of drought depletion of groundwater, new development shall not
be approved at locations where no public water is available unless well testing shows the
tested groundwater supply to be at least double rate of the projected demand of the project.”
Because the RDEIR determined the General Plan Update will not have significant effects on
groundwater supplies and recharge, the County is not required to adopt additional policies or
mitigation measures.
See also responses to comments O3-38 and O3-39.
O3-38

The General Plan Update, through its various policies, strongly encourages siting development in
and adjacent to developed communities, “…in areas where public water and sewer services are
available or can be developed” (Policy 14.C.2, as cited on RDEIR, p.3.17-11). Policies
encouraging locating new development in and next to identified communities can be found
throughout the General Plan Update; in short, this is a focus of the General Plan Update.
Nevertheless, the General Plan Update also does not prohibit development in rural areas that
are not served by public water, and some development in these areas is also expected to occur.
Even though the location and extent of rural development that relies on wells is not, and
cannot, be known without pure speculation, cumulative impacts resulting from use of wells is
not expected. (It is presumed that the commenter is referring to cumulative effects on
groundwater, but the comment does not provide reference to what the cumulative effect may
be.) In addition to the myriad of policies encouraging use of public water systems, Policy
3.A.3 requires that new urban residential development with a density of one unit per two
acres, or greater, is served by public water. Consequently, only lots that have one unit for two
acres or more would be allowed to be served by a private well.
As described in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the RDEIR, the County is not
underlain by groundwater basins, which are made up of subsurface pools of water residing in
loose, unconsolidated sediment or porous, permeable bedrock. Instead, the County is largely
underlain by impermeable, fractured granitic and greenstone bedrock, with thin soil mantles
above. In these conditions, groundwater flows through subsurface fissures and cracks, pools
in some locations and is unavailable in others. Private wells drilled in these conditions
frequently result in “dry” or insufficient water production, because conditions are highly
localized and specific to a parcel’s location. Lots need to typically be sized (in Tuolumne
County, 2 acres or larger per dwelling) such that use of a well on one parcel does not affect
production on an adjacent parcel. However, due to the unknowable nature of the fissures,
cracks, and pools below one property, instances occur where water production on one
property affects adjacent properties.
In addition to General Plan Update policies encouraging reliance on public water systems,
the County regulates water wells via Tuolumne County Ordinance Code Chapter 13.16. As it
pertains to effects on offsite water sources, Section 13.16.060 states, in part:
It shall be the responsibility of the permit holder to maintain a copy of the permit on
the work site during all stages of work on a well. A permit for work on a well shall not
be issued if the proposed well:
A. Will prohibit the use of surrounding property for any of the purposes for which it is
zoned;
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B. Will be subject to contamination;
C. Will create a risk of contamination of usable groundwater;
D. Will be in violation of this chapter;
E. Will constitute a public health hazard.
The prohibition against affecting the use of surrounding property provides a mechanism for
the County to ensure the actions associated with using well water on one property does not
affect adjacent properties.
The RDEIR concludes, under both Impact 3.10-4 (Substantially Deplete Groundwater
Supplies or Interfere Substantially with Groundwater Recharge) and Impact 3.17-1 (Exceed
Water Supply Infrastructure Capacity or Entitlements such that New or Expanded
Infrastructure or Entitlements would be Required) that, due to various County policies, the
large percentage of County land undevelopable because of public ownership, and the
relatively modest amount of development, groundwater effects would not be significant.
Because this is a Countywide analysis, it is cumulative. The RDEIR acknowledges that
individual wells could fail, which would be adverse to an individual landowner. However, it is
not expected that this condition would affect large numbers of landowners, and the
Tuolumne County Ordinance Code has enforcement mechanisms to ensure that the actions
of one landowner do not affect use of the adjacent landowner. Therefore, these individual
potential landowner effects would not be substantial. Based on this information and the lack
of substantial evidence in the comment that would suggest a different conclusion, the
conclusions of the RDEIR are not altered by this comment.
O3-39

The commenter is correct that policies that “encourage” an outcome are different than those
that require compliance with a directive or other performance criteria. Regarding
groundwater, the impact is less than significant for the reasons outlined in response to
comment O3-38, including the limited expected growth, the fractured nature of the
groundwater table, and Tuolumne County Ordinance Code protecting adjacent properties (in
addition to policies that “encourage” growth in communities relying on public water).
Regarding public water, Impact 3.17-1 (Exceed Water Supply Infrastructure Capacity or
Entitlements such that New or Expanded Infrastructure or Entitlements would be Required)
clearly demonstrates that water supply would exceed demand at the General Plan Update
buildout year (supply: 28,282 acre-feet per year [AFY]; demand: 21,182 AFY). The RDEIR
clearly demonstrates sufficient supply is available (including in multiple dry years) to meet
future demand. The comment provides no evidence to dispute this conclusion.

O3-40

With regard to the referenced comment letter submitted on behalf of the commenter by the
firm Shute, Milhaly & Weinberger, please see responses to comments O5-1 through O5-24.
With regard to the referenced comments submitted by Robin Wood, please see responses to
comments I16-1 through I16-12.
With regard to the request to extend the public review period by 14 days, Section 15105 of
the State CEQA Guidelines requires a minimum 45-day review period. The County notes that
the Draft EIR was circulated once, and the County is now recirculating it for review as a
Recirculated Draft EIR. Thus, the County has deemed that a 45-day review period in the
instance of the RDEIR is fair and sufficient, and compliant with CEQA.
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Letter
O4

The Quartz and Stent Communities
No Date

O4-1

This comment is regarding the proposed land use changes in the Stent/Quartz area. This
comment is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public hearing.
Master Response 1 specifically addresses the issues raised in this comment.

3-160

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-161

Responses to Comments

3-162

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-163

Responses to Comments

3-164

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-165

Responses to Comments

3-166

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-167

Responses to Comments

3-168

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-169

Responses to Comments

3-170

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-171

Responses to Comments

3-172

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-173

Responses to Comments

3-174

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-175

Responses to Comments

3-176

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-177

Responses to Comments

3-178

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-179

Responses to Comments

3-180

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-181

Responses to Comments

3-182

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-183

Responses to Comments

3-184

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-185

Responses to Comments

3-186

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-187

Responses to Comments

3-188

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-189

Responses to Comments

3-190

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-191

Responses to Comments

3-192

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-193

Responses to Comments

3-194

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-195

Responses to Comments

3-196

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Responses to Comments

3-197

Responses to Comments

Ascent Environmental

Letter
O5

Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center
Ellison Folk, Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP
October 10, 2018

O5-1

This comment is generally introductory and/or does not raise environmental issues, and
therefore does not require response. The County disagrees with the commenter’s
characterization of the General Plan Update as weakening conservation policies and
mandating only the “absolute minimum requirements” of state and federal law. Rather there
are numerous goals and policies in the proposed General Plan Update that are aimed at
protecting the County’s existing natural resources and reducing environmental impacts.

O5-2

This comment is generally introductory and raises only general environmental issues which
are addressed in subsequent responses to comments.

O5-3

The commenter states that the RDEIR “is misleading and unlawful” because it “analyzes the
impacts of the General Plan under ‘foreseeable growth’ or ‘projected development.’” The
commenter states that the RDEIR must “analyze the potential impacts of the development as
permitted under the General Plan … even if the development may not ultimately materialize.”
CEQA allows an agency to base an impact analysis on reasonably foreseeable levels of
population growth and development. The commenter relies on a list of cases to state that “a
general plan EIR must evaluate the amount of development actually allowed by the plan,”
but those cases (and CEQA) do not require analysis of development that is remote,
speculative, unspecified, or uncertain.
To maintain consistency with the Regional Blueprint planning process, the General Plan
Update is based upon growth projections published by TCTC. TCTC adopted a population
projection of 63,243 residents in Tuolumne County by the year 2040, which translates to a
growth rate of approximately 0.6 percent per year. In actuality, the County’s annual growth
rate has been less than 0.2 percent since 2000, and the County had roughly the same
population in 2015 that it did in 2000. In addition, the California Department of Finance
forecasts virtually no growth in the County over the 25-year forecast period. The General Plan
Update and the RDEIR, however, rely on the projected 0.6 percent growth rate in order to
maintain consistency with previously released analyses. This provides a conservative
estimate of potential impacts under the General Plan Update. For more information on the
growth projections in the General Plan Update and the RDEIR, see Master Response 2 and
RDEIR pages 2-5 through 2-8.
CEQA requires an analysis of the reasonably foreseeable consequences of the General Plan
Update. Full buildout of every parcel at its maximum land use designation is not a reasonably
foreseeable consequence of the General Plan Update. There is no evidence that
development beyond that analyzed in the RDEIR is reasonably foreseeable. In fact, the
Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center, on whose behalf this comment is provided,
argues that the County’s growth projections are too high. (See comment O3-1.)

O5-4

See responses to comments I1-3 and I1-14, which provide information regarding identified
communities.

O5-5

The commenter states that “[t]he DREIR must … include the existing developed acreage
broken down by land use type that currently exists in the County.” The RDEIR does set forth
developed acreage that currently exists in the County broken down by land use type. For
example, Table 2-3 provides a comparison of the number of development units under
existing year (2015) conditions and projected conditions with the General Plan Update.
(RDEIR, p. 2-7)
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The commenter states that “[w]hile Table 2-3 may show the number of existing dwelling units
and square footage of commercial and industrial development in 2015, it does not break
down the acreage that this development exists on to accurately understand how much
acreage is still available for development under a full buildout scenario.” Table 2-2 shows the
comparison of the acreage of each land designation under the 1996 General Plan (2015
conditions) and the General Plan Update (RDEIR, p. 2-6 - 2-7). The RDEIR discloses the
existing development and acreages of the land use designations under the 1996 General
Plan, as well as expected development and acreages of proposed land use designations
under the General Plan Update. The County does not maintain data regarding the number of
acres of existing development; therefore, this information is not available and is not provided
in the RDEIR.
Tables 2-2 and 2-3 describe the existing physical conditions in the affected area in order to
provide an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its
alternatives, as required by CEQA.
O5-6

See Master Response 1. This comment raises issues with the County’s approach to land use
changes and does not raise environmental concerns or issues related to the adequacy of the
RDEIR. No further response is required.

O5-7

Regarding Alternatives, CEQA GUIDELINES Section 15126.6 states that “an EIR shall
describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project,
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives.” As prescribed by Section 15126.6, the RDEIR
evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives, which included six alternatives (three
additional alternatives were considered but dismissed from further evaluation): Alternative1:
No Project (Recent Trends, Existing); Alternative 2: Public Services; Alternative 3: Recent
Trends, Proposed; Alternative 4: Historic Structure Preservation; Alternative 5: Williamson Act
Property Preservation; and Alternative 6: Modified Public Services.
Some of these alternatives (such as Alternatives 2, 3, and 6) are designed to address a
broad range of significant impacts associated primarily with the potential development
pattern that could result from the proposed General Plan Update. As shown in Table 6-2 of
the RDEIR, Alternative 2 and 3 do not succeed in reducing significant impacts; however,
Alternative 6 (identified as the environmentally superior alternative) would result in reduced
impacts in several environmental issue areas, including aesthetics, agricultural resources, air
quality, biological resources, cultural resources, global climate change, public services, and
traffic. Most notably, Alternative 6 would result in a substantial reduction in the significant
impact to agricultural resources, although the impact may still remain significant.
The RDEIR also identifies two alternatives aimed at reducing specific significant impacts
associated with the project: Alternative 4: Historic Structure Preservation; and Alternative 5:
Williamson Act Property Preservation. Both of these alternatives would substantially reduce a
significant impact associated with the General Plan Update (although, similar to Alternative
6, the impact may not be reduced to a less-than-significant level).
As required by CEQA, a reasonable range of alternatives which could attain most of the basic
objectives of the project was appropriately identified to reduce significant impacts associated
with the General Plan Update. Several of the alternatives would “substantially lessen one or
more of the significant effects” (CEQA GUIDELINES Section 15126.6[c]) associated with the
General Plan Update, which is the requirement of CEQA. There are significant impacts
associated with the General Plan Update that cannot be avoided or substantially reduced by
a feasible alternative. For example, given the level of projected growth in the County, an
alternative is not feasible that would result in a substantial reduction in operational GHG
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emissions. To achieve this reduction, a reduced level of development would be required. A
Reduced Development Alternative was considered but disqualified from further evaluation in
the RDEIR’s alternatives analysis. The County’s reasons for disqualifying this alternative are
best explained in the following discussion taken from page 6-4 of the RDEIR:
The County considered a Reduced Development Alternative that would result in less
overall development in the County. However, the County dismissed this alternative
from further considerations for the following reasons. The amount of development
anticipated to occur within the 2040 planning horizon is not considered substantial,
and, according to some growth forecasts, is conservatively high. The current general
plan land use element and the associated map does not constrain the capacity of
growth to 2040; growth could be substantially higher, but projections (and demand)
do not support this growth. Thus, the only realistic means to reduce the already low
growth projections would be to either: (1) significantly downzone the majority of
properties in Tuolumne County such that even the modest level of expected growth
would not occur, or (2) adopt growth control policies or other policies that restrict the
physical or economic ability to develop lands, which would be contrary to several
fundamental objectives of the General Plan Update (examples: enable maximum
flexibility for development within the bounds of state and federal law, minimize or
eliminate restrictions and requirements that can increase delays and/or the cost to
development). Even moderate reduction in growth would require land use restrictions
and prohibitions that would conflict with the project objectives; a major reduction in
growth would require extreme measures.
The General Plan Update is designed to facilitate projected growth in a responsible and
sustainable fashion. This fulfills several of the objectives of the General Plan Update. The
level of development allowed under the General Plan Update correlates to the level of growth
projected. It is important to understand that if actual growth is less than what is
conservatively projected in the General Plan Update, a reduced level of development would
occur. In other words, a “reduced-development” scenario could potentially occur under the
proposed project if actual growth is less than projected growth (which is a real possibility
since growth projections are conservative). To identify an alternative that assumes a lesser
level of growth would not allow an apples-to-apples comparison of impacts and would not be
a legitimate alternative, but a thought exercise that merely examines an alternative growth
assumption. Moreover, several basic objectives (See Section 2.4.1 of the RDEIR), which
reflect the values of Tuolumne County decisionmakers, are geared toward enabling flexibility
for development and minimizing restrictions on development. Development of alternatives
that run counter to these basic objectives would neither meet CEQA requirements nor would
they reflect feasible alternatives that could be adopted.
As mentioned above, in addition to the Reduced Development Alternative, the RDEIR
considered and dismissed two other alternatives from further evaluation: an Existing
Capacity Alternative and a Conservation Alternative. As explained in the RDEIR (p. 6-4), the
Existing Capacity Alternative was found to be infeasible due to the severe restrictions it would
place on the size and type of development and the fact that underused properties likely
include many parcels that present major development constraints, such as steep slopes and
lack of access to services. The Conservation Alternative (which was recommended in public
comments on the original Draft EIR), did not make sense in the context of the RDEIR because
the policy document had been revised substantially since the release of the original Draft EIR
to increase protection to agricultural land and natural resources (including oak woodland),
and to encourage development in existing communities; in effect, the conservation
alternative. Also, the County’s park provision standard was revised to a level that was more
appropriate for the County (from 30 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents to 5 acres per
1,000 residents). The RDEIR included an evaluation of this policy change and found, based
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on other parkland provision standards in other sierra foothills counties, and especially given
the proximity of major public open space areas, the impacts to parkland provision are lessthan-significant. The RDEIR concludes that many of the impacts to natural resources are less
than significant (after implementation of mitigation measures in some cases). For these
issue areas, no alternative is needed to reduce impacts. For other resources areas, such as
agricultural resources, a significant impact remains. To address these significant impacts,
other alternatives (i.e., the Williamson Act Preservation Alternative and the Modified Public
Services Alternative) are evaluated in the RDEIR.
Public Resources Code Section 15126.6 goes on to state that the range of potential
alternatives to the project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the
basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the
significant effects. All of the alternatives evaluated in the RDEIR meet some of the project
objectives. Some alternatives meet more objectives than others. The RDEIR appropriately
identifies which alternatives may not meet specific project objectives; however, the RDEIR
does not reject any of the six alternatives evaluated on the basis of alternatives or on any
other basis.
This comment did not raise any issues that require revision to the RDEIR.
O5-8

The commenter states that “a program EIR must provide ‘more exhaustive consideration’ of
effects and alternatives than can be accommodated by an EIR for an individual action.”
A program EIR typically covers a broad program or large project, and contains a more general
discussion of impacts, alternatives, and mitigation measures than a project EIR. Impacts may
be generally characterized and mitigation measures may include programs and performance
standards that address the impacts. By its nature, a program EIR considers the overall
effects associated with implementing a program (such as a General Plan) and does not, and
is not intended to, examine individual projects that may be implemented pursuant to the
General Plan. Use of the General Plan Update Program EIR provides the County with the
opportunity to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures, and
greater flexibility to address environmental issues and/or cumulative impacts on a
comprehensive basis.
The comment selectively identifies certain elements of the CEQA Guidelines and in so doing,
takes them out of context. The direction in Section 15168 regarding evaluating impacts “as
specifically and comprehensively as possible” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(5) is
intended to find subsequent activities to be “within the scope” of the EIR, thereby not
requiring additional CEQA documentation for projects consistent with the General Plan. While
the commenter may desire that this EIR cover all subsequent development in the County, as
a program EIR, it is also required to consider issues that are “ripe for decision at each level of
environmental review” (Public Resources Code Section 21093, general guidance and CCR
Section 15152(b) concerning tiering). A detailed analysis of specific development in the
County on thousands of acres, considering only broad land use designations, would be
infeasible, would not meet the ripeness criteria, and would also be speculative (because the
specific types of development that would occur are unknown). Subsequent environmental
review would be more apt for the type of detailed analysis requested by the commenter.
Subsequent activities that fall under the General Plan Update will be evaluated to determine
whether additional CEQA documentation is required to address significant impacts.
Subsequent activities could be found to be within the scope of the Program EIR and
additional environmental documentation may not be required. When a subsequent activity
relies on the Program EIR, the County will be required to incorporate feasible mitigation
measures and alternatives developed in the Program EIR into the subsequent activity. If a
subsequent activity could result in effects not within the scope of the Program EIR, including
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new or more severe significant impacts than identified in the Program EIR, the County will be
required to conduct additional CEQA review. The RDEIR appropriately uses programmaticlevel thresholds.
Evaluating “full development” that could occur under the General Plan Update, as requested
by the commenter, would be unreasonable. While the General Plan may enable development
within certain land use categories, it would be an exercise in futility, and would create a false
analysis, if full buildout of the General Plan was assumed, especially in a jurisdiction wherein
highly limited (if much at all) growth is expected over the General Plan Update’s 20-year
horizon. The commenter may believe that this discloses potential environmental impacts, but
to the contrary leads to over-sized infrastructure (as mitigation) that serves to induce growth.
By the same token, outside of the impacts reliant on growth projections (such as traffic, air
quality, etc.), the RDEIR considers potential impacts of development in the County, wherever
it may occur. See, also, response to comment O5-3.
Although the General Plan Update would encourage growth within the identified
communities, the actual location and character of future development is not known. Rather
than construct an unreasonable analysis, the programmatic analysis is designed to evaluate
the reasonably foreseeable potential for effects and mitigate at the landscape level, where
appropriate. For example, the text on page 3.4-33, which is related to effects on riparian
habitats and sensitive communities (other than oak woodlands, which are addressed
separately) reads:
Although the General Plan Update land use diagram and policy framework is intended
to encourage and direct development in and around identified communities, some
riparian areas and other sensitive habitats are expected to be encountered where
development may occur within or adjacent to natural habitats such as at urban fringe
areas or where creeks and rivers pass through identified communities. Thus, it is
assumed that some sensitive resources would not be avoided by projected
development under the General Plan Update.
The potential for effects on sensitive communities is acknowledged and evaluated. The
analysis finds that existing regulations would be sufficient to address potential effects. As
indicated on page 3.4-35:
Compliance with existing state and federal regulations and permitting requirements
during project-level environmental review would minimize the loss of these sensitive
habitats during construction and provide habitat compensation for the unavoidable
loss of riparian and aquatic habitats through CWA Section 404 and Fish and Game
Code Section 1600 et seq. permitting/review processes. These existing regulations
require that compensation for unavoidable project-related losses or degradation of
these sensitive habitats is achieved in a manner that results in no net loss.
Therefore, the potential permanent loss or disturbance of riparian, wetland, and
aquatic habitats as a result of projected development under the General Plan Update
is not expected to be substantial.
O5-9

The commenter states that the RDEIR violates the rule in Lotus v. Department of
Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645 because the “conclusion that many impacts will
not be significant are ‘explicitly premised’ on General Plan policies that the DREIR claims will
‘reduce’ environmental impacts.” Specifically, the commenter points to the discussion of
potential impacts to special status species.
The goals, policies, and implementation programs, including those aimed at environmental
protection, are an integral part of the General Plan Update and cannot be separated from the
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project. The RDEIR clearly identifies the potential environmental impacts and, where
appropriate, analyzes possible mitigation measures.
The commenter states that “compliance with CEQA and shared resources do not lessen the
impacts on special status species since ‘[d]evelopment may also occur outside identified
communities, despite policies that incentivize development within identified communities’
where special status species are less likely to occur.” Because of the programmatic nature of
the General Plan Update, a precise, project-level analysis of the specific effects of individual
projects on special-status species is not possible, nor is it required by CEQA. (See also
response to O5-8.) Subsequent activities, including development within and outside
identified communities, would be required to be consistent with the General Plan, and would
be evaluated to determine whether additional CEQA documentation is required to address
specific impacts. In addition, Implementation Program 16.B.i provides the following:
Require development that is subject to a discretionary entitlement from the
County and to environmental review under [CEQA] to evaluate potential impacts
to biological resources and mitigate significant impacts for the following or as
otherwise required by State or Federal law:


species listed or proposed for listing … under the federal Endangered Species Act
(ESA) or California Endangered Species Act (CESA);



species considered as candidates for listing under the ESA or CESA; wildlife species
designated y CDF as Species of Special Concern;



animals fully protected under the California Fish and Game Code; and



plants considered by CDFW to be ‘rare, threatened, or endangered in California’….
(General Plan Update, p. 16-5)

In other words, the implementation program requires that significant impacts to biological
resources be mitigated. It is appropriate for the RDEIR to rely on compliance with existing
federal and state regulations (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, subd. [b]; CEQA
Guidelines Section 15097, subd. [b]), as well as the policies and implementation programs
contained within the General Plan Update, to conclude that programmatic-level impacts to
special-status species under the General Plan Update are less than significant.
The commenter also points to the biological resources analysis and states that “the DREIR
impermissibly cites vague, unenforceable, and noncommittal policies and programs as
justifications for decisions to require no mitigation of potentially significant impacts.”
Specifically, the commenter points to the discussions of impacts to animal movement
corridors and federally protected wetlands. The commenter’s description of the analysis in
the RDEIR is not accurate. Please refer to Master Response 5 for more information regarding
the wildlife policies and the analysis in the RDEIR.
O5-10

See Master Response 5 for more information regarding proposed wildlife policies, including
the 1987 Wildlife Handbook. See also response to comment O2-3, which discusses the
commenter’s recommended plan-to-plan comparison.

O5-11

See Master Response 3 regarding the re-designation of agricultural lands. Also see response
to comment O7-9 regarding vacant parcels. The RDEIR evaluated foreseeable development
associated with the proposed General Plan Update. Any development that would occur within
land redesignated from Agricultural to a different land use would be required to adhere to all
of the state, federal, and local regulations, as well as policies and mitigation measures
described in RDEIR Section 3.4, “Biological Resources.”

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

3-203

Responses to Comments

Ascent Environmental

O5-12

The RDEIR includes maps and species information sufficient to inform the program-level
evaluation of potential effects. CEQA requires only that reasonably available information is
presented in an EIR. Section 15146 of the State CEQA Guidelines provides that the “…degree
of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the
underlying activity…” Specifically, Section 151469(b) states: “An EIR on…a local general plan
should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption…the
EIR need not be as detailed as the construction projects that might follow.” This comment did
not raise any issues that require revision to the RDEIR.

O5-13

The commenter states that “because the DREIR does not analyze the full buildout of the
General Plan, and instead analyzes projected growth, the DREIR does not analyze the
environmental consequences of proposed land uses on air quality.” Refer to responses to
comments 05-3 and O5-8 for discussions of the level of development analyzed in the RDEIR.
Also see Master Response 2, which provides the rationale for the population projections
used in the General Plan Update and the RDEIR.

O5-14

The commenter suggests that the RDEIR misstates the Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control
District’s (TCAPCD) specific thresholds for air quality impacts by separating construction
emissions from operational emissions in the air quality impact analysis, noting that the
TCAPCD has established that “A project would have a significant impact on air quality if… it
would result in project-generated emissions in excess of the following… [ROG] – 1,000
lbs/day or 100 tons per year” but does not distinguish between construction and operational
emissions. The commenter indicates that if the construction and operational emissions
estimates for reactive organic gases (ROG) were combined, they would exceed the 1,000
lbs/day or 100 tons per year threshold. Emissions modeling and analysis for the RDEIR were
conducted using best practices for air quality modeling and analysis and remain conservative
in the overall emissions estimate. Included below is a discussion regarding the specific
methodology used for the air quality analysis which remains consistent with industry best
practices for CEQA analysis of air quality impacts.
RDEIR Appropriately Separated Construction and Operational Emission
The TCAPCD does not currently have guidance for conducting air quality analysis as part of
the CEQA process. The analysis of air quality impacts associated with the General Plan
Update was conducted in an appropriate manner for a plan-level analysis using best
practices for analysis when guidance is not provided by the air district. Additionally, because
CEQA analysis guidance is not provided by TCAPCD, the air quality analysis conducted took a
conservative approach for emission modeling. The following discussions highlights several
reasons why the air quality analysis was conducted in an appropriate manner and remained
conservative.
Although TCAPCD does not provide specific analysis guidance for emissions modeling, it is
common practice in air quality emission modeling to quantify both the construction related
emissions and operational emissions of a project because they occur at different periods of
time; construction occurs first, then operations. Overlap is rare, especially in the type of
smaller projects typical of those that have been and would be expected in Tuolumne County.
Thus, it is unlikely that both construction and operation emissions from the same projects
would occur at the same time. Air districts which suggest using this methodology include the
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) and the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District in their CEQA guidance documents. Specifically, SMAQMD’s
CEQA guidance provides guidance for air quality analysis for plan-level projects. The
SMAQMD’s CEQA guidance states that “The construction-generated emissions associated
with the build-out of a general or area plan should be evaluated in the same manner as
construction emissions associated with an individual project…maximum daily constructiongenerated emissions should be estimated and then compared to the District’s thresholds of
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significance.” The SMAQMD guidance further notes that plan-level construction emission
should be analyzed separately and compared to the District’s threshold.
Part of SMAQMD’s justification for this methodology is to help identify the proportion of a
project’s emissions associated with short-term construction activity and the different,
permanent long-term operational emissions (SMAQMD 2016:9-3). The separation of a
project’s construction and operational emissions is also helpful in determining which aspect
of a project would contribute to the exceedance of a state or federal ambient air quality
standard. Because construction emissions occur over a relatively short period of time and
are temporary in nature, these emissions would not contribute to a permanent increase in
ambient air quality conditions within an area. Construction emissions are more often used to
analyze potential health impacts on nearby sensitive receptors. A project’s operational
emissions better reflect more permanent long-term effects on ambient air quality and,
therefore, whether a project would potentially contribute to exceedance of air quality
standards. Modeling and separating construction and operational emission within an air
quality analysis helps to delineate how both a project’s construction and operational
components contribute to air quality impacts. Although the TCAPCD does not provide
guidance for the analysis of a projects air quality impacts, industry best practices and
appropriate guidance were used for the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the
proposed General Plan Update.
RDEIR Used a Conservative Approach to Estimate Emissions
In addition to using the correct overall methodology, the air quality emissions analysis for the
proposed General Plan Update was conducted conservatively to ensure all potential air
quality impacts were identified and addressed. Construction emissions modeling for the
RDEIR was conservative in that the construction emissions estimates were based on
conservative equipment exhaust emission rates for the year 2019. Because of several
specific regulations regarding air quality, vehicle fuel efficiency, and vehicle emissions rates
in construction equipment, emissions rates associated with construction will decrease over
time as land uses continue to be developed consistent with the General Plan Update. The
following regulations that would continue to be implemented in the future would result in
reduced construction-related air quality impacts over time.


CARB adopted the Advanced Clean Car Program (ACC) in 2012, which serves to regulate
and reduce smog-causing (criteria) pollutants and GHG emissions from passenger cars
(including construction worker vehicles) in the state through the year 2020. As a result of
the ACC, average vehicle emissions in the region will improve and emissions of criteria air
pollutants and GHGs from on-road vehicles will decrease through the year 2025.



CARB currently has in place the Truck and Bus Regulation, which is intended to improve
emissions standards for truck and buses operating in California and will be phased in
through the year 2023. The regulation is specifically intended to reduce emissions of
oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and particulate matter (PM) from trucks and buses. As a result of
this regulation, the vendor truck trips and other on-road heavy duty trucks used during
construction activity beyond 2023 will include improved emissions rates and will result in
less air quality impacts then the annual construction emissions estimates for 2019.



In 2004, EPA adopted updated (Tier 4) emission standards for new off-road diesel
engines, which would be phased-in over the period of 2008-2015, resulting in emissions
of PM and NOX being reduced by about 90 percent for Tier 4 engines. As a result, the offroad construction vehicle fleet used for construction beyond 2019 will have lower
emissions rates than those included in the annual construction emissions estimates for
2019.
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In addition to these stricter state regulations, which are not accounted for in the construction
emissions estimate, there are several policies included in the proposed General Plan Update
which would result in further emissions reductions that were not accounted for in the
operational emissions estimates because exact details regarding the implementation of
these policies was not known. To remain conservative, the RDEIR’s emissions modeling
estimates did not include these reductions; however, when implemented, these policies and
implementation programs would result in further reduction in emissions reductions from
criteria air pollutants. As discussed under Impact 3.3-1 of the RDEIR, the General Plan
Update includes policies and associated implementation programs that would reduce
emissions from construction activity for land uses to be developed under the General Plan
Update. Specifically, proposed Policy 15.A.4 and Implementation Program 15.A.k include
specific measures for reducing criteria air pollution and precursor emissions associated with
construction activity. Measures included in proposed Implementation Program 15.A.k that
would reduce emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include dust suppression techniques, such as
watering or covering exposed surfaces, rumble strips and wheel washers for trucks and
equipment to reduce dust levels leaving project sites, reduced vehicle speeds for
construction equipment on unpaved surfaces, and the covering of material for trucks hauling
loads. Measures included in proposed Implementation Program 15.A.k that would reduce
emissions from NOX, include limited idling times for equipment when not in use, regular
maintenance and tuning of construction equipment to reduce exhaust emissions, and
compliance with the CARB off-road and portable equipment diesel PM regulations.
Construction emissions modeling for the RDEIR air quality analysis did not incorporate
emissions reductions from the measures included in proposed Implementation Program
15.A.k. Therefore, construction emissions estimates for the RDEIR remain conservative and
likely overestimate emissions associated with future construction activity under the General
Plan Update.
With regard to operational emission, Policy 15.C.1 requires development to reduce criteria
and toxic air pollutant emissions from the use of wood burning appliances, through low
emission technology and maximize the use of energy conservation and clean or renewable
energy sources. Implementation Program 15.C.a, under this policy, requires the installation
of only low-emitting, EPA-certified fireplaces, woodstoves or pellet stoves for new
development, which are a significant source of operation emissions of ROG. Implementation
Program 15.C.b, under this policy, includes the development and implementation of a wood
burning stove and fireplace change-out program to install non-wood burning, or EPA-certified
wood burning, stoves and fireplaces. Operational emissions modeling for the RDEIR air
quality analysis did not incorporate emissions reductions from the implementation of Policy
15.C.1. Based on the various policies discussed above, which would be implemented as part
of the General Plan Update but were not included in the construction or operation emissions
estimates as part of the air quality analysis, the emissions estimates in the RDEIR air quality
analysis remain conservative and likely overestimate emissions associated with
implementation of the General Plan Update.
Incorrect Assumptions in the Comment
Emissions modeling conducted for operational activity associated with the General Plan
Update was modeled for the operational year of 2040 (which captures all development in the
County through the horizon year). The commenter has suggested that construction emissions
and operational emissions should be combined and compared against the TCAPCD
thresholds and that combined construction and operational emissions of ROG would total
1,082 lbs/day or 105.88 tons/year such that the project would exceed the threshold for ROG
(1,000 lbs/day or 100 tons/year). However, as stated above, emissions rates associated
with construction activity will decrease in the future due to several existing regulations that
will continue to be implemented. Construction emissions are not additive; they only occur in
the year during which construction would occur and they were modeled for the year 2019,
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when construction emissions rates would be the highest. Combining annual operational
emissions rates from the year 2040 with annual construction emission rates from 2019
assumes a scenario that is not possible and is an incorrect methodology for estimating a
projects air quality impacts.
For the reasons discussed above, the air quality modeling and analysis in the RDEIR remain
consistently conservative in the overall approach to ensure that all air quality impacts are
fully identified and addressed. As discussed above, because the TCAPCD does not provide
any CEQA guidance for air quality analysis, the emissions modeling and analysis in the RDEIR
were conducted using industry best practices for CEQA analysis recommended by air districts
in California that do provide CEQA guidance.
O5-15

Impact 3.3-3 (Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to TACs) in the RDEIR discusses potential TAC
emissions sources from construction and operational activities resulting from
implementation of the General Plan Update. For construction emissions, the analysis
discusses diesel PM as the primary TAC associated with construction activity and discusses
how TAC emissions from construction activity may affect sensitive receptors. Additionally, the
discussion of TAC emissions from construction activity highlights proposed Implementation
Program 15.A.k, which includes requirements for reducing criteria air pollutants and
precursor emissions associated with construction activity through a series of measures.
Measures included in Implementation Program 15.A.k that would reduce emissions of diesel
PM10 include limiting idling times for equipment when not in use, regular maintenance and
tuning of construction equipment to reduce exhaust emissions, and compliance with the
CARB off-road and portable equipment diesel PM regulations.
For operational emissions of TACs, Impact 3.3-1 (Generation of Construction-related
Emissions that Would Violate an Existing Air Quality Standard) includes a detailed discussion
and analysis of potential TAC emission and mentions that new land uses under the General
Plan Update could generate new sources of TACs from commercial and industrial land uses,
such as gasoline dispensing facilities and dry cleaners. The operational emissions portion of
Impact 3.3-1 also includes a discussion of potential TAC sources from transportation-related
emissions including potential exposure of sensitive receptors to PM emissions near
highways. The operational emissions of TACs discussion also highlights policies currently in
place or proposed as part of the General Plan Update that would help to mitigate exposure of
sensitive receptors to operational source of TACs. These policies include implementation of
TCAPCD Rule 427 which requires land uses resulting in stationary TAC emissions to obtain a
permit and install best available control technology for toxics, if deemed applicable by the
TCAPCD. This discussion also highlights proposed Policy 15.A.2 from the General Plan
Update which focuses on addressing air quality impacts from new development through
requirements for air quality impact evaluations and implementation of innovative measures
to reduce air quality impacts. Additionally, Implementation Program 15.A.b under this policy
requires an air quality impact evaluation for development projects in the County and
Implementation Program 15.A.c requires project applicants to identify alternatives or
amendments for proposed projects that would reduce emissions of air pollutants, if air
pollutant emissions exceed applicable air quality standards. This discussion also highlights
proposed Policy 15.A.3, which provides land use compatibility guidance for the siting of new
residential land uses near existing industrial land use designations with the goal of
minimizing health risks to people from industrial toxic or TAC emissions. Specifically,
Implementation Program 15.A.g under this policy requires the establishment of buffer zones
to separate new residential development projects and projects categorized as sensitive
receptors (e.g., hospitals, convalescent homes and schools) from industrial sites and/or sites
that may emit toxic or hazardous pollutants. Implementation Program 15.A.g under this
policy requires the establishment of buffer zones to create an adequate distance between
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new air pollution point sources such as, but not limited to, industrial, manufacturing and
processing facilities, and residential areas and sensitive receptors
The RDEIR’s program-level analysis of land uses to be developed under General Plan Update
does not include analysis of specific locations of potential new TAC sources. Such an analysis
would be speculative because the specific location of future uses that would emit TAC are
unknown. Because the specific location of potential new stationary sources to be developed
under the General Plan Update are not known, the analysis in Impact 3.3-1 cannot analyze
all TAC sources that may be developed under the General Plan Update. Rather, the analysis
focuses on potential sources of TAC emissions and the existing regulations that are in place
and the policies that are proposed that would serve to reduce TAC impacts on sensitive
receptors.
The commenter states that the RDEIR should disclose the current levels of TAC emissions in
the County for a comparison to the TAC emissions generated by the project. The significance
thresholds for TAC exposure established for this analysis are based on industry best
practices for analyzing impacts from TAC exposure used by other air districts including the
SMAQMD. The significance thresholds are intended to determine whether a project would
result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of pollutants that
exceed incremental risk increase thresholds. Because the threshold of significance relates to
an increase in risk of exposure to TAC, the threshold is highly conservative, and the analysis
focuses on the potential increase, a specific baseline level of TAC is not necessary for
determination of significant impacts.
The commenter states that the RDEIR is deferring analysis by stating that “all new
development undergoing discretionary review would be required to evaluate existing TAC
exposure and incorporate available reduction measures in accordance with TCAPCD
requirements, if necessary.” (RDEIR, p. 3.3-22) This statement is included under Impact 3.31 to highlight the process in which individual projects will be required to analyze TAC impacts
but the County and TCAPCD. It should be noted that this statement on page 3.3-22 of the
RDEIR is clarified as follows:
Additionally, all new development undergoing discretionary review would be required
to evaluate existing TAC exposure as a result of the project and incorporate available
reduction measures in accordance with applicable TCAPCD requirements.
The specific revisions are also reflected in Chapter 4. This revision constitutes a minor
clarification and does not change the analysis or conclusions of the RDEIR. Recirculation of
the RDEIR is not required.
O5-16

Section 3.8.2 of the RDEIR includes a discussion of the Tuolumne County Regional Blueprint
Greenhouse Gas Study, conducted in 2012, which developed a Countywide GHG inventory
for the year 2010. As stated in this discussion, in 2010, Tuolumne County emitted
approximately 782,846 MTCO2e.
Section 3.8.3 of the RDEIR includes a discussion of the overall methodology used for
estimating GHG emissions associated with the project as well as all assumptions used as
part of the emissions estimate. As noted in Section 3.8.3 of the RDEIR, construction and
operational GHG emissions were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2 computer program. All assumptions used in the CalEEMod
modeling for emissions associated with area sources, energy use, mobile sources, waste
generation, and water use, including energy use assumptions associated with water
conveyance, water treatment, water distribution, and wastewater treatment, are available for
review and included in the CalEEMod user guides which can be found on the CalEEMod
website. The methods of analysis discussion in Section 3.8.3 also references the use of VMT
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data included in the analysis which was obtained from the traffic impact study conducted for
the project. Appendix D of the RDEIR includes the full traffic study conducted for the General
Plan Update and includes a discussion of the methodology used in generating the VMT
estimates which were used in the GHG emissions modeling. Appendix C of the RDEIR
includes the CalEEMod modeling results for the GHG emissions modeling conducted for the
RDEIR. The commenter has stated that the RDEIR does not disclose emissions associated
with agricultural uses. The General Plan Update does not include land use growth
assumptions for agricultural land uses; these are existing uses and are not anticipated to
change.
As discussed above, the methods of analysis portion under Section 3.8.3 of the RDEIR
includes a full discussion of the methodology used in the GHG analysis, all assumptions used
in the analysis, the source of all data used in the analysis, and the emissions modeling
software used for the analysis.
O5-17

The land use development pattern included in the General Plan Update is based on a
comprehensive planning process known as Tuolumne Tomorrow, a Regional Blueprint
planning process. As described in the Project Description for the RDEIR, this process was a
coordinated effort between the City of Sonora, Tuolumne County, and the TCTC to develop
various growth scenarios for the County for the year 2040. Through this process, the County
chose the Distinctive Communities growth scenario, which emphasizes growth within welldefined, cohesive, and compact communities which are built around an appropriately scaled
community core and community gathering places. As discussed in the project description,
the preferred growth scenario promotes a mixture of residential, retail, entertainment, office,
and commercial uses near each other. (See Master Response 2 for a more detailed
discussion of the growth assumptions used in the General Plan Update and RDEIR.) By
promoting more compact communities, under this growth scenario, auto dependency would
be reduced, and walking, bicycling, and transit use could become increasingly popular forms
of transportation. As mentioned in the traffic study (Appendix D of the RDEIR), this growth
scenario resulted in the lowest level of VMT increases of all the scenarios analyzed as part of
the Regional Blueprint planning process. The County has chosen a land use development
pattern which emphasizes compact development and encourages alternative transportation
modes such as walking, biking and public transportation and serves to reduce anticipated
future growth in VMT through efficient land use planning.
The commenter states that the RDEIR reaches the conclusion that transportation-related
emissions will decrease in the future even as VMT increases due to future increases in fuel
efficiency standards by only analyzing the projected development rather than the full buildout
allowed under the General Plan Update. The VMT estimates used in the GHG emissions
analysis are consistent with the VMT estimates used in the traffic study which estimates
increases in VMT based on the proposed land uses in the County’s General Plan Update and,
therefore, fully accounts for all land uses that may be developed as a result of adoption and
implementation of the General Plan Update. Additionally, as mentioned in the Project
Description of the RDEIR, the General Plan Update assumes an annual projected growth rate
of 0.6 percent, which is much higher than the rate of growth that has occurred over the past
20 years, and therefore is a conservative growth rate.
The commenter states that although the General Plan Update includes a policy to develop a
CAP, because the suggested measures for inclusion in the future CAP are not all required
measures, the analysis and mitigation of GHG impacts of the General Plan Update are
improperly deferred. Proposed Goal 18.A of the General Plan Update states that the County
will reduce GHG emissions from community activities and County government facilities and
operations within the County to support the state’s efforts under Assembly Bill 32 and other
state and federal mandates to mitigate the County’s GHG emissions impacts. Proposed
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Policy 18.A.1, under this goal, states that the County will prepare a CAP, or similar GHG
emission reduction plan, that establishes a GHG reduction target (a performance standard)
consistent with the SB 32 goal to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030 and that the CAP shall identify specific measures to reduce Countywide
emissions consistent with the established target. Proposed Implementation Program 18.A.d,
under this policy states that the County will adopt and begin implementing the CAP prior to
2020.
Additionally, Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 of the RDEIR includes a series of additional specific
and enforceable measures that would further help the County reach the overall reduction
targets set in the CAP. The County’s future CAP, to be developed and implemented as part of
Policy 18.A.1 in the General Plan Update, would include measures to help the County reduce
its GHG emissions consistent with the State’s long-term emissions reduction targets. The
General Plan Update also includes policies regarding energy efficiency, renewable energy,
alternative transportation modes, and efficient use of land that would all serve to reduce the
County’s GHG emissions.
Because the County’s policy commitment to prepare a CAP includes the establishment of a
target consistent with SB 32 (which constitutes a performance standard of 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030), because the policy includes a menu of specific reduction measures
that would be included in the CAP (Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 includes additional measures
and other additional measures may also be included), and because the County is committed
to prepare and begin implementing the CAP prior to 2020, GHG mitigation is not deferred.
This comment does not raise any issues that require revisions to the RDEIR. No further
response is necessary.
O5-18

The commenter states that the General Plan Update “would result in a violation of the
Regional Welfare Doctrine” because it “openly conflicts” with the goals of SB 32, and
“disregards the cooperative, regional approach to climate change called for in Senate Bill
375 and Assembly Bill 32.” The Regional Welfare Doctrine provides that zoning ordinances
are presumed constitutional, and will be upheld if they reasonably and substantially relate to
the welfare of the affected region, considering and balancing any competing interests.
The RDEIR addresses GHG emissions in Section 3.8, “Global Climate Change.” The section
describes the County’s obligations under SB 32, AB 32, and SB 375 (RDEIR, p. 3.8-4 - 3.812). Tuolumne County is not a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and, therefore, is
not subject to SB 375’s VMT reduction process or the regional collaborative process between
California Air Resources Board and MPOs to reduce mobile GHG emissions (RDEIR, p. 3.8-7).
Nevertheless, TCTC, the regional transportation planning agency for the County, included a
Rural Sustainable Strategy chapter within its most recent Regional Transportation Plan which
considers feasible GHG reduction strategies and goals for the County consistent with SB 375
and AB 32. The County also adopted the Tuolumne County Regional Blueprint Greenhouse
Gas Study in 2012, which identified a Countywide goal of 15 percent GHG emission
reductions below 2010 levels by 2020 (RDEIR, p. 3.8-9 - 3.8-10).
Policy 18.A.1 of the General Plan Update requires the preparation of a CAP or similar GHG
reduction plan, which would include a set of measures targeted to reduce County-wide
emissions to 40 percent below 1990 by 2030 levels consistent with the SB 32 goals to
reduce statewide GHG.
With respect to VMT, although projected VMT will increase with the implementation of the
General Plan Update, annual emissions of GHGs from mobile sources is expected to decline
by 90,293 MTCO2e. In addition, the General Plan Update includes policies specifically
designed to reduce mobile source GHG emissions (see, e.g., General Plan Update, p. 4-7 - 4-
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10, Policies 4.B.1 through 4.B.6; p. 15-4, Policies 15.B.1 and 15.B.2.) Mitigation Measure
3.8-1 also includes examples measures for the CAP which will reduce VMT, such as: (1)
“Foster land use intensity near, along with connectivity to, retail and employment centers and
services to reduce vehicle miles travelled ….”; and (2) “Improve the local jobs/housing
balance to reduce vehicle miles travelled” (RDEIR, p. 3.8-28).
The RDEIR reflects a careful balance of the County’s needs and its obligations under state
law related to GHG emissions, VMT, and climate change.
O5-19

Appendix F “requires that EIRs include a discussion of the potential energy impacts of
proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful, and
unnecessary consumption of energy.” However, Appendix F does not identify a specific
threshold of significance to determine the type or level of energy consumption that would
constitute “inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary.” Appendix F does not require that baseline
conditions of the project be evaluated and compared to the project’s contribution.
The comment suggests that the RDEIR makes no attempt to quantify the energy impacts
from construction of the project. The requirements of Appendix F state that the impact
analysis includes the amount and fuel type for construction and operation. Impact 3.6-1 of
the RDEIR includes estimates of both construction energy by fuel type, as well as operational
energy, including building energy demand (in both electricity and propane consumption) and
transportation energy demand (by fuel type). These are disclosed in Tables 3.6-1, 3.6-2, and
3.6-3. This disclosure of energy consumption by the project satisfies the requirement of
Appendix F to include the “project’s energy requirements and its energy use efficiencies by
amount and fuel type of each stage of the project, including construction, operation…” and
“the project’s projected transportation energy use requirements…”
Appendix F further states that environmental impacts include “the degree to which the
project complies with existing energy standards.” The RDEIR’s conclusion for Impact 3.6-1
(Wasteful, Inefficient, or Unnecessary Consumption of Energy during Construction or
Operation) does not rely solely on compliance with adopted building standards but it states
that the project would comply, as to satisfy this requirement of Appendix F of the CEQA
Guidelines. The impact conclusion relies on efficiencies in building energy consumption
through enforcement of the California Green Building Standards, which are more stringent
than the building standards, increased renewable energy generation, as well as
implementation programs that are enforceable. These include:


15.C.1: Require development to reduce criteria and toxic air pollutant emissions from the
use of wood burning appliances, through low emission technology, and maximize the use
of energy conservation and clean or renewable energy sources.



18.A.1: Prepare a CAP, or similar GHG reduction plan, that establishes a GHG reduction
target consistent with the Senate Bill 32 goal to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 40
percent below 1990 levels by 2030.

Building energy consumption in Tuolumne County is primarily associated with electricity with
some propane use. Under the 2019 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24,
Part 6), all new single-family residences and multifamily residences under four stories would
be required to install solar photovoltaics to offset their electricity load. Further, electricity that
is provided to buildings in the County is required to comply with the Renewables Portfolio
Standard that regulates utility providers. By 2040, all California utility providers will be
required to procure 60 percent of their electricity from renewable sources. By 2045, 100
percent of the electricity provided by utility providers must be procured from renewable
sources.
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Impact 3.6-1 concludes that the project’s wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy would be less than significant. CEQA does not require mitigation for impacts that
are determined to be less than significant, thus additional mitigation is not necessary.
Regarding energy capacity, it is likely that as development occurs under the General Plan
Update, additional energy facilities will be needed. These improvements are captured in the
overall General Plan buildout, similar to extension and upgrades of other utilities that would
be necessary. These facilities would primarily be installed within rights-of-way identified on
the circulation diagram and on appropriately designated and zoned property. Therefore,
potential environmental impacts are captured in the overall RDEIR analysis. In addition,
project-specific CEQA analysis would be required for these projects that would identify any
peculiar impacts not foreseen or addressed in the RDEIR. It should be noted that, PG&E is a
quasi-public entity, which means that while it has some attributes of a public agency, it
operates mostly like a private company (it is a corporation with shareholders). For this
reason, PG&E’s ability to provide additional supply to meet increased demand is not as
constrained as a local public utility, especially as its portfolio expands to include more
renewable energy resources. PG&E is profit-driven and will generally provide more energy as
needed to meet demand. Therefore, there is no energy capacity issue anticipated.
Regarding the adequacy of the conclusion that construction-related energy consumption is
less-than-significant, Implementation Program 15.A.k of the General Plan Update requires
limited idling time for construction equipment, thus limiting fuel consumption. This would
result in the project using energy more efficiently during construction.
The comment suggests that none of the policies in the General Plan Update are mandatory
or measurable and that the RDEIR cannot rely on reduced vehicle trips to also reduce energy
impacts. There are many implementation programs that would be required through the
adoption of the General Plan Update that would result in reduced transportation-related
energy consumption. These include:
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1.D.j: Provide incentives to encourage high and medium density residential development
projects located within a quarter mile of a transit stop.



1.D.k: Provide incentives, such as reduced parking requirements and permit
streamlining, and remove zoning and other barriers to mixed-use and higher intensity
development at transit nodes and along transit corridors.



4.B.c: Provide multi-modal access to activity centers such as public facilities, commercial
centers and corridors, employment centers, transit stops, schools, parks, recreation
areas, and tourist attractions.



4.B.l: Require, where appropriate and warranted, new development to contribute to, or
construct, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.



4.B.m: Where appropriate, require new development outside of identified communities to
provide and stripe minimum four-foot wide shoulders within the development to
accommodate pedestrians unless average lot sizes are greater than two acres.



4.B.o: Require, where appropriate, new commercial, high density residential and
recreational development to provide and maintain bicycle storage facilities.



4.B.r: Require local roads serving new development to include, where feasible, bicycle
and pedestrian facilities.
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4.B.s: Require, where appropriate and warranted, dedication of right-of-way for and/or
construction of bicycle and pedestrian facilities along routes identified in the priority and
non-priority lists contained in the Non-Motorized Element of the County of Tuolumne
Regional Transportation Plan.



4.B.t: Require all new community plans to include a bicycle and pedestrian routes plan.



4.B.x: Identify routes from new bicycle and/or pedestrian facilities to link existing
residential development to nearby commercial areas and community centers and
facilities, such as schools, and to link existing and new identified communities to one
another where feasible.



4.C.e: Require new development projects to analyze their contribution to increased use
of public transit and to contribute towards improvements if significant impacts are
identified.

The comment ignores one of the most consequential policies identified in the RDEIR with
respect to energy consumption. By adopting Policy 18.A.1, the County would commit to
preparing a CAP that would establish a GHG reduction target consistent with Senate Bill 32
to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.
Implementation Programs 18.A.a and 18.A.b identify specific GHG emissions reduction
measures to be included in the CAP. Most of these measures would result in a reduction in
energy consumption. The RDEIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.8-1, which requires
additional reduction measures to be added to Implementation Program 18.A.a. Importantly,
Implementation Program 18.A.d would commit the County to adopt and begin implementing
the CAP prior to 2020.
This comment does not result in any needed changes to the RDEIR text. No further response
is needed.
O5-20

The comment expresses concern with the RDEIR’s analysis of potential wildfire hazard
impacts. Disagreement regarding the analysis and conclusions in an EIR does not render the
RDEIR inadequate. Instead, the EIR should contain a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
the decisionmaker with information which enables them to make a decision, and the
determinations should be supported by substantial evidence.
The RDEIR clearly describes the existing setting and the risk of wildland fires (RDEIR, p. 3.9-4
- 3.9-9). Wildfire outbreaks occur routinely during Tuolumne County’s dry season. The local
topography contains rugged terrain, including steep canyons, many of which are
inaccessible. Severe fire weather occurs on 35 percent of the days during fire season in the
majority of the County. Therefore, there is an increased probability that large damaging fires
will occur (RDEIR, p. 3.9-4). Relying on the National Fire Plan, the RDEIR identifies a list of 32
“Communities at Risk” from the threat of wildland fire in Tuolumne County. In addition, the
RDEIR identifies two airports located in Tuolumne County, and the associated designated
safety zones (RDEIR, p. 3.9-7).
The General Plan Update includes a robust set of policies to provide protection to County
residents and natural resources from the losses associated with wildland fire (General Plan,
p. 17-8 through 17-11). The following list provides a few examples of the many relevant
policies and implementation programs. For a complete list, please see the General Plan,
pages 17-8 through 17-11 and the RDEIR, pages 3.9-19 through 3.9-21.


Policy 17.E.2: Require the maintenance of defensible space setbacks in areas proposed
for development if wildland fire hazards exist on adjacent properties.
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Policy 17.E.3: Require new development to have adequate fire protection and to include,
where necessary, design and maintenance features that contribute to the protection of
the County from the losses associated with wildland fire.


Implementation Program 17.E.c: Require new development to mitigate wildland fire
hazards in such a manner that it minimizes the chance of wildland fire originating
outside the development from entering the development and minimizes the chance
of fire originating within the development escaping to adjoining property and adjacent
wildland.



Policy 17.E.4: Promote public awareness of wildland fire hazards present within the
County, as well as proper fire prevention and protection practices.



Policy 17.E.8: Require property owners to maintain wildlands in a fire resistant manner
consistent with Section 4291 of the Public Resources Code. Assist fire protection
agencies in their efforts to enforce Section 4291.


Implementation Program 17.E.s: Maintain the County’s policies concerning
development in the Tuolumne County Ordinance Code in the wildland urban interface
area to further reduce the risk of life and property loss from future wildfires.

The RDEIR discusses hazards and hazardous materials, including the risks of wildfire
associated with implementation of the General Plan Update, in section 3.9. The County
recognizes and takes seriously the fire risk in Tuolumne County (see, e.g., RDEIR, p. 3.9-4).
The County engaged in a coordinated effort with the City of Sonora, the Tuolumne Utilities
District, the Sonora Union High School District, and many others, to update the Tuolumne
County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan in 2018, which includes a number of
goals, objectives, and mitigation actions for hazards in the County, including wildfire. (See
DREIR, pp. 3.8-10 through 3.8-12 for a list of some of the relevant mitigation actions
included in the Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan.) In addition, the Tuolumne County
Emergency Operations Plan delineates the County’s procedures and policies in response to
significant disasters, including wildland fires (RDEIR, p. 3.9-14). Titles 11, 15, and 16 of the
Tuolumne County Ordinance Code also contain local fire safe ordinances. The RDEIR
determined that via compliance with the robust requirements in the General Plan Update, as
well as other relevant state and local regulations, project development under the General
Plan Update would result in less-than-significant impacts related to wildland fires.
The comment indicates that the General Plan Update would “add thousands of new
residents to the wildland urban interface,” and would develop “in locations in California that
currently have low or no density.” That comment stems largely from a misunderstanding of
the General Plan Update because the General Plan Update guides future growth within
Tuolumne County and does not mandate the increase of residents in low density areas. See
Master Response 2 for more information regarding the growth and development that is likely
to occur under the General Plan. Development would occur largely within identified
communities. In addition, under the General Plan Update, development within high or very
high fire hazard areas would only be allowed if it could be made safe by planning,
construction, or other fire safety measures, pursuant to General Plan Policy 17.E.1.
The commenter states that “the DREIR selected thresholds that do not take into account the
dangerous location where development would occur.” The commenter points to Banning
Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach (2017) 2 Cal.5th 918, in which the Supreme
Court held that the City of Newport Beach “could not ‘ignore the fact that Banning Ranch is in
the coastal zone.’” The commenter compares the situation in Banning Ranch to “the fact
that the Project site is located within an extremely dangerous location from a wildland fire
perspective.” As explained above, the RDEIR describes the environmental setting in detail,
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including areas of wildland fire hazard (RDEIR, p. 3.9-4 - 3.9-9). The County takes this issue
very seriously, both in light of wildfires that have occurred in the County and those that have
recently and tragically devastated communities in California, such as the Camp Fire in
Paradise. Thus, the County is charged with developing policies knowing it has areas of high
fire risks, and that development has occurred already in these areas and is slated to do so in
the General Plan Update.
The County has the discretion under CEQA to select its thresholds of significance. With
respect to potential wildfire impacts, as explained above in this response to comment, the
RDEIR carefully and thoroughly describes the environmental setting. In addition, the RDEIR
appropriately relies upon the threshold listed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and
considers whether the physical changes from projected development under the General Plan
Update would expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands (RDEIR, p. 3.9-15; CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G,
subd. VIII.h).
The General Plan Update also takes into account the location of specific development. For
example:


Policy 17.E.1: Reduce the exposure to risk from wildland fire to an acceptable level by
only allowing development in high or very high fire hazard areas if it can be made safe by
planning, construction, or other fire safety measures.


Implementation Program 17.E.a: Utilize the CAL FIRE Forest and Resource
Assessment Program ‘Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map’ …as a basis for determining
the significance of fire hazards when reviewing development applications.



Implementation Program 17.E.b: Recognize that new development… is acceptable in
moderate, high and very high fire hazard zones, provided that project design meets
California Building Codes including Wildland Urban Interface Building Codes. Such
developments may be required to provide and maintain additional off-site fire
defense improvements.

(General Plan Update, p. 17-8) Where individual projects are constructed in high or very high
fire hazard areas, those projects must comply with CEQA, and site-specific impacts will be
addressed at that time.
The commenter also expresses concern regarding “increased ignitions” as a result of
development under the General Plan, and states that the threshold of significance should
address the number of sources for ignition. As explained in the RDEIR, fires in Tuolumne
County are predominantly caused by vehicle and equipment use and arson (RDEIR, p. 3.9-4).
There is no evidence that the General Plan Update will cause enough increased ignition
sources to cause a significant impact under CEQA. In fact, many of the General Plan Update
policies will help to reduce the risk of ignition, including Policy 17.E.4, discussed above. Note
specifically the language in Implementation Program 17.E.c, which requires new
development to mitigate wildland fire hazards in such a manner that it minimizes the chance
of wildland fire originating outside the development from entering the development and
minimizes the chance of fire originating within the development escaping to adjoining
property and adjacent wildland [emphasis added].
The commenter states that “there are essentially no new policies or implementation
programs proposed that differ from those that are already in effect…. However, the
development that has occurred under the 1996 General Plan … has not resulted in fire
hardened communities…. Given that this type of development has occurred over the previous
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20 years with the same policies in place, it is unsupported to find that the General Plan
Update which would allow for development in very high hazard areas would result in less
than significant impacts.”
Regulations to protect against wildfire risk have changed extensively since the 1996 General
Plan. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), the State Board of
Forestry and Fire Protection, and other relevant agencies are continually revising regulations
and guidance to reflect the current state of knowledge and State policy. Pages 3.9-13 and
3.9-15 of the RDEIR provide a description of the regulatory setting related to wildfire hazards.
CAL FIRE regulations are contained at Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations. These
regulations, which establish minimum wildfire protection standards in conjunction with
building, construction, and development in state responsibility areas, were updated in 2013.
The RDEIR describes the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection’s 2010 Strategic Fire
Plan, which provides the state’s road map for reducing the risk of wildfire. That plan was
updated again in 2018. In addition, the Tuolumne Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan
was adopted in 2018, and the California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection certified the
County’s Public Resources Code section 4290 fire safe ordinances in 2016.
The commenter suggests consideration of “a mowing ordinance that would require an
inspection and regulatory program to reduce the fire hazards from unmaintained parcels
adjacent to existing developed lots.” Unmaintained parcels adjacent to existing developed
lots describes an existing condition, which would not be a potential environmental effect
associated with implementation of the project. CEQA requires adoption of feasible mitigation
measures which would substantially lessen significant environmental effects of a project.
Where there are no significant impacts, CEQA does not require mitigation. In addition, it
would not be feasible for the County to implement a mowing ordinance as suggested by the
commenter. The County currently has one code-enforcement investigator and therefore does
not have the capacity to enforce such an ordinance on vacant lots. A mowing ordinance like
the one suggested would require extensive funding and enforcement, which could not occur
without an entirely new source of revenue. These resources are not available to the County.
For more information regarding fire safety, please refer to Master Response 6.
The conclusions in the RDEIR are appropriate, and no changes to the RDEIR are required.
O5-21

See Master Response 6 regarding fire safety. Note that after further coordination with TCFD,
County staff has initiated minor text revisions to RDEIR Section 3.14, “Public Services.”
Among other minor text changes, these edits include revisions to numbers of fire staff and
also identify the fact that a new fire station was recently approved in Jamestown. These edits
are reflected in Chapter 4 of this document. The RDEIR specifies that an impact would be
considered significant if projected development under the General Plan Update would
increase demand for fire and emergency services such that it would require the construction
of new or expanded facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts (RDEIR, p. 3.14-7). After recognizing that the RDEIR states that the
County does not rely on the National Fire Protection Association Standard, the commenter
then applies this same standard to calculate a number of fire fighters needed to serve the
County’s population. The RDEIR appropriately considers compliance with response times
specified in the TCFD Service Level Stabilization Plan to determine whether new or expanded
fire protection facilities are necessary. The analysis includes input provided by personal
communication with fire department staff. The RDEIR’s analysis, as revised for clarification in
Chapter 4, is adequate.

O5-22

The General Plan Update includes many policies that would encourage growth to occur in
identified communities. The General Plan Update also includes changes to the land use
diagram that changes the pattern of development to focus it within these communities. As
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stated in Chapter 2, “Project Description”: “The General Plan Update includes these changes
to land use designations for several reasons. Foremost among these are to match the
current zoning designation, to account for existing public ownership of land, and to shift
toward a land use pattern wherein development is more likely to occur within identified
communities. These land use designation changes would occur throughout the County, but
would be more prevalent near the communities of Jamestown, Columbia, Tuolumne, Chinese
Camp, and Groveland.”
Table 2-2 of the RDEIR (p. 2-6) shows the changes in the land use designations between the
1996 General Plan and the proposed General Plan Update. Using the data shown in the
table, it can be seen that the 1996 General Plan designated a total of 735 acres for highand medium-density residential uses. The General Plan Update identifies a total of 1,040
acres for these same residential designations—a 30 percent increase. The General Plan
Update increases the various low-density residential land use designations by only 4 percent.
Although the number of acres for the various low-density land use designation is much higher
than the high- and medium-density residential designations, the high- and medium-density
residential designations would accommodate far more residents per acre; therefore, the 30percent increase in these designations allows more compact development within identified
communities than the 1996 General Plan.
In addition to the land use diagram, the General Plan update also uses policy to focus growth
within identified communities. The RDEIR states that the General Plan Update provides
guidance in determining the appropriate or desirable locations for this growth, thereby
preventing an unnecessarily scattered dispersed pattern of development, which often results
in extraordinary demands on public services, above average public service costs, and
unnecessary and avoidable destruction or degradation of valuable natural resources (p.
3.13-6). However, the RDEIR also acknowledges that some growth could still occur in more
rural areas:
Although the General Plan Update encourages development in identified
communities, it does not discourage, prohibit, nor alter where development may
occur in rural areas. Low-density housing may occur in rural areas, as is the case
under the existing 1996 General Plan. Other key methods and assumptions used to
frame and conduct the impact analysis, as well as issues or potential impacts not
discussed further (such as issues for which projected development under the
General Plan Update would have no impact), are described in each resource section
(p. 3-2).
Therefore, the RDEIR’s analysis, including the analysis in Section 3.1, “Aesthetics,” does not
assume that no development would occur in rural areas. The RDEIR’s analysis considers the
impact minimization potential from abiding by existing federal, state, and local regulations; it
then considers potential impact reduction associated with proposed General Plan Update
policies and implementation programs; and if these aren’t sufficient to reduce potential
impacts below the threshold of significance, mitigation measures are identified.
In the case of Section 3.1, “Aesthetics,” the analysis under Impact 3.1-1 (Impacts to a Scenic
Vista or Scenic Resource Visible from a Visually Sensitive Location) does acknowledge that
the General Plan Update’s land use scenario would “tend to minimize impacts to two scenic
vistas designated by Caltrans on a rural section of SR 20 near Don Pedro Reservoir”;
however, the RDEIR then examines, in detail, the many proposed policies and
implementation programs that would further reduce potential impacts. It is primarily on the
basis of this policy examination that the RDEIR concludes the impact would be less than
significant.
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This comment did not result in the need to revise the RDEIR. No further response is
necessary.
O5-23

The RDEIR specifically addresses the potential impacts to recreation facilities that could
result from the proposed change in parkland provision policy. Impact 3.15-1 (Require the
Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities) on pages 3.15-9 and 3.15-10 of the
RDEIR compares the parkland provision standards of six other counties in the sierra foothills
with the current parkland standard of 30 acres per 1,000 residents and the proposed
standard of 5 acres per 1,000 residents. The RDEIR concludes that updating the policy to
reflect an achievable parkland provision goal would not result in physical impacts to existing
recreational facilities. The County’s proposed parkland standard would continue to maximize
the parkland dedication and/or in-lieu fees collected from developers. In addition, the
expansive amount of federal and state public lands available for recreation will continue to
provide residents of Tuolumne County numerous alternatives to County parks, which reduces
demand for County parks and also minimizes the potential for physical deterioration of
County parks resulting from overuse. Impacts related to provision of parkland and associated
physical impacts to existing parks resulting from overuse would be less than significant
(RDEIR, p. 3.15-10). This comment did not result in the need to revise the RDEIR. No further
response is necessary.

O5-24

The RDEIR does not require recirculation because no new substantial information has been
identified since the release of the RDEIR. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
21092.1, CEQA GUIDELINES Section 15088.5, and Laurel Heights II, 6 Cal.4th, “significant
new information” includes: (1) information showing a new, substantial environmental impact
resulting either from the project or from a mitigation measure; (2) information showing a
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact not mitigated to a level of
insignificance; (3) information showing a feasible alternative or mitigation measure that
clearly would lessen the environmental impacts of a project and the proponent declines to
adopt the mitigation measure; or (4) instances where the DEIR was so fundamentally and
basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that public comment on the DEIR was
essentially meaningless.
The County has provided responses to all comments received on the RDEIR, including
comments related to alternatives (see response to comment O5-7). Although revisions have
been made to the RDEIR (See Chapter 4 of this document), these revisions clarify and
amplify the information contained in the RDEIR. These revisions do not change any of the
conclusions in the RDEIR. Therefore, none of the public comments received resulted in
substantial new information. Breaking down the above-described criteria for “substantial new
information” one by one, it is noted that (1) no new information has been identified showing
a new, substantial environmental impact; (2) no new information has been identified
showing a substantial increase in severity of a significant impact; (3) no new information
showing a feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would lessen the impacts of a
project for which also the proponent declines to adopt; or (4) no new information showing an
instance where the RDEIR was fundamentally and basically inadequate. Recirculation of the
RDEIR is not required.
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Letter
O6

Tuolumne County Farm Bureau
Ken Fleming, President
October 11, 2018

O6-1

See response to comment G5-2 regarding the public comment period.

O6-2

See Master Response 3 for a discussion of agricultural policies. It should be noted that the
County has the discretion under CEQA to select its thresholds of significance.

O6-3

This comment is specifically addressed in Master Response 3. As described in the master
response, the commenter pointed out that new NRCS soils data became available while the
RDEIR was out for public review. This information was used to help clarify the information
presented in the RDEIR, and Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 was revised to cover Important
Farmland. Please see Master Response 3 for addition information.

O6-4

This comment is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public
hearing.
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O6-5

The County will recommend removal of the text “not detrimental to neighboring properties”
from the draft revisions to Title 17, Tuolumne County Ordinance Code section 17.24.020(D),
17.26.020(D), 17.28.020(D), and 17.29.020(B). This revision to the Title 17 text would not
affect the text in the body of the RDEIR; therefore, text revision is not reflected in Chapter 4,
“Revisions to the Draft EIR.”

O6-6

This comment does not specifically address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the
RDEIR. This comment is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public
hearing.
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Letter
O7

Tuolumne Heritage Committee
Sharon Marovich, Chair
September 28, 2018

O7-1

This comment is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public
hearing. Goals, policies, and implementation programs in the General Plan Update are
designed to support the overall objectives of the 2018 General Plan. Achieving “maximum
flexibility for development” includes adherence with state and federal environmental laws,
which include requirements for mitigation, either onsite, off site, and/or in kind, which may
include conservation. This comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to
the adequacy of the RDEIR.

O7-2

See Master Response 2. The population projections identified in the General Plan Update
rely on several data sources, which were then modeled utilizing the UPLAN planning model
created by UC Davis. The General Plan Update does not rely on one source for population
information. The General Plan Update molds together a variety of data sources with planning
models to project a possible population projection. The General Plan Update does not direct
growth to this level, but it, in conjunction with the RDEIR, acknowledges this growth
projection and the potential environmental impacts that may result from the development
needed to accommodate growth. If the population, over the course of the planning horizon of
the General Plan Update, does not reach the potential identified in the RDEIR, there would
not be any increased impacts to the environment, as the RDEIR has analyzed what would be
considered a conservative population growth as modeled for the General Plan Update.
Population growth less than what is estimated in the RDEIR would more likely result in
impacts less than those described in the RDEIR, and implementation of mitigation measures
identified in the RDEIR would still be required.

O7-3

This comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the RDEIR. This comment is
noted and included in the record for consideration during the public hearing. Noticing of the
Mills Act on tax bills will be directed to the Assessor for review and consideration.

O7-4

As discussed in the RDEIR’s Section 3.1, “Aesthetics,” the County maintains guidelines
specific to scenic routes, hillside development, and landscaping. The 1998 Guidelines for
Development along Scenic Routes illustrates design elements that can be incorporated when
siting, designing, and constructing land development projects located along an identified
scenic route (Tuolumne County 1998). The RDEIR evaluates potential impacts to a scenic
vista or scenic resource from a visually sensitive location (Impact 3.1-1) and concludes that
the impact would be less than significant. The comment does not raise issues related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR. Comments regarding hillside development are noted and included in
the record for consideration during the public hearing.

O7-5

Policy 8.4.A in the General Plan requires a 200 foot buffer from land designated Agricultural,
which may be reduced after review and recommendation by the Agricultural Advisory
Committee. The policy does not abandon the buffer and the County is not proposing a
change from current practice. Comments regarding Policy 8.B.5 are noted and included in
the record for consideration during the public hearing. A discussion of the impacts
associated with the re-designation of agricultural land is located in the RDEIR, Section 3.2,
“Agricultural and Forest Resources.”

O7-6

See response to comment O7-9. Impact 3.2-4 (Conflicts with Agricultural Land Uses)
references the discussion in Impact 3.2-1 (Loss of High-Value Agricultural Land), which
evaluates the re-designation of 4,509 acres of land classified as Agricultural. See Master
Response 3 for additional discussion.
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O7-7

Policy 16.B.3 requires property owner consent for the rezoning of land to Open Space, Open
Space-1, or designating land Open Space in the General Plan. Current practice at the County
also requires this consent. The County, or a project consultant, makes a recommendation of
Open Space as appropriate mitigation to an identified impact. The County then consults with
the property owner to ensure that the proposal is acceptable. If the property owner does not
agree to the Open Space proposal, alternative mitigation is considered. If no alternative
mitigation is available, the property owner can proceed with the project and include the
proposed Open Space, or can withdraw the application from consideration. A property owner
always retains the option to withdraw a project at any time, for any reason, during the
discretionary review process.

O7-8

Table 3.5-1 is a list of known historical resources, including those listed in the County
inventory. As stated on page 3.5-2 of the RDEIR, “Included in the table are sites listed on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the Tuolumne County Register of Cultural
Resources and designated as California State Historic Landmarks.” To add clarification, the
title of the table is revised to “Table 3.5-1 Tuolumne County Listed Historical Resources”.
This revision is also shown in Chapter 4.
The comment states that Implementation Program 13.A.a regards the County's responsibility
to notify property owners of the Mills Act and suggests a possible means for the County to
carry out this implementation program. This is not a comment on the conclusions or the
analysis of the RDEIR. See response to comment O7-3 regarding Mills Act notification.

O7-9

As part of the analysis related to impacts associated with inducement of substantial
population growth the, RDEIR includes a discussion regarding the relationship between the
function of a General Plan and the actual growth of a plan area. The RDEIR explains that the
population growth assumed in the General Plan Update is conservative, but that a
conservative population estimate does not create or induce additional growth. The RDEIR
further states:
This growth would be expected to occur without adoption of the proposed General
Plan Update. The philosophy of the General Plan Update is that the County will be
prepared and able to accommodate projected growth, while adhering to policies that
define where and how development will occur. The General Plan Update provides
guidance in determining the appropriate or desirable locations for this growth,
thereby preventing an unnecessarily scattered dispersed pattern of development,
which often results in extraordinary demands on public services, above average
public service costs, and unnecessary and avoidable destruction or degradation of
valuable natural resources (p. 3.13-6).
Chapter 2, “Project Description” of the RDEIR (p. 2-4), summarizes the point well: the policies
in the General Plan Update are more likely to shape rather than to cause the foreseeable
growth in the County.
To show how the General Plan Update is designed to accommodate the assumed population
growth, the Project Description includes tables showing how the General Plan Update would
accommodate the growth in terms of change in land use acreage from the 1996 General
Plan, as well as the change in dwelling units and non-residential floor area between existing
conditions (2015) and year 2040. (See Tables 2-2 and 2-3 in Chapter 2, “Project
Description.”)
Please also see Master Response 2.
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O7-10

This comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the RDEIR. This comment
regarding Impact Mitigation Fees and Library revenues is noted and included in the record
for consideration during the public hearing.

O7-11

See response to comment O5-23 related to the parkland provision standard. The RDEIR does
not rely on access to existing federal and state lands for its evaluation, but it does note that
the abundance of access to these lands provides further evidence that a change in parkland
provision standards to a level that is consistent with the Quimby Act and consistent with
other nearby sierra foothills counties would not result in a significant impact to recreational
facilities.

O7-12

Chapter 3, “Environmental Impact Analysis,” of the RDEIR evaluates impacts within Tuolumne
County. Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impact Analysis,” evaluates the project’s contribution to
broader, more regional “cumulative” impacts, as applicable. Chapter 4 (RDEIR, p. 4-1)
explains the purpose of the cumulative impact analysis pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15130.

O7-13

See response to comment O7-1. This comment is noted and included in the record for
consideration during the public hearing. Impact 3.5-1 (Change in the Significance of a
Historical or Unique Archaeological Resource) discusses the impacts to historical or unique
archeological resources. The conclusion of this discussion is that the impact is significant
and unavoidable. This comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the RDEIR.

O7-14

Impact 3.2-4 (Conflicts with Agricultural Land Uses) references the discussion in Impact 3.21 (Loss of High-Value Agricultural Land), which evaluates the re-designation of 4,509 acres of
land classified as Agricultural. See Master Response 3 for additional discussion.

O7-15

The RDEIR includes Alternative 4: Historic Structure Preservation to address the significant
and unavoidable impact associated with the project related to historic structures. This
alternative would prohibit, with some exceptions, demolition or substantial alteration of a
significant historic structure. As part of the evaluation of this alternative, the RDEIR notes
that prohibiting demolition of historic structures could result in some constraint to infill
development (because historic structures are more densely located in existing communities
where infill development would most often occur). The RDEIR, however, further notes that
because there are only 19 listings on the NRHP and 20 California Historical Landmarks, the
constraints to infill development would not likely be overly burdensome to infill development.
The RDEIR did not suggest that these were the only historic properties, but only that the
number can be used as a gauge to determine the level of impediment that this alternative
would present to infill development. To reiterate, this alternative is designed to reduce
significant impacts to historic structures.

O7-16

The RDEIR concludes that Alternative 6: Modified Public Services is the environmentally
superior alternative (p. 6-28). This alternative was selected as the environmentally superior
alternative because it substantially reduces one significant impact of the implementation of
the General Plan Update (impact to High-Value Farmland) and results in several other
reductions in the level of impact associated with other environmental issues, including
aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, Global Climate Change, public services, and
traffic. Although the alternative would result in slightly greater impacts to cultural resources,
the overall level of impact reduction is greatest among all the alternatives. The Modified
Public Services alternative is appropriately identified as the environmentally superior
alternative.
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Letter
I1

Ascent Environmental

Larry Beil
October 9, 2018

I1-1

The comment is an introductory statement that does not specifically address the content,
analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR. Responses to the commenter’s specific concerns
regarding source information and document review are addressed below in response to
comments I1-2 through I1-15.

I1-2

The mapping information requested in this letter (geotechnical maps, wildlife map, and deer
herd map) was available at the County offices during the public comment period on the
RDEIR as specified in the Notice of Availability. The mapping information was also provided
to the commenter on October 29, 2018, and made available on the County website. With
respect to the Geotechnical Maps, they are not referenced in the RDEIR other than to refer
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back to the General Plan Update language. The General Plan Update refers to these maps in
policies and implementation programs, and generally directs staff to use them when
conducting an analysis and to update and maintain these maps. The General Plan Update
acknowledges these maps are to be used as guides. Further, Implementation Program
17.D.c requires project specific engineering reports when a potential hazard exists on a site.
The reference to the “geotechnical maps” in the General Plan Update was related to maps
for use during general project review. These maps were not used in any analysis or for the
basis of any conclusions in the RDEIR. Also see response to comment I1-6.
A copy of the October 29th response letter is included as Appendix A.
I1-3

The “identified communities” concept is a carryover from the Community Identity Element in
the 1996 General Plan. The 1996 General Plan lists the following twenty areas as “defined
communities”: Strawberry, Sugar Pine/Mi-Wuk Village, Sierra Village, Long Barn, Twain Harte,
Tuolumne, Soulsbyville, Crystal Falls/Mono Vista, Cedar Ridge, Columbia, West Sonora,
Standard, East Sonora, Mountain Springs, Jamestown, Chinese Camp, Moccasin, Lake Don
Pedro, Big Oak Flat and Groveland/Pine Mountain Lake. The specific boundaries of these
communities were initially identified as a part of the 1996 General Plan.
Prior to the initiation of the General Plan Update project in 2015, the County underwent
several planning efforts, which are described in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the RDEIR.
These planning efforts continued with the concept of defined communities, but use the
terminology “distinctive communities” because it is consistent with the output of the UPlan
model. The “distinctive communities” concept became a growth scenario that was evaluated
by the UPlan model during Tuolumne Tomorrow/Blueprint process. An advisory committee
consisting of City of Sonora staff, Tuolumne County staff, Tuolumne County Transportation
Council staff, and community members vetted the actual boundaries of the “distinctive
communities” during this process. The attached memo (Appendix B) describes how the UPlan
model was implemented for the General Plan Update, using the same approach that was
used for the Tuolumne Tomorrow/Blueprint process. It should be noted that previous CEQA
review is not necessary for the General Plan Update to include specific identified community
boundaries. The General Plan Update continues to implement the “distinctive communities”
concept and has revised the list to the communities listed Table 1.4 of the Technical
Background Report.

I1-4

This comment is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public
hearing. See Master Response 1 regarding Government Code section 65860 and the
required vertical consistency between the General Plan, the zoning code, and other
development policies. The comment criticizes the text in the RDEIR project description that
describes centralized development (RDEIR, p. 2-3). This portion of the project description
explains the overall approach and benefits of the land use pattern identified under the
Distinctive Communities Growth Scenario. This description is not intended to imply that there
are no exceptions to this general pattern. The comment further indicates that the EIR must
analyze the impacts of existing development on infrastructure and services. The focus of the
RDEIR, however, is the impact of development that is reasonably foreseeable under the
proposed General Plan Update, rather than on existing development. Existing development is
appropriately considered part of the baseline for the analysis of impacts. The commenter
raises issues between the previous 1980 General Plan and the existing 1996 General Plan.
The RDEIR considers the potential impacts associated with the proposed General Plan
Update and is not required to complete a plan-to-plan comparison.

I1-5

Section 3.4.1, “Existing Setting,” of the RDEIR is intended to provide a generalized
characterization of Countywide biological resources and conditions. The text recognizes the
limits of the available data. Exhibit 3.4-1 is provided as context for the County-wide, program-
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level analysis that follows in Section 3.4.3, “Impact Analysis.” This mapping is not intended
to support project-specific analyses.
Implementation Program 16.B.x, which is identified in Mitigation Measure 3.4-2, does provide
that the oak woodland map, which is derived from the same data sources, may be used “as
an initial base map,” but would require “project-specific ground-truthing/field verification” to
generate an accurate map of specific project sites when considering discretionary
development proposals. This would correct for any mapping errors in the Countywide map
prior to project-specific analysis.
I1-6

See response to comment 02-2, which describes information requests and the County’s
response. As indicated in response to comment O2-2, the oak woodlands map is mentioned
in a new implementation program required by Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 (RDEIR, p. 3.4-36).
The “map” in this instance constitutes electronic GIS information and does not refer to an
actual map graphic. See also response to comment I1-5.
There is no requirement for all information, metadata and reference material to be provided
online, as indicated by this comment. Further, the County does not maintain a website of GIS
data for open use by the public. Interested parties can complete a file access request form
located on the County website (https://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/FormCenter/GIS-5/FileAccess-Request-Form-39), or they can contact County staff directly to gain access to GIS
data. Additional information about data can be found on the GIS Division website
(https://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/524/GIS-Layer-Descriptions).

I1-7

Policy 16.B.5 and its implementation programs discuss the use of the Wildlife Maps in
evaluating impacts to biological resources. As indicated in Policy 16.B.5 and Implementation
Programs 16.B.g and 16.B.h, the maps are used to “assist” and are not being directed to be
used as the only source of information.
The references to the Wildlife Maps in the General Plan Update are specific to use during
general project review, and were not used in any analysis or for the basis of any conclusions
in the RDEIR.

I1-8

See response to comments I1-2 and I1-6. The maps and reports are located in the County
office for public review during regular business hours. This comment is noted and included in
the record for consideration during the public hearing.

I1-9

See Master Responses 5 and 6 and response to comments O5-20 and O5-21 for information
regarding wildland fire policies, fire safety, the RDEIR’s analysis of wildland fire impacts. See
response to comment I1-3 for a discussion of the methodology for establishing identified
community boundaries. Regarding the County’s record of enforcing local, state, and federal
fire policies and regulations, evaluation of potential environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA
must treat as a given the lead agency’s adherence to, and enforcement of, existing and
future applicable laws, regulations, and policies, as well as mitigation measures. Otherwise,
it would be impossible to accurately assess environmental impacts and meaningless to apply
mitigation measures. Citizens are able to report violations of regulations and standards to
the appropriate agencies.

I1-10

The RDEIR relies on the most current data available for dam inundation. In 2017, the owners
of Twain Harte Lake, the Twain Harte Lake Association (THLA), received notification from the
Department of Water Resources that a dam inundation map had not been published for the
lake. The THLA has hired Sierra Overhead Analytics to prepare the maps and an Emergency
Action Plan, which is required under Water Code sections 6160/6161. The Twain Harte Lake
Association has stated that they expect these documents to be completed by the end of
2018.

3-252

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Responses to Comments

I1-11

Exhibit 3.10-2 in the RDEIR’s “Hydrology and Water Quality” section shows 100-year flood
zones. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM) for the Jamestown area shows areas designated Zone A, “No Base Flood Elevations
Determined” (FEMA 2009). Exhibit 3-2 below provides an image of the actual FIRM map. The
Zone A areas shown in the FIRM are consistent with the 100-year flood zones depicted in
Exhibit 3.10-2 and are located outside the Jamestown community plan area. Therefore,
although there are areas where the base flood elevation is not known, these areas are
appropriately identified as 100-year flood areas in the RDEIR. The FIRM does not identify any
Zone D areas, which are defined as “areas in which flood hazards are undetermined, but
possible.” It is also important to note that the RDEIR prepared for the General Plan Update is
a Countywide, program-level document. It encapsulates overall impacts, but does not provide
fine-grained analyses of specific areas, except when appropriate for determining the broader
level of impact.

I1-12

See Master Response 6 regarding fire safety. Also please see response to comment O5-21,
which explains that, after further coordination with the Tuolumne County Fire Department
(TCFD) staff, text revisions have been made to the table referenced by the commenter.
Response to comment O5-21 also provides additional explanation regarding the RDEIR
threshold of significance and the County’s standards.

I1-13

The text referenced by the commenter is in strike-through, underline format because
Mitigation Measure 3.16-3 provides revision, in the form of errata, to proposed Title 17 text.
This is not a formatting error but is necessary to show the revisions to the Title 17 text
required by the Mitigation Measure. If the Board of Supervisors certifies the EIR, including
Mitigation Measure 3.16-3, the underlined language will be added to and the strikethrough
language will be deleted from the General Plan Update. No further response is needed.

I1-14

See response to comment I1-3. Changing the general plan land use designations in a
manner that is consistent with the existing zoning district is not growth inducing. Potential
growth-inducement-related impacts from implementation of the General Plan Update are
evaluated in the RDEIR in Section 3.13, “Population and Housing,” (see Impact 3.13-2.) and
Chapter 5, “Other CEQA Discussions” (see 5.1, “Growth Inducing Impacts”). As explained in
the RDEIR, growth in the County will occur with or without the General Plan Update. The
General Plan Update does not facilitate growth in the County; rather, it is intended to shape
the location and type of development that would otherwise occur. See also response to
comment O3-33 regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR analysis. Conducting
specific, parcel-level analyses of the areas identified by the commenter is not consistent with
a program-level analysis.
The comment identifies eight areas in the County where land use designations are proposed
to be changed. The table below discusses the eight areas, and the County’s response to each
suggestion made by the commenter.
APN/Area

33-242-22

Existing Zoning

R-3:MX and RE1:MX

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
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Existing
General
Plan

ER

Proposed
General Plan

LDR and HDR

County Response
Land uses on the site include 1 SFD, one 3-unit
apartment building, and outbuildings. It will be
recommended to modify the proposed land
designation change and designate the entire
property LDR. In the future, a County initiated zone
change will be necessary for the property to bring the
zoning into compliance with the land use
designation, should the entire property be
designated LDR.
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APN/Area

I1-15
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Existing Zoning

Existing
General
Plan

Proposed
General Plan

58-500-01

R-3

RR

HDR

Tuttletown Area

RE-1, R-1

ER

LDR

Big Hill Mill Area

M-2

LI, RR and
LR

HI

83-220-01

R-3

ER

HDR

Woodhams Carne
Area

RE-1

ER

LDR

Stent Area

RE-1/R-1

ER

LDR

Stockton Road Area

M-1

RR

LI

County Response
Land uses on the site include individual mobile
homes. It will be recommended to modify the
proposed land designation change and leave the
entire property as RR. In the future, a County
initiated zone change will be necessary for the
property to bring the zoning into compliance with the
land use designation, should the property remain
RR. Changing the zoning would put the land use into
non-conforming status, and the land use could not
be expanded or enlarged beyond the existing
development.
Parcels are less than two acres in size. See Master
Response 1 regarding vertical consistency.
See Master Response 1 regarding vertical
consistency. Evaluation of specific land uses would
be required under separate discretionary permit
pursuant to TCOC Section 17.68.100.
Land uses on the site include individual mobile
homes. It will be recommended to modify the
proposed land designation change and leave the
entire property as ER. In the future, a County initiated
zone change will be necessary for the property to
bring the zoning into compliance with the land use
designation, should the property remain RR.
Changing the zoning would put the land use into
non-conforming status, and the land use could not
be expanded or enlarged beyond the existing
development.
Parcels are less than two acres in size. See Master
Response 1 regarding vertical consistency.
Parcels are less than two acres in size. See Master
Response 1 regarding vertical consistency.
See Master Response 1 regarding vertical
consistency. Evaluation of specific land uses would
be required under separate discretionary permit
pursuant to TCOC Section 17.68.100.

See Master Response 1 regarding Government Code section 65860 and the required vertical
consistency between the General Plan, the zoning code, and other development policies.
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Letter
I2
I2-1

Responses to Comments

Scott Fischler
October 11, 2018

See Master Response 1 regarding land use changes in the Stent/Quartz area. The comment
also raises general environmental issues, such as traffic and noise. These issues are evaluated
in the RDEIR. No specific comments are provided regarding the RDEIR analysis. This comment
letter is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public hearing.
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I3-1

3-258

Ascent Environmental

Carolyn Gorgas, David Gorgas, Dennis Gorgas, and Mary Gorgas Johnson
October 11, 2018
Please refer to response to comment I2-1. This comment is noted and included in the record
for consideration during the public hearing.
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Letter
I4
I4-1
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Roy and Pat Gray
August 30, 2018
The commenter does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the RDEIR. This comment is
noted and included in the record for consideration during the public hearing.

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Ascent Environmental

Letter
I5
I5-1
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Brian Hartsell
August 3, 2018
This comment is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public
hearing. The subject property is Assessor’s Parcel Number 56-330-12 and is zoned RE-1
(Residential Estate, one acre minimum) and designated as Estate Residential (ER) in the
1996 General Plan. The property is less than 2 acres in size and is inconsistent with the
minimum parcel size of 2 acres in the Estate Residential land use designation. Since the
zoning cannot be changed to achieve consistency with the current General Plan designation,
Tuolumne County is proposing to amend the General Plan land use designation on this parcel
to achieve the vertical consistency required by Government Code section 65860. See Master
Response 1 for further explanation.
Many of the properties in the vicinity of Assessor’s Parcel Number 56-330-12 are also
proposed to be re-designated to LDR. This change would not increase allowable density in
the area, as the density will continue to be restricted by the existing RE-1 zoning on the
property, which allows one dwelling unit per acre. Additional units are allowed under the
state Accessory Dwelling Unit regulations, as outlined in Senate Bill 229 (Wieckowski) and
Assembly Bill 494 (Bloom).

Letter
I6
I6-1

Mike Keene
October 9, 2018
This comment is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public
hearing. Information regarding Assessor’s Parcel Number 037-190-026 regarding the use of
the building as a warehouse was provided to the commenter.
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I7

Ascent Environmental

Marvin Keshner
September 13, 2018

I7-1

The RDEIR was published on August 27, 2018 for a 45-day review period, in compliance with
Section 21091 of the Public Resources Code. According to the State CEQA Guidelines
(Section 15105[a]), “[t]he public review period for a draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days
nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances.” The County notes
that the Draft EIR was circulated in 2015-2016. The County has deemed that a 45-day
review period in the instance of the RDEIR is fair and sufficient, and compliant with CEQA.

I7-2

The comment does not raise environmental issues or issues with the adequacy of the RDEIR,
and is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public hearing. Policies
regarding the comments in this letter can be found in the following elements of the General
Plan Update:
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Economic Development - Chapter Six



Housing/Density - Chapter 2. Also see Tuolumne County Ordinance Code Chapter 3.50 –
County Services Impact Fees



Recreation – Goal 11A and supporting policies and implementation programs. Additional
requirements are found in Tuolumne County Ordinance Code section 16.26.120.

I7-3

The comment does not raise issues with the adequacy of the RDEIR. Policies regarding the
contribution by developers to programs to improve fire service in the County can be found in
the Chapter 9, the Public Safety Element. In addition, through Implementation Program 9.F.a,
the County will consult with the Tuolumne County Fire Department to establish funding
mechanisms to offset the cost of fire protection. Further, as outlined in Tuolumne County
Ordinance Code Chapter 3.50, certain development projects are required to pay a County
Services Impact Fee, which is used to support fire agencies. Fuel breaks and fuel load
reduction projects are discussed in Implementation Programs 17.E.d, 17.D.y, 9.A.d, and
15.D.h.

I7-4

Wells and reliance on groundwater is addressed in response to comment O3-38. Use of
surface water is addressed in response to comment O3-39. As addressed in those
responses, individual wells may encounter performance issues, including failure, as a result
of the County’s fractured groundwater conditions. This is not a significant effect of the
General Plan Update because the effect would be limited and Tuolumne County Ordinance
Code section 13.16.060 prohibits a new water well on one property if it would prohibit the
use of surrounding property. Further, sufficient surface water is available to those properties
reliant on public water systems. The comment does not raise issues with the adequacy of the
RDEIR.
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Letter
I8
I8-1

Responses to Comments

Candra Manthey-Neff
October 8, 2018
The comment is an introductory statement that does not specifically address the content,
analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR. Responses to the commenter’s specific concerns are
addressed below in response to Comments I8-2 through I8-7.
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The potential for drought affects all of California, including Tuolumne County. When droughts
occur, it is common that cutbacks in water use are ordered to conserve this resource. In
2014, Governor Brown called on all Californians to reduce water use by 20 percent as a
result of the severe, multi-year drought (this is the same drought referenced in the
comment). Other communities, including some located in Tuolumne County, were asked to
conserve more than 20 percent of their water.
Regarding the statement that TUD can serve 20,000 more residences with the existing water
system, the RDEIR is based on the projection that 4,332 new single-family and 827 multifamily residences (5,159 total) would be developed by 2040, the horizon year of the General
Plan Update. As explained in the RDEIR (p. 3.17-16), TUD has the authority to manage
(restrict) water demand during periods of water shortages, including as explained in Table
3.17-3 (rationing from 0 to up to 50 percent during “catastrophic” conditions). TUD is also
collecting fees as part of new water hook-ups in order to develop water offset projects.
While rationing water is never desirable to residents, it is the reality of living in California.
Thus, even after Governor Brown removed drought water restrictions by signing Executive
Order (EO) B-40-17 in 2017, he also directed that water conservation is a “way of life” in
California and maintained prohibitions against wasteful water use.
While Tuolumne County acknowledges the concern of the comment, no information is
presented that would change the conclusions of the RDEIR. The comment does not raise
issues with the adequacy of the RDEIR.

I8-3

Historic resources are managed both by the General Plan Update and the Tuolumne County
Ordinance Code. In addition to complying with zoning requirements and land use
designations, additional design review standards are considered when evaluating property in
certain areas, such as the location of the previously proposed Dollar General in Columbia.
Furthermore, impacts to historic resources are considered as part of the CEQA review for
discretionary approvals. The comment does not raise issues with the adequacy of the RDEIR.
This comment is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public
hearing.

I8-4

Local planning commissions were eliminated in 2013. Groveland does not have a community
plan because there has not been a request and effort initiated by local residents. Because
community plans place an extra layer of land use regulations on an area, residents and
business owners must drive an effort to establish a community plan. Previous local planning
commissions were charged with implementing specific community plans when projects were
brought before them that were located within a plan boundary. Today, both the Tuolumne
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors now provide that oversight and
evaluate a project in relationship to a community plan, if one has been adopted for the
project area. The Mountain Springs Community Plan was adopted on October 14, 2008 as a
part of the overall approval of the Mountain Springs project.

I8-5

This comment is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public
hearing. The comment does not raise issues with the adequacy of the RDEIR.

I8-6

See response to comment O5-23. The requirement of 5 acres per 1,000 people is consistent
with the state requirements under the Quimby Act and is consistent with the parkland
provision standards of other sierra foothills counties. This comment is noted and included in
the record for consideration during the public hearing.

I8-7

This comment provides a summary of the issues raised in the comment letter. Please see
responses to comments I8-1 through I8-6 above.
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Tom Parrington
October 10, 2018

I9-1

The comment is an introductory statement that does not specifically address the content,
analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR. Responses to the commenter’s specific concerns are
addressed below in response to Comments I9-2 through I9-10.

I9-2

The RDEIR, in Impact 3.16-3 (Hazards Due to a Design Feature or Incompatible Uses,
including Agritourism Uses), identified commercial events as a permitted use in AE-160, AE80, AE-37, and A-20 zoning districts subject to the provisions of Section 17.52.220 of the
Tuolumne County Ordinance Code as a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure 3.163 would require a permit to ensure that additional performance measures are in place to
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. The comment does not raise issues with the
adequacy of the RDEIR. No changes to the RDEIR are required.

I9-3

The RDEIR evaluates potential impacts related to growth inducement in Section 3.13,
“Population and Housing,” (see Impact 3.13-2) and in Chapter 5, “Other CEQA Discussions.”
These analyses evaluate growth inducement from implementation of the General Plan
Update, including all foreseeable development resulting from projected growth through
2040. This discussion covers population inducement associated with adding residential
development, as well as population inducement resulting from jobs created by increased
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commercial and industrial development. Growth in Tuolumne County is not limited by the
1996 General Plan or the General Plan Update; as explained in Section 2.4.2, “Growth
Projections,” of the RDEIR, very limited growth in the County is expected. As shown in Table
2-2, adequate land is available to develop residential uses under the 1996 General Plan.
Therefore, redesignating land from Agricultural to residential use, while increasing the
inventory of land that could one day be developed, does not remove an impediment to
growth through the General Plan Update horizon. It is unnecessary to break down this
analysis further to focus on specific geographies or types of development, such as the growth
resulting from re-designating Agricultural properties. Growth resulting from these changes is
covered in the RDEIR’s broader analysis of growth inducement. No changes to the RDEIR are
required.
I9-4

A map was provided to the commenter on October 27, 2018, and made available on the
County website. Please see Master Response 1, which includes a discussion regarding
Government Code section 65860 and the requirement of vertical consistency. The analysis
of the re-designation of Agricultural land is located in Chapter 3, “Environmental Impact
Analysis,” of the RDEIR. See also Master Response 2.

I9-5

Proposed Policy 8.A.1 requires avoidance of the conversion of land designated Agricultural.
Policy 8.A.2 provides exceptions for such land that is smaller than 160 acres in size and
surrounded by land designated other than Agricultural or Public (open space). Policy 8.A.2
provides a second exception for parcels less than 80 acres (among several other criteria).
The RDEIR (p. 3.2-16) includes Mitigation Measure 3.2-1, which is a new implementation
program that requires completion of the Tuolumne County Agricultural Rating System Matrix
for any proposed non-agricultural development on land designated Agriculture. The new
implementation program also requires purchase of agricultural conservation easements at a
1:1 ratio commensurate with the type of High-Value Agricultural Land that would be
converted by the project. (Note that changes to this mitigation measure are identified in
Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document, and the changes expand the
mitigation measure to include Important Farmland. See response to comment O6-3 and
Master Response 3 for an explanation of this revision.) The new implementation program
does not identify a minimum parcel size for this requirement. The RDEIR concludes that the
impact would remain significant and unavoidable after implementation of this mitigation
measure.
Regarding growth inducement, see response to comment I9-3 above, which discusses the
RDEIR’s evaluation of growth inducement, and that the RDEIR did not need to include an
isolated examination of growth inducement resulting from the re-designation of Agricultural
land. The contribution to growth associated with these re-designations is included in the
overall analysis. No changes to the RDEIR are necessary.

I9-6

Where grazing land that also sustains oak woodland or oak savannah is proposed for
development of another use, projects would be required to determine whether the loss would
be significant pursuant to Policy 16.B.5. The potential for loss or degradation of oak
woodlands and other sensitive natural communities is evaluated in Section 3.4, “Biological
Resources,” of the RDEIR under Impact 3.4-2 (Loss or Degradation of Riparian, Oak
Woodland, and Other Sensitive Natural Communities). Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 would
reduce this potentially significant impact to a less-than-significant level. Disturbance or loss
of special-status plant and animal species is evaluated under Impact 3.4-1 (Disturbance or
Loss of Special-Status Plant and Animal Species) and determined to be less than significant.

I9-7

This comment is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public
hearing. The Technical Background Report has been modified to indicate that public water is
now available in the Stent community. Failing septic systems are addressed through the
Tuolumne County Ordinance Code and the Local Agency Management Plan (LAMP), adopted
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by the Board of Supervisors on February 20, 2018. Impaired streams are discussed in the
LAMP. The RDEIR includes analysis of public utilities including water supply and wastewater.
See also response to comment O3-37 regarding wells and groundwater. The comment does
not raise issues related to the adequacy of the RDEIR.
I9-8

See Master Response 6 related to fire safety. The RDEIR includes analysis related to
potential impacts associated with wildland fire, as well as impacts related to fire protection
service. The comment does not raise issues with the adequacy of the RDEIR. This comment
is noted and included in the record for consideration during the public hearing.

I9-9

Violations of the Tuolumne County Ordinance Code are managed and investigated by the
Code Compliance Division of the Community Resources Agency. Per Board of Supervisors
direction, code investigations are complaint-driven. Also pursuant the direction from the
Board of Supervisors, complaints related to cannabis, substandard housing, and life safety
issues are given priority. Grading violations are inspected and handled by the Public Works
Division of the Community Resources Agency. The County has one Code Compliance
Investigator and one Grading Inspector. Compliance with Tuolumne County Ordinance Code
is appropriate for the policies of the Board of Supervisors and the Community Resources
Agency and not a general plan. Specific information regarding Code Compliance can be
found in Tuolumne County Ordinance Code Chapter 1.10.

I9-10

See response to comments I1-2 and I1-6 regarding availability of information. The RDEIR was
published on August 27, 2018 for a 45-day review period, in compliance with Section 21091
of the Public Resources Code.
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Dennis Randall
October 11, 2018

I10-1

The comment does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR. The
RDEIR was published on August 27, 2018 for a 45-day review period, in compliance with
Section 21091 of the Public Resources Code. All comments will be provided to the Board of
Supervisors for their consideration prior to making a decision on the General Plan Update.

I10-2

See Master Response 6 related to fire safety. Please also see response to comment O5-20.
The comment raises issues concerning the staffing volunteer positions as they relate to
National Fire Protection Association requirements. It should be noted that, after further
coordination with TCFD, corrections to staffing levels identified in the RDEIR were made and
are reflected in Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The commenter provides information
related to response times, but does not identify any issues with the information provided in
the RDEIR regarding emergency response. Note that response time information was provided
by Steve Gregory, the Tuolumne County Fire Investigator (see page 3.14-2 of the RDEIR):
TCFD does not use the National Fire Protection Association standard for fire
protection services that requires 1-2 firefighters per 1,000 residents because this
standard does not fit TCFD’s personnel resources and service population. Fire
services within the County are provided by a mix of professional and volunteer
firefighters and mutual aid agreements among the fire service agencies. The
populations of the City of Sonora and the communities of Columbia, Twain Harte,
Strawberry/Pinecrest, Mi-Wuk/Sugar Pine and Tuolumne are serviced by fire
departments separate from TCFD. For urban areas, the TCFD response time is an
average of 9 minutes; suburban areas have a response time of 10 minutes; rural
areas have a response time of 14 minutes; and remote areas have response times
dependent directly on travel distance (Gregory, pers. comm., 2018a; NFPA 2018).
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The comment also points out the interconnected relationships between the County, CAL
FIRE, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (U.S. Forest Service) in fire protection and
suppression in the County, and this is consistent with the overall nature of the analysis in the
RDEIR. Importantly, the analysis in the RDEIR is not required to evaluate the level of staffing,
per se, but whether new fire protection facilities would need to be constructed, and whether
such construction would result in a significant impact to the environment. This is consistent
with the State CEQA Guidelines (see Appendix G, Topic XIV). Because the policies of the
General Plan Update are intended to direct growth to the identified communities serviced by
fire-fighting facilities (as also suggested in the comment), and population growth through the
General Plan Update horizon year of 2040 is expected to be modest, new fire-fighting
facilities beyond those existing and approved are not anticipated to be needed.
Finally, the commenter raises the notion that, with the “disastrous loss of life and property in
recent years,” prospective homeowners and businesses should consider fire-fighting capacity
and the merits relating to a community with a high fire risk. The comment does not address
the contents of the RDEIR, and provides social commentary that is beyond the technical
nature of the RDEIR.
Also, see Section 3.9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” of the RDEIR, including the
various policies intended to reduce wildfire hazards in the new development that would be
constructed under the General Plan Update. No evidence is presented in the comment to
suggest the General Plan Update would result in significant environmental impacts that are
not already addressed in the RDEIR.
I10-3

Exhibit 3.9-1 of the RDEIR depicts the location of Identified Communities and moderate,
high, and very high fire hazard severity zones, and page 3.9-7 lists the various communities
at risk of wildfire. The comment does not identify specific concerns with regards to the RDEIR
analysis. Also, please see response to comment O5-20 regarding wildfire hazards.

I10-4

See Master Response 6 regarding fire safety and response to comment O5-20. The General
Plan policies and land use diagram are designed to promote a land use pattern that
maximizes access to public services and utilities, including water supply. Implementation
Program 9.B.h requires implementation of the Tuolumne County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard
Mitigation Plan, which includes actions for water provision and adequate fire flow, as well as
emergency evacuation planning. Implementation Program 9.E.b requires that new
development be provided with access roads that allow for safe and efficient response by
emergency apparatus and the safe evacuation of residents in the event of structural or
wildland fire. Implementation Program 9.G.c requires the County to revise its development
standards as necessary to reflect contemporary fire prevention and protection practices and
measures and to determine that needed fire protection infrastructure, including road
networks and water systems, are installed and maintained. The County has also been
addressing the threat of fire from dead and dying trees. The removal of dead trees within
Tuolumne County, with much of the work occurring within identified communities, is reducing
wildfire risks to the existing landscape. This effort will continue into the planning horizon of
the General Plan Update. The application and enforcement of Public Resources Code
sections 4290 and 4291, as well as the provisions of The California State Fire Marshal’s
“Wildland Urban Interface” regulations, contained in Title 24 of the California Code of
Regulations address, in part, how new buildings and sites should be arranged and
constructed to allow for greater access, improved evacuation routes, consistent maintenance
of defensible space and the reduction of conflagration of structures.
The RDEIR evaluates impacts related to wildland fire. The comment does not raise issues
related to the adequacy of the RDEIR.
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Letter
I11

Renalda Salyers, Nikki Salyers, Jason Pender, and Brody Salyers
October 11, 2018

I11-1

This comment is similar to comment letter I2. Please see response to comment I2-1.
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Letter
I12
I12-1

Responses to Comments

Dave Scheller
October 8, 2018
This comment is regarding Assessor’s Parcel Number 39-010-33, which currently has a
General Plan land use designation of Agricultural and is zoned AE-37. The General Plan
Update does not propose to change the land use designation for this parcel. The commenter
requests to change the zoning to RE-3 (Residential Estate, three acre minimum) as a part of
the General Plan Update. The General Plan Update is not changing zoning designations on
parcels. Changes to the General Plan Update recommended by the public will be addressed
in the staff report to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. This comment does
not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the RDEIR.
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I13
I13-1
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Mary Smith
October 11, 2018
See Master Response 1 regarding land use changes in the Stent/Quartz community. Further,
it will be recommended to remove the text “not detrimental to neighboring properties” from
the draft revisions to Title 17, Tuolumne County Ordinance Code section 17.24.020(D),
17.26.020(D), 17.28.020(D), and 17.29.020(B). The remaining comments are noted and
included in the record for consideration during the public hearing.
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Letter
I14
I14-1

Responses to Comments

Jay Watson
October 8, 2018
The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the RDEIR. This comment is
directed at the proposed language of Section 17.52.220 in the Tuolumne County Ordinance
Code. The comment is requesting that the language of Section 17.52.220 measure
distances from the nearest residence rather than the nearest property line of a parcel zoned
“R” or “RE.”
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It should be noted that the commenter’s indication that Title 17 restrictions are “not to
protect the ‘parcel’ but to protect the residence is incorrect. Residents are not confined to
the interiors of their homes. These protections reduce potential disruption to residential
neighbors using the exteriors of their properties.
Further, the proposed language of Section 17.52.220 identifies the nearest property line as
the measurement location because it is generally a fixed location, unlike location of the
nearest house, which could change. A property owner could build a new or second residence,
which could then place an approved agritourism operation into non-compliance if the
measurement was taken to the nearest residence. By measuring from the property line, it
adds a level of certainty to the analysis of potential impacts to off-site residences. Staff will
not recommend the changes identified by the commenter.

Letter
I15
I15-1

Donna and Bob Wilhelm
October 10, 2018
The comment does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR. The
RDEIR was published on August 27, 2018 for a 45-day review period, in compliance with
Section 21091 of the Public Resources Code. However, all comments will be provided to the
Board of Supervisors for their consideration prior to making a decision on the project.
For a discussion of the potential effects of the General Plan Update on the environment and
the availability of public services, refer to the analysis in Chapter 3, “Environmental Impact
Analysis,” of the RDEIR.
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Letter
I16

Responses to Comments

Robin Wood
October 9, 2018

I16-1

The comment expresses general concern about the potential for the project to result in
cumulatively significant impacts and the proposed modification of existing programs. The
comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the project and does not
address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR. The Board of Supervisors will
take the commenter’s opinions into consideration when making decisions regarding the
General Plan Update.

I16-2

Policy 16.B.2 recognizes “...that agricultural and timberlands may be compatible with
conservation of biological resources.” This policy, which generally acknowledges the potential
for compatibility, is referenced in the overall consideration of impacts to special-status
species, federally protected wetlands, and animal movement corridors. An example of this
compatibility could be conserving oak woodlands as grazing land. The RDEIR does not,
however, state that timber harvesting and agricultural activities are necessarily compatible
with the conservation of biological resources. Rather, Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,”
classifies agricultural land (i.e., cropland and deciduous orchard) as developed and
sparsely/non-vegetated habitats (see page 3.4-2).

I16-3

See Master Response 5 regarding wildlife policies and response to comment O3-14. The
RDEIR does not suggest that because public lands provide habitat, private lands do not. The
RDEIR evaluates impacts to biological resources. The comment does not identify issues
related to the adequacy of the RDEIR.

I16-4

The County will recommend that Implementation Program 16.B.l be removed. The change to
the RDEIR is reflected in Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The comment does not
identify issues related to the adequacy of the RDEIR.

I16-5

The General Plan Update does not propose to remove any existing Open Space or Open
Space-1 zoning on property. The General Plan Update is a broad and general document and
does not provide a project level review. If a future recreational development were proposed
in O and O-1 zoning, its compatibility with biological resources and water quality would be
evaluated at that time. If the project resulted in an impact as defined under CEQA, mitigation
would be required as appropriate. The comment does not identify issues related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR.

I16-6

The commenter’s suggestion that riparian vegetation is not a high fire risk is not accurate.
Riparian areas can and do burn in wildland fires. The comment regarding impacts to open
space zoning from vegetation removal is unclear, but protecting sensitive habitats that are in
areas at risk of destruction by wildland fire would not necessarily result in permanent
negative effects. The comment does not identify issues related to the adequacy of the
RDEIR.

I16-7

See Master Response 5 related to the wildlife policies and response to comment O3-14. The
comment provides an opinion about the merits of the proposed policies in the General Plan
Update related to mitigation of effects on biological resources. The comment does not
specifically address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR. No changes have
been made to the RDEIR in response to this comment.

I16-8

The comment identifies Exhibit 3.4-3 as a map of federally-designated critical habitat. While
there are a number of special-status species within the County (as described in Appendix B
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to the RDEIR), most of these species do not have federally-designated critical habitat.
However, Appendix B does describe the habitat requirements of special-status plant and
animal species and Exhibit 3.4-1 provides a map of land cover types. Further, the
comprehensive setting information regarding state and federally listed species, sensitive
communities, and federally-designated critical habitat known or with potential to occur within
Tuolumne County provided in the RDEIR is based on queries of the USFWS Information for
Planning and Consultation system, USFWS Critical Habitat Portal, California Natural Diversity
Database, and California Native Plant Society Online Inventory of Rare, Threatened and
Endangered Plants of California (refer to page 3.4-12 in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources”).
Effects on special-status species are evaluated in the RDEIR (see Impact 3.4-1 on page 3.429). Cumulative impacts to biological resources are evaluated in Chapter 4, “Cumulative
Impact Analysis,” (see page 4-6). As described in response to comment O2-3, the RDEIR
evaluates potential substantial environmental effects compared to the existing physical
condition (baseline) using established thresholds. Comparison to the policies in the 1996
General Plan is not appropriate under CEQA. Also see Master Response 5, including the
discussion related to the Wildlife Handbook.
I16-9

The County is updating the 1996 General Plan. Approval of the General Plan Update would
supersede the 1996 General Plan. Therefore, conflict between the 1996 General Plan and
the proposed General Plan Update is not a consideration, either in the General Plan Update
or the RDEIR. However, the commenter indicates that there is internal conflict between
proposed Policies 8.A.2 and 8.A.3 and proposed Policies 8.B.1, 8.B.2, 8.B.3, and
Implementation Program 8.A.a. The commenter does not identify the specific areas of
conflict. The County has prepared these policies to coincide and complement each other.
There is no conflict.
The commenter discusses Alternative 5: Williamson Act Preservation, but does not appear to
raise issues with the alternative. The comment is noted. The RDEIR indicates that impacts
related to biological resources are less than significant; therefore, Alternative 5 would not
result in a substantial reduction of these impacts.

I16-10

Please see response to comment O3-38 concerning water supply. Please see response to
comment I8-2 regarding responses to drought conditions. It is not only acknowledged, but
common throughout California, including Tuolumne County, that drought conditions often
require cutbacks in water use. Statewide executive orders mandating severe cutbacks are
not uncommon, including and especially during the most recent drought. However, the
comment that entitlements are not sufficient to support County growth is not supported by
evidence in the record, by the analysis of water supply in Section 3.17 of the RDEIR, or in
response to comments O3-38 and I8-2.

I16-11

This typographical correction will be incorporated into the Final General Plan Update
document. The correction to the policy is reflected in Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.”

I16-12

The comment reiterates an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the General Plan
Update and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the RDEIR. The Board
of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into consideration when making decisions
regarding the General Plan Update.
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REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

This chapter presents specific text changes made to the RDEIR since its publication and public review. The
changes are presented in the order in which they appear in the RDEIR and are identified by the RDEIR page
number. Text deletions are shown in strikethrough, and text additions are shown in underline.
The information contained within this chapter clarifies and expands on information in the RDEIR and does
not constitute “significant new information” requiring recirculation. (See Public Resources Code Section
21092.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.)

REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.2, “AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES”
The text of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 on page 3.2-16, and as cited on pages ES-5 through ES-6 in Table ES-1
of the Executive Summary is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Evaluate Land Using Tuolumne County’s Agricultural Rating
System Matrix and Conserve High-Value Agricultural Land and Important Farmland at a 1:1
Ratio
The County will include the following as a new implementation program of the General Plan Update.
Implementation Program 8.A.x [Specific numbering to be provided with Final General Plan Update]:
Establish a new procedure that includes the following requirements for evaluating development on
lands with an Agricultural land use designation and/or on land identified by the latest NRCS soils data
as containing potential Important Farmland that includes the following requirements:
If land designated Agricultural (according to the General Plan land use diagram in the General Plan
Update) is proposed for non-agricultural development and qualifies as High-Value Agricultural Land, as
defined below, and/or if land is proposed for non-agricultural development that is identified by the
most recent NRCS soils data as containing soils that could be classified as Important Farmland (i.e.,
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance), as defined below, the
County shall require the applicant to purchase agricultural conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio
(acres preserved : acres converted) commensurate with the type of land that is being converted.
Mitigation shall be required at a 1:1 ratio regardless of whether the land is High-Value Agricultural Land
or Important Farmland [Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance].
Proof of the purchase shall be provided to the County prior to issuance of grading permits. The County
shall determine whether land qualifies as High-Value Agricultural Land or Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as follows:
1. For any proposed non-agricultural development on land designated Agricultural (according to the
land use diagram in the General Plan Update), the County shall require, prior to issuing a
completeness letter, the submittal to and approval by the Tuolumne County planning staff of the
Tuolumne County Agricultural Rating System Matrix to determine whether the land proposed for
development qualifies as High-Value Agricultural Land. If the results of the Tuolumne County
Agricultural Rating System Matrix provided in Exhibit 3.2-1 of the Recirculated Draft EIR indicate
that the land proposed for development does not qualify as High-Value Agricultural Land, no further
action is requiredthe County shall continue to step 2. If the results of the Tuolumne County
Agricultural Rating System Matrix indicate that the land proposed for development does qualify as
High-Value Agricultural Land, the County, shall require the purchase of conservation easements as
described above.consistent with Implementation Program 8.A.a, shall require the applicant to
purchase agricultural conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio (acres preserved : acres converted),
commensurate with the type of High-Value Agricultural Land (e.g., grazing land ) that would be
Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
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converted by the project. Proof of the purchase shall be provided to the County prior to issuance of
grading permits.
2. For any proposed non-agricultural development on land identified by the most recent NRCS soils
data as containing soils that could be classified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance, the County shall require the purchase of conservation easements as
described above. The applicant may elect to prepare a Land Evaluation Site Assessment to
determine if or how much of the land proposed for development would actually qualify as
Important Farmland (based on factors other than soil type) and to more accurately determine the
specific type of Important Farmland (i.e. Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance) that would require purchase of conservation easements.
If a piece of land qualifies as both High-Value Agricultural Land and Important Farmland, compensatory
mitigation will not be required for both farmland types.

REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.3, “AIR QUALITY”
The first sentence of the second paragraph on page 3.3-3 is revised as follows:
The Tuolumne County portion of the MCAB is a nonattainment area for the state standards for ozone
(CARB 2017) is in nonattainment for the federal 8-Hour standard, and is unclassified or in
attainment for the federal standards for ozone and for the federal and state standards for CO,
nitrogen dioxide, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and lead (CARB 2015).
In addition, Table 3.3-1 and the corresponding text on page 3.3-3 are revised as follows:
As shown in Table 3.3-1, the state and federal 8-hour ozone standards were exceeded multiple times
between 2014 2015 and 2016 2017.
Table 3.3-1
0B

Ambient Air Quality Data
Pollutant

2014 2015

20152016

20162017

01

13

30

1611

1145

4525

24

425

256

Ozone, ppm, 1-hour
Number of days of state exceedances (>0.09 ppm)
Ozone, ppm, 8-hour
Number of days of state exceedances (>0.070 ppm)
Number of days of federal exceedances (>0.075 ppm)
Notes: ppm = parts per million.
Data obtained from the Sonora-Barretta Street Monitoring Station, 251 S. Barretta Street, Sonora CA.
Source: CARB 2018

The text on page 3.3-14 is revised to reflect the County’s modification of Policy 15.d.1 to address a
typographical error:
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Policy 15.D.1: Work closely with federal, state and local agencies to minimize the emissions and
smoke impacts fire hazard reduction and forest management burn activities and during wildlife
wildfire episodes.
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Finally, the following text has been changed on page 3.3-22 of the RDEIR:
Additionally, all new development undergoing discretionary review would be required to evaluate
existing TAC exposure as a result of the project and incorporate available reduction measures in
accordance with TCAPCD requirements, if necessary.”

REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.4, “BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES”
The County has revised the text of Implementation Program 16.B.j in response to comments. The second
bullet of the County’s recommended standard guidelines on page 3.4-26 of the RDEIR has been updated as
follows to reflect this change:
For parcels with 10% or greater native oak canopy cover (i.e., parcels with oak woodland, as defined
in the General Plan), a significant impact to oak woodland includes tree removal that reduces the
total oak canopy cover onsite to below 10% (i.e., conversion to non-oak woodland), or a loss of 10%
or greater of oak canopy woodland stand on the parcel, if the conversion or loss is determined by a
trained professional to be substantial in consideration of, but not limited to, the following:
The County has eliminated Implementation Program 16.B.l. Therefore, the text on page 3.4-27 where the
implementation program is cited is revised as follows:


Implementation Program 16.B.l: Evaluate, on a project by project basis, the appropriateness of
exempting projects in identified communities from Implementation Program 16.B.j to encourage
development in identified communities and minimize impacts to biological resources outside of
identified communities.

REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.5, “CULTURAL RESOURCES”
The title of Table 3.5-1 (RDEIR pages 3.5-3 – 3.5-4) is revised as follows:
Table 3.5-1

Tuolumne County Listed Historical Resources

Location

Resource Name

NRHP

State Landmark TC Register

Big Oak Flat

Big Oak Flat

Big Oak Flat

Gamble Building

Chinese Camp

Chinese Camp

X

Chinese Camp area

Jacksonville

X

Chinese Camp area

Montezuma

X

Chinese Camp

Wells Fargo Express Company Building

X

Columbia

1925 Craftsman Bungalow and 1940 Garage

Columbia

Columbia State Historic Park

X

Columbia area

Parrotts Ferry

X

Columbia area

Sawmill Flat

X

Columbia area

Shaw’s Flat

X

Columbia area

Springfield

X

Dardenelle

Baker Highway Maintenance Station

East Sonora

Belli Ranch House

X

East Sonora

Sullivan Creek Park (Elsey’s Pool)

X

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

X
X

X

X

4-3

Revisions to the Draft EIR

Table 3.5-1

Ascent Environmental

Tuolumne County Listed Historical Resources

Location

Resource Name

NRHP

State Landmark TC Register

Groveland area

Second Garrote

X

Groveland

Groveland

X

Groveland

Groveland Hotel

X

Groveland

Hotel Charlotte

X

Groveland

Watts & Tannahill Company Store

X

Jamestown

Emporium

X

Jamestown

Jamestown

Jamestown

Jamestown Community Hall (Old Justice Court)

X

Jamestown

Ramirez-Preston Building

X

Long Barn

Quail Site

X

Pinecrest area

Leighton Encampment

X

Sonora

Tuolumne County Courthouse

X

Sonora

Tuolumne County Jail

X

Soulsbyville

Gessford Home

Soulsbyville

Soulsbyville

Strawberry

Chinaman Mortar Site

X

Strawberry

Cooper Cabin

X

Strawberry

Old Strawberry Road Bridge

Strawberry

Stanislaus Branch, California Forest and Range Experiment
Station

Sugar Pine

Sonora-Mono Road

X

Tuolumne area

Cherokee

X

Tuolumne

Dungan House

Tuolumne

Niagara Camp

Tuolumne

Summersville (Tuolumne)

Tuolumne

Superintendent’s House

X

Tuolumne

Veterans Memorial Hall

X

Tuolumne

West Side Memorial Park

X

Tuttletown

Ewert/Aguire/Jackson Property (Tuttletown Stage Stop)

X

Tuttletown area

Mark Twain Cabin

X

Tuttletown

Tuttletown

X

Yosemite National Park

Frog Creek Cabin

X

Yosemite National Park

Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp

X

Yosemite National Park

Lake Vernon Snow Survey Shelter

X

Yosemite National Park

Sachse Spring Snow Survey Shelter

X

Yosemite

Great Sierra Wagon Road

X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X

Notes: NRHP = National Register of Historic Places; TC Register = Tuolumne County Register of Cultural Resources.
Sources: National Park Service 2018; California Office of Historic Preservation 2018; Tuolumne County Register of Cultural Resources 2010.
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REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.10, “HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY”
The following policy modification will be reflected in the list of policies and implementation programs on page
3.10-16:


Implementation Program 14.A.f - Collaborate with the other agencies and water purveyors to develop
a Comprehensive Water Resources Plan to manage and protect the County’s water resources by
developing and prioritizing a list of water resources projects and a monitoring program. Utilize
planning reports from the Tuolumne-Stanislaus Integrated Water Management Authority (IRWM) in
future water planning efforts.

REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.14, “PUBLIC SERVICES”
To provide clarification, revisions to page 3.14-1 of the RDEIR are hereby provided, as follows:

FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE
Fire protection services are provided to unincorporated Tuolumne County by Tuolumne County Fire
Department (TCFD), California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), seven fire
protection districts, and the United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service, and the United
States Department of the Interior Park Servicein the Stanislaus National Forest (Tuolumne Fire Safe
2008). The majority of unincorporated Tuolumne County falls outside a fire district boundary and is
protected by TCFD (administered by CAL FIRE under a contractual agreement with the County since
1975). TCFD has 13 fire stations, eight of which are in all within the unincorporated area of
Tuolumne County (see Table 3.14-1). With the exception of the Mono Village, Jamestown, and
Groveland stations, the fire stations in the unincorporated communities are staffed by volunteer
firefighters (Tuolumne County 2013).
TCFD, Groveland Community Services District (CSD), and Jamestown Fire Protection District (FPD)
operates under a cooperative agreement with CAL FIRE. CAL FIRE’s Tuolumne/Calaveras Unit is
headquartered in SonoraSan Andreas and Tuolumne County stations are located includes stations in
Groveland, Twain Harte, Blanchard, Standard, and Green Springs. CAL FIRE also maintains an air
attack base and helitack base at Columbia Airport and conservation camp in the Jamestown area.
Additional services are provided by the Twain Harte CSD Fire Protection District (FPD), Mi-Wuk Sugar
Pine FPD, Tuolumne City FPD, Columbia FPD, Sonora Fire Department, Groveland Community
Services District (CSD), Strawberry FPD, and Tuolumne Rancheria Fire Department (Murphy, pers.
comm. 2018).
Table 3.14-1

Tuolumne County Fire Stations and Staff

County Stations
Mono Village Station 51
Ponderosa Hills Station 53
Long Barn Station 54
Pinecrest Station 55
Mono Vista Station 56
Crystal Falls Station 57
Cedar Ridge Station 58
Chinese Camp Station 61*
Smith Station 63*
Don Pedro Station 64*
Jamestown Station 76
Groveland Station 78
Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
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Location
19500 Hillsdale Dr., Sonora
20810 Tomira Meadows Ct., Tuolumne
25910 Long Barn Rd., Long Barn
Pinecrest Ave., Pinecrest
16925 Mono Vista Rd. North, Sonora
21720 Phoenix Lake Rd., Sonora
24190 Kewin Mill Rd., Sonora
Highway 120, Chinese Camp
223260 Elmore Rd., Groveland
2990 Highway 132, La Grange
18249 4th Ave., Jamestown
18930 Highway 120 Groveland

Staffing
56 paid full time, 1210 volunteer
12 volunteer
12 volunteer
126 volunteer
12 volunteer
12 volunteer
142 volunteer
12 volunteer
120 volunteer
12 volunteer
5 paid, 123 volunteer
5 full time and 21 volunteerpart time paid
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Tuolumne County Fire Stations and Staff

County Stations
Columbia College Station 79

Location
11600 Columbia College Dr., Sonora

Staffing
1 full time paid, 15 student, 12 6
student/volunteer

Source: Murphy, pers. comm. 2018

To provide clarification, revisions to Impact 3.14-1 on pages 3.14-11 and 3.14-12 of the RDEIR are hereby
provided, as follows:

Impact 3.14-1: Increase the Demand for Fire Protection and Emergency Services
Projected development under the General Plan Update would increase demand for fire protection
service; however, excessadequate capacity exists within existing and approved TCFD facilities and
additional new or expanded facilities would not be needed. Review of subsequent development by
the Fire Department pursuant to existing County development review practices, the required
provision of emergency access, and payment of impact mitigation fees would ensure that potential
impacts are less than significant.
Currently, there are 13 fire stations located throughout the County, and a new fire station is
approved in Jamestown to replace and expand the existing station in that area. The new station in
Jamestown is a component of an approved development project and includes the relocation and
expansion of a station that currently serves this area. The proposed General Plan Update encourages
future development to be focused primarily in identified communities, which are within the service
area of the 13 existing fire stations of the TCFD or other local special districts. Thus, the areas that
would be expected to accommodate the majority of additional growth under the General Plan Update
would be serviced by existing and approved fire stations located within their service area. No new
developments would be anticipated to occur beyond the existing service area of the TCFD or the
seven fire protection districts in the County because all areas of unincorporated County fall within
the jurisdiction of one of these agencies. TCFD has the capability to serve the area and complies with
the response times specified in the TCFD Service Level Stabilization Plan. Therefore, TCFD response
times would not be compromised by the minor level of new development projected to occur within
the current service area under the General Plan Update.
However, because there would be an increase in population, additional on-duty full time firefighters
couldwould be needed incrementally over the planning horizon of the General Plan Update. Existing
and approved facilities can accommodate any additional firefighters needed based on the projected
development under the General Plan Update and would not require aadditional new or expanded
stations or facilityies to be built (Gregory, pers. comm., 2018b). It should also be noted that federal
and state fire protection service is provided for wildland fire response. Also, mutual aid is provided by
the City of Sonora and the tribes that can supplement County fire protection services when needed.
Furthermore, the General Plan Update would require that adequate fire protection service is
maintained as development occurs. The Public Safety Element includes the several policies that would
reduce potential impacts to fire and emergency services. Policy 9.A.4 directs the County to actively
support the efforts to maintain and improve federal and state fire service capacity in the County; Policy
9.C.3 addresses maintenance of an adequate level of emergency medical services through periodic
review to meet increased demand as population in the County grows; Policy 9.E.2 and Policy 9.F.1
require maintaining adopted levels of fire protection service presented in the TCFD Service Level
Stabilization Plan; Policy 9.F.1 addresses support and implementation of the Tuolumne County Fire
Department Service Level Stabilization Plan to ensure that fire protection service levels are met; and
Policy 9.F.2 requires that adequate fire protection facilities are constructed to maintain desired
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Insurance Services Office (ISO) ratings. Implementation of the Public Safety Element policies would
ensure impacts related to fire protection and emergency services are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation would be required.
Significance after Mitigation
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.

REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.16, “TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION”
Page 3.16-1 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

State Route 108

A state highway that runs northeast from the City of Modesto in the California Central Valley to U.S.
395 in Mono County, SR 108 runs concurrently with SR 49 and SR 120 near Jamestown and the City
of Sonora in Tuolumne County. Throughout the County, SR 108 is generally a two-lane highway, with
four-lane divided segments in some mountainous areas. SR 108 provides the City of Sonora with an
important link to the Central Valley as well as to smaller communities in the eastern portion of the
County.
Page 3.16-2 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

State Route 132

A state highway that starts from I-580 in west San Joaquin County, and runs through from the east
from Modesto/Waterford in the Central Valley, runs through LaGrange and ends in Mariposa
County,.a A small portion of this highway runs through Tuolumne County near LaGrange and County
Highway J59.
To provide additional clarity, the following text is added to page 3.16-9 of the RDEIR (just before the heading
“Year 2030 Volumes”):

Traffic Demand Model

TCTC completed a comprehensive update of the Tuolumne County Regional Travel Demand Model
(TDM) in 2015. As part of the TDM update, a recalibrated base-year (2014/15) model and future
year models for 2030 and 2040 were developed. The 2030 and 2040 TDM roadway networks were
updated based on the improvements included in the current FCEP-CIP list. The 2030 TDM roadway
network was updated to assume Tier 1a and Tier 1b projects would be in place and the 2040 TDM
roadway network was updated to assume that Tier 1c projects would be in place. These models were
used to extract updated VMT estimates and traffic volumes.
For consistency with the County’s proposed changes, the following minor additions are incorporated in
Implementation Program 4.A.d.1 where it is cited in the RDEIR (page 3.16-13):


Implementation Program 4.A.d.1 – Support alternative energy vehicles, including electric
vehicles, and development of electric charging stations for passenger vehicles the use of the
public, County employees and County fleet vehicles.

For consistency with the County’s proposed changes, the following revision is made to the text of
Implementation Program 4.A.r where it is cited in the RDEIR (page 3.16-14):


Implementation Program 4.A.r: Implement Vehicle Miles Traveled for evaluating transportation
impacts under CEQA to be consistent with SB 743. Consider implementing an alternative to LOS
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for evaluating transportation impacts, such as vehicles miles traveled, as described in the CEQA
guidelines.
To provide clarification, the County will revise Policy 4.A.7-7. This change will be incorporated on page 3.1615 of the RDEIR as follows:


Policy 4.A.7: Recognize the major funding limitations that exist within the State and County
system and find that, as a matter of legislative policy, additional growth and development may be
allowed within the County, notwithstanding the adverse impacts which may result in the short
term by this growth and development. Therefore, it shall be the policy of the County to:
1. Encourage the existing partnership between the Tuolumne County Transportation Council,
the State and developers in working together to solve State highway and County road
problems created by growth and funding limitations.
2. Cooperate with governmental agencies in identifying and funding improvements necessary to
mitigate the deficiencies in the transportation system in Tuolumne County.
3. Acknowledge that short-term adverse impacts to the Tuolumne County transportation system
resulting from growth and development within and outside of the County will occur until
adequate funding is made available and improvements are made through projects identified
in the adopted State Transportation Improvements Program.
4. Monitor responsible agencies' activities in responding to the needs of the transportation
system within the County.
5. Review and provide input on the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP).
6. Should critical State highway improvements not be identified in the adopted State
Transportation Improvements Program, the County should review its policies to determine if
additional growth and development should be curtailed in the impacted areas to maintain
established minimum LOS standards.
7. When appropriate and feasible, Support TCTC’s Rural Sustainable Strategies to reduce VMT
and GHG emissionssustainable communities strategies to reduce vehicle miles traveled.

To provide clarification, the County will revise Implementation Program 4.B.h. This change will be
incorporated on page 3.16-16 of the RDEIR as follows:


Implementation Program 4.B.h: Update the local street design standards for urban areas, where
practicable, to include Universal Design criteria Complete Streets components for street
infrastructure such as sidewalks, pedestrian curb ramps, crosswalks, street lighting, shade trees,
and curb extensions to accommodate all users, including people with disabilities and other
special needs.

The following text revisions are made to Implementation Programs 4.B.b and 4.B.d, as cited on page 3.1615 of the RDEIR:


4-8

Implementation Program 4.B.b: Plan for a balanced multimodal transportation network that
meets the needs of all users of roads, including bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit users.
Incorporate bicycle, pedestrian and transit improvements when designing roadway
improvements where appropriate. Support the efforts to develop a Tuolumne Region Active
Transportation Plan, Interregional Bicycle Tourism Plan, and a State Route 49 Complete Streets
and Congested Corridor Planof the TCTC to develop an Active Transportation Plan for Tuolumne
County, The State Route 49 Complete Streets and State Route 49 Congested Corridor Plan.
Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
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Implementation Program 4.B.d: Promote walking and bicycling through education and outreach
programs and activities such as a Safe Routes to School Program, commute campaigns, classes
that teach cycling skills, and providing route maps.

REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.17, “UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS”
The list of policies on page 3.17-13 is revised as follows:


Policy 3.B.1: Require that development is consistent with the applicable water purveyor
standards and specifications master plan, as applicable, the proper design and sizing of water
distribution lines, storage tanks, and other aspects of the water infrastructure system both on
and off the site of development.



Policy 3.D.3: Assist and cooperate in master planning sewer facilities and encourage the
extension of additional public services through the installation of larger appropriately sized utility
distribution lines collection system piping and other on-site and off-site improvements on new
developments.

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

4-9

Revisions to the Draft EIR

Ascent Environmental

This page intentionally left blank.

4-10

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

5

REFERENCES

Chapter 1, “Introduction”
No references were used.

Chapter 2, “Project Updates”
No references were used.

Chapter 3, “Responses to Comments”

Environmental Planning and Information Council (EPIC) v. County of El Dorado (3d Dist. 1982) 131 Cal. App.
3d., available at < https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/3d/131/350.html>.
Accessed November 5, 2018.
Federal Emergency Management Agency. 2009. Flood Insurance Rate Map for Tuolumne County, Panel 850
of 1550. April 16, 2009.
FEMA. See Federal Emergency Management Agency.
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. 2016. CEQA Guide Chapter 9: Program Level
Analysis. Available:
http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/Ch9ProgramLevelFINAL8-2016.pdf.
Accessed November 6, 2018.
Spencer, W.D., P. Beier, K. Penrod, K. Winters, C. Paulman, H. Rustigian-Romsos, and A. Pettler. 2010.
California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected California.
Prepared for California Department of Transportation, California Department of Fish and Game, and
Federal Highways Administration.

Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”
No references were used.

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

5-1

References

Ascent Environmental

This page intentionally left blank

5-2

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

6

LIST OF PREPARERS

County Staff

David Gonzalves, CBO .................................................................................. Community Resource Agency Director
Quincy Yaley, AICP ............................................... Community Resource Agency Assistant Director, Development
Sarah Carrillo ..................................................................................................................................... County Counsel
Carlyn Drivdahl...................................................................................................................... Deputy County Counsel

Remy, Moose, and Manley, LLP

Tiffany K. Wright ............................................................................................................................................ Attorney
Elizabeth Pollock ........................................................................................................................................... Attorney

Ascent Environmental

Gary Jakobs, AICP ........................................................................................................................ Principal-in-Charge
Mike Parker, AICP ................................................................................................................ Senior Project Manager
Jessica Babcock .............................................................................................................. Assistant Project Manager
Steve Henderson ............................................................................................................................... Senior Biologist
Dimitri Antoniou ............................................................. Senior Noise, Air Quality, and Climate Change Specialist
Hannah Kornfeld .................................................................................... Air Quality and Climate Change Specialist
Kai Lord-Farmer ...................................................................................... Air Quality and Climate Change Specialist
Lisa Merry.............................................................................................................................................. GIS Specialist
Gayiety Lane ............................................................................................................................ Publication Specialist
Michele Mattei ......................................................................................................................... Publication Specialist

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

6-1

List of Preparers

Ascent Environmental

This page intentionally left blank.

6-2

Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Tuolumne County General Plan Update Project Final EIR

Appendix A
County Letter to Larry Beil

Tuolumne County Metadata Information

Layer

Oak
Woodlands

October 26, 2018

Data Source

Summary

*Data compiled
by Ascent
Environmental
from USDA
Forest Service Pacific
Southwest
Region - Remote
Sensing Lab and
California
Department of
Fish and Game
(in collaboration
with the
California Native
Plant Society
and Aerial
Information
Systems)

USDA: May 2014. Boundaries for the ecological tile units
and CALVEG zone units currently being used to tile the
EVEG (existing vegetation) dataset. Selected lines were
added from the CalWater watershed layer where finer tile
divisions were needed. Additionally, attributes from
Ecological Units of California (Ecological Domain, Division,
Province, Section and Subsection) have been incorporated
into this layer. A mapping methodology has been
developed to capture vegetation characteristics using
automated, systematic procedures that efficiently and costeffectively map large areas of the state with minimal bias
and is supplemented with onsite field visits when
appropriate.
CDFW: February 2011. In a separately funded project, AIS
and CNPS produced a vegetation map for the Lassen
Foothills subregion from 2007-08, using the National
Agriculture Imagery Program’s (NAIP’s) true color aerial
imagery from 2005. Mapping for the entire NSNF
subsequently occurred from 2008-11, and used 1-meter
resolution true color imagery acquired by NAIP in 2005 and
2009. Previous vegetation field surveys in the region
resulted in a floristic classification and field key of
vegetation types by CNPS and CDFG staff, including 57
vegetation alliances and 8 semi-natural types. Around
2,531 vegetation rapid assessment or relevé field surveys
and an additional 1,855 reconnaissance points were used
as reference data for the vegetation map produced by AIS.
Existing vegetation maps from AIS/CNPS (Lassen Foothills
and Tuolumne Table Mountain/Peoria Wildlife Area) were
also incorporated into the final map product. Other
ancillary data used for mapping included GIS layers for:
protected lands, roads, railroads, and vehicular trails;
vernal pools; soils; fire history; geology; and ultramafic
geology. It also included National Wetlands Inventory Data,
USFS CalVeg data, USGS digital raster graphics (DRGs), and
20-foot contour digital elevation models (DEMs).

Description

Access
Date

Resolution of the source data
USDA: 1:24000
CDFW: 1 meter
Accuracy of the data
USDA: unknown
CDFW: 80.2 – 85.1%
Quality Assurance
USDA: Data quality assurance and
quality control (QA/QC) are
mandated by the Data Quality Act,
USDA, and by Forest Service policy.
CDFW: To validate the vegetation
map, an accuracy assessment (AA)
effort with field verification was
conducted by CNPS and CDFG
staff. AA samples were allocated
by CDFG for each map Module as it
was received from AIS. In general,
stratified random sampling was
employed to obtain a sufficient
number of observations within
each map unit to make a
reasonably precise statement
about the accuracy of each map
unit.

Report
Date Feb
2011
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Flood Zones

FEMA

The National Flood Hazard Layer (NFHL) data incorporates
all Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) databases published
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA),
and any Letters of Map Revision (LOMRs) that have been
issued against those databases since their publication date.
It is updated on a monthly basis. The FIRM Database is the
digital, geospatial version of the flood hazard information
shown on the published paper FIRMs. The FIRM Database
depicts flood risk information and supporting data used to
develop the risk data. The primary risk classifications used
are the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event, the 0.2percent-annual-chance flood event, and areas of minimal
flood risk. The FIRM Database is derived from Flood
Insurance Studies (FISs), previously published FIRMs, flood
hazard analyses performed in support of the FISs and
FIRMs, and new mapping data, where available. The FISs
and FIRMs are published by FEMA. The NFHL is available as
State or US Territory data sets. Each State or Territory data
set consists of all FIRM Databases and corresponding
LOMRs available on the publication date of the data set.
The specification for the horizontal control of FIRM
Databases is consistent with those required for mapping at
a scale of 1:12,000. This file is georeferenced to the Earth's
surface using the Geographic Coordinate System (GCS) and
North American Datum of 1983.

October 26, 2018
The FIRM is the basis for floodplain
management, mitigation, and
insurance activities for the
National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP). Insurance applications
include enforcement of the
mandatory purchase requirement
of the Flood Disaster Protection
Act, which "... requires the
purchase of flood insurance by
property owners who are being
assisted by Federal programs or by
Federally supervised, regulated or
insured agencies or institutions in
the acquisition or improvement of
land facilities located or to be
located in identified areas having
special flood hazards, " Section 2
(b) (4) of the Flood Disaster
Protection Act of 1973. In addition
to the identification of Special
Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs), the
risk zones shown on the FIRMs are
the basis for the establishment of
premium rates for flood coverage
offered through the NFIP. The
FIRM Database presents the flood
risk information depicted on the
FIRM in a digital format suitable
for use in electronic mapping
applications. The FIRM Database
serves to archive the information
collected during the Flood Risk
Project.

28-Aug-17

Page 2

Tuolumne County Metadata Information

Wildlife
Habitat
Relationships

Wildlife
Handbook

The purpose of the original overlay system and shapefiles
are to consider the possible impacts of development
projects on wildlife habitats. The results of the maps /
shapefiles should be verified by site visits by qualified
individuals or from other data.

Deer Migration
Routes

California
Department of
Fish and Game

Created to identify important deer habitats, migration
routes and resident populations. These features are used
for planning purposes.

Deer Herds

California
Department of
Fish and Game

Created to identify important deer habitats, migration
routes and resident populations. These features are used
for planning purposes.

California
Geologic Survey

General composite Lithologic Layers for a Portion of
Tuolumne County; Compiled by California Geological
Survey as part of Mineral Lands Classification of a Portion
of Tuolumne County, California, for Precious Minerals,
Carbonate Rock, and Concrete-Grade Aggregate

Geologic Units

October 26, 2018
The Wildlife Habitat / Vegetation
Maps were originally prepared
under contract as part of the
Tuolumne County Wildlife
Mapping and Handbook project,
completed in 1987. The mapping
part drew polygons encompassing
wildlife habitat types based on
recognizing vegetation imagery,
using aerial photographs (contact
prints) flown in the late 1970's and
early 1980's. The type areas were
circled on the aerial photo prints,
and transferred to mylar overlays
at a scale of 1:12,000 based on
USGS Quadrangle maps (twice
normal scale). The mylars were
digitized in the mid-1990's by
Tuolumne County GIS, and are
used as .shp files in ArcGIS.
Deer habitat and migration routes
for Mariposa county. Includes
Stanislaus, Tuolumne and
Yosemite Herds.
Deer habitat and migration routes
for Mariposa county. Includes
Stanislaus, Tuolumne and
Yosemite Herds.
General composite Lithologic
Layers for a Portion of Tuolumne
County; Compiled by California
Geological Survey as part of
Mineral Lands Classification of a
Portion of Tuolumne County,
California, for Precious Minerals,
Carbonate Rock, and ConcreteGrade Aggregate. 1997,
Department of Conservation,

29-Oct-08

15-May-08

15-May-08

9-May-13
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October 26, 2018
Division of Mines and Geology,
DMG Open-File Report 97-09

Soils

California State
Cooperative
Soil-Vegetation
Survey

Serpentine
Soils
Faults
Slope
Limestone

1997, Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and
Geology, DMG Open-File Report 97-09

Tuolumne county digital soils layer
based on 21 (1:31680 Scale 7.5minute Quadrangles) SOILVEGETATION SURVEY MAPS For
the California State Cooperative
Soil-Vegetation Survey From 19691979

No Metadata Available
California
Department of
Conservation

No Metadata Available
No Metadata Available
No Metadata Available

31-May-05

4-Oct-17
9-May-13
9-May-13
9-May-13

*Link to Oak Woodland Report: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/VegCAMP/Reports-and-Maps
Oak Woodland Metadata: https://www.fs.fed.us/r5/rsl/projects/gis/data/vegcovs/map-tiles/CalvegTiles_Ecoregions07_5.html
and https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/r5/landmanagement/resourcemanagement/?cid=stelprdb5347192
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Memo for the Record
DATE:

August 28, 2014

TO:

Bev Shane, Director
Darin Grossi, Director, Tuolumne County Transportation Council

FROM:

Larry Beil, GIS Coordinator

RE:

Residential Buildout Rate Employed by UPlan

After being employed in the Blueprint planning effort, UPlan is being used again after several
years, this time in support of the General Plan Update and Regional Transportation Plan project.
It was decided after consideration by Staff and the Board of Supervisors Planning Committee
that the basic settings and assumptions used in the Blueprint effort after lengthy and exhaustive
vetting, would continue to be used as part of the General Plan project. However, questions
could arise about some of these assumptions so it is important to review some basic
underpinnings used by UPlan in general and our Blueprint effort in particular before plunging
ahead.
UPlan was originally constructed by UC Davis as a tool for predicting growth patterns in mostly
urban areas, based on population growth. It is a basic assumption that new population will need
additional housing units, and that those new residents will be employed in service, commercial
or industrial locations and therefore also need additional construction of workplaces. The focus
of this discussion is on the residential growth part of the UPlan model.
The UPlan model makes accommodations for there to be some areas or lots that are not
subject to construction, resulting in space being allowed for road construction, intentional open
space, and ultimately, some lots remaining vacant for various reasons including the preference
of the owner. But UPlan assumes that all constructed housing units will be occupied eventually,
and that has proven to be a problem for rural areas, particularly vacation destination locations
such as Tuolumne County. We have a significant number of vacation and/or retirement homes
that remain vacant on most days, and typically those get counted by the US Census as vacant.
That percentage of the housing stock considered vacant by the Census was estimated as
25.8% in 2000. At the time of the consideration of how to employ the UPlan model in 2008,
there was no direct setting for the model that would account for the fact that Tuolumne County
has an “over-supply” of housing units that would normally be needed for the current population.
After consideration with the UPlan model development staff at UC Davis, it was recommended
that we then alter the allocation values for general residential unit demand in order to continue
the rate of over-building.
As stated previously, one of the basic premises for the model is that new population demands
new housing construction. So to account for the over-building, we made an adjustment in the
number of residents that will be accommodated by each new dwelling unit. The 2000 Census
told us the number of residents per occupied household is 2.33. Extending this value to include
all of the dwelling units, brings the persons per household down to 1.701, which is what we used
in the subsequent Blueprint UPlan model runs. The result is that we assume the number of new
dwelling units being constructed in Tuolumne County would continue to result in an over-supply
of new units at the same rate as before.
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As a result of the 2010 Census the Census Bureau is currently estimating the percentage of
vacant dwelling units in the County as 29.1%, an increase over the 2000 estimated percentage
of 25.8%. Although there is no statistical evidence to specifically support this thesis, it has been
an assumption of County staff that the rise in unoccupied units leading up to the April 2010
Census was at least partly driven by the number of foreclosed and otherwise vacant properties
due to the Recession. How much of this “bump” has since recovered and if the vacancy rate
has since declined is not known. The Census Bureau has also reduced the number of residents
per occupied household slightly, from 2.33 persons per household to 2.3 persons.
For use in this current application of UPlan to support the General Plan Update and Regional
Transportation Plan Update now in progress, the Tuolumne County Transportation Council
(TCTC) has decided on employing the model using two time periods: from the present time
(2014) until the year 2030; and from 2030 to 2040. Based on an analysis of the most recent
population statistics and forecasts available from the State Office of Finance, TCTC decided to
use the following population projections:
Time
Present to 2030
2030 to 2040

From Population
54,360
59,953

To Population
59,953
63,243

Two model runs would be used, one for each time period. It is important to remember that
UPlan is based on population increases, so the time periods for each increase is not important
to the model. Therefore, for UPlan model purposes is it is more important to view the two
iterations based on the bumps in population. The first modeling iteration accounts for 5,593
persons above the assumed current population of 54,360, and the second iteration increases
the population by another 3,290 persons.
To accomplish those two iterations, UPlan then plans on adding new residential units to
accommodate the expanding population. If we use the same assumption regime as explained
previously and employed during the Blueprint project, we would divide those population
increases by 1.701 to account for the number of new dwelling units that will be necessary.
Those new dwelling unit numbers the model will use for generating the land use demand will be
3,288 units and 1,934, respectively, for a total increase of 5,222 new dwelling units over an
approximately 26 year period. If that growth would occur evenly distributed, or if viewed as a
mean over the 26 year period, that would represent construction of 200 units per year between
now and 2040.
The question could be posed that how many of the estimated vacant housing unit total of 9,088
are actually available for occupation if the demand was restored, and would be occupied in lieu
of constructing some of that estimated 200 new units per year? Of course, this cannot be
specifically known, just like the UPlan model can only attempt to project where growth is likely to
go, but cannot determine individual property owner intent, etc. However, along that line I have
been able to find the Census Bureau’s best guess on the status of vacant housing units, and I
have extracted that from the Census American Factfinder Website:
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2010 Census Data
HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units
Occupied housing units
Vacant housing units
For rent
Rented, not occupied
For sale only
Sold, not occupied
For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use
All other vacants

Number
31,244
22,156
9,088
705
41
559
64
7,147
572

Percentage i
100.0
70.9
29.1
2.3
0.1
1.8
0.2
22.9
1.8

3.5
9.5

(X)
(X)

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent) [8]
Rental vacancy rate (percent) [9]

2000 Census Data (Data for Vacant Units Differs from 2010)
HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units
Occupied housing units
Vacant housing units (as Percentage of Total)
- Percent of Vacant Units For rent
- Percent of Vacant Units For sale only
- Percent of Vacant Units For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use
Homeowner vacancy rate (percent) [8]
Rental vacancy rate (percent) [9]

Number
28,336
21,004
7,332

Percentage
100.0
74.1
25.8
6.1
4.7
79.9

3.5
9.5

(X)
(X)

Comparing these somewhat different ways of showing the vacancy date does show that the
estimated percentage of housing units in the “For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use” is
virtually the same as the most current data (presently those seasonal use housing units are 78.6%
of the vacant units, and in 2000 those seasonal use units were 79.9% of the vacant total). That
means that the Census Bureau does not see a significant decline in seasonal use housing over the
previous decade, and we don’t currently have any statistical information that would indicate
otherwise.
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Building Permits Issued for New Dwelling Units by Year
Single Family
Multi-family units/
Total Residential
Year
Dwellings
Mobilehomes*
Permits
1990
701
143*
544*
1991
387
113*
500*
1992
322
36*
358*
1993
241
2*
243*
1994
216
2*
218*
1995
180
0*
180*
1996
163
40
203
1997
240
71
311
1998
305
201
506
1999
212
43
255
2000
302
38
340
2001
288
47
335
2002
349
58
407
2003
463
46
509
2004
403
55
458
2005
415
30
445
2006
231
24
255
2007
186
4
190
2008
122
01
123
2009
49
24
73
2010
52
8
60
2011
44
16
60
2012
34
14
48
2013
33
19
52
257.22

* Permit applications for Mobilehomes not included in data for years 1990-1995.
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