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September 8, 2021
From John Buckley, Executive Director
Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center
P.O. Box 396
Twain Harte, CA 95383
To Richard Walker, Quincy Yaley, and Taryn Vanderpan
Community Development Department
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA (5370
Re: Valley Vista Subdivision - modifications of approval
When the recent General Plan Update was finalized, the pro-development majority on
the Board of Supervisors had mandated that the General Plan promote development as a
priority throughout the document. Three of those supervisors were voted out or left office, but
the current Community Development Department has taken those pro-development
sentiments and pro-development goals to the extreme.
In this Valley Vista project matter, County planning staff is now providing a planning
analysis document that continues to allow the scale of the original project and the potential
significant impacts of the previously approved project, but now County staff is promoting the
elimination of previously Board-approved mitigation mandates that the County previously
pointed to as justification for approving the project. It is as if there is a purposeful intent to use
every loophole or find every rationale to enable a developer to make more profit, rather than
to have a balanced project approved with reasonable mitigations to compensate for project
impacts.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
The Original Project identified that up to 25 acres of the site’s oak woodland habitat
could be impacted by the development. The Mitigation Measures that were adopted included
rezoning 11 acres to O (Open Space) and the creation of a conservation easement or rezoning
of a 78.3-acre parcel to mitigate for the impacts to oak woodland.
The use of Moore Biological Consultants for preparation of an Oak Woodland impact
analysis is highly troubling to our Center because Moore Biological Consultants previously
determined in a Blue Mountain Minerals mining deposit project (that covered 27 acres of oak

woodland habitat with mining waste) was not creating any significant environmental impact,
which resulted in litigation by our Center.
In the matter of Valley Vista with modifications, the analysis done by Moore Biological
Consultants determined that up to 24.5 acres of the 45.14 acres of oak woodlands on the site
may be converted to urban development. That is basically the same general conclusion that
resulted in the County developing and approving the original oak woodland mitigation
measures.
Yet now the advisory materials describe that either the project proponent will either
protect trees consistent with the Oak Woodland Impact Map or if an area to be protected as
identified by the oak woodland map “cannot be protected” the develop shall submit a tree
removal and mitigation plan to CCD and the State Department of Fish and Wildlife. This
language opens the door to the developer wiping out even more oaks than are now targeted by
simply providing a tree removal and mitigation plan that may only charge a relatively small oak
woodland conservation program fee to supposedly compensate for wiping out oaks.
Far more of a concern is that the new Modified Project proposal would completely gut
the previously approved and legally established mitigation measure requiring the applicant to
deed a conservation easement for 78.3 acres on Mt. Knight property to Columbia College and
that if the property was rezoned, that 78.3 acres was to be rezoned to O. Now the requirement
for a conservation easement is fully eliminated.
The revised Modified Project has generally the same significant impacts on oak
woodland habitat as the Original Project, but County staff is eliminating one of the two main
mitigation measures that enabled the County Board of Supervisors to rationalize approval of
the Original Project. CSERC urges that the developer still be required to purchase a
conservation easement for 70+ acres of oak woodland as mitigation as was required for the
Original Project.
TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION
The Original Project identified that a Traffic Impact Analysis showed that the project
would contribute to the cumulative impacts at the intersections of State Route 108/49 with
Wigwam and Golf Links Road as well as to traffic on 108/49. Accordingly, the County approved
the Original Project with the requirement for phased improvements to Chabroullian Lane and
the installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of State Route 108/49 and Chabroullian
Lane.
The new analysis twists the fact that the State is prioritizing efforts to reduce Vehicle
Miles Traveled and purports that it not important whether a project results in vehicle delay and
congestion (LOS). Rather than consider LOS as one key part of the overall analysis, the County
now chooses to now spin VMT statistics to attempt to rationalize allowing the Valley Vista
developer to be exempt from needing to widen Charbroullian lane to accommodate 2-way
traffic, and to reconfigure the State Route 49 and Golf Links Road intersection to right-turn in

and right turn only, and to be responsible for signalizing the Highway 49 and Golf Links Road
intersection at the 801 trip threshold.
Instead, the project can apparently now simply have a consultant do a traffic signal
warrants analysis “to determine whether a traffic signal is justified.” We note that the advisory
notice already states on page 22 the opinion that “…satisfying a peak hour warrant does not
necessarily indicate that a traffic signal is justified.” Further points raised in the analysis include
the claim that the “overall effect of another traffic signal on regional traffic flow on SB 49/108
through Jamestown may not be positive…” and that Caltrans is required to consider the merits
of alternative traffic controls at intersections when it is necessary to stop traffic…”
It appears that County staff has already pre-judged that the traffic signal required by the
County Board of Supervisors when they approved the Original Project is now not needed.
Thus, both for Oak Woodlands under BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES and Traffic Mitigation
under TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, county staff and the TIS consultant have now proposed
withdrawing previously mandated mitigation measures that the County previously required
with approval for the Original Project.
It is especially troubling that the VMT analysis used to justify reducing traffic mitigation
by the developer includes completely indefensible claims that traffic is less now than it was in
2005, and that because the project area “is located within an area of Tuolumne County where
residences generate per capita regional VMT at a rate that is more than 15% below the
current countywide average…” that “…development of the project’s residences will not have
a significant VMT impact.”
This is a case of county staff going to an extreme to rationalize why a project shall not be
judged to add cumulatively to VMT levels and thus be required to provide a reasonable
mitigation measure to compensate. It is also an example of double-think, where the claim is
made that because a project’s residents will only add a moderate amount of additional VMT to
the already high amount of VMT that the County produces overall, it isn’t the worst case, so it
can be ignored completely. This contradicts the entire premise of evaluating cumulating
impacts of a project in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future projects.
CHANGE TO REVOKE – REMOVE THE AGE-RESTRICTED COMPONENT
The proponents of the Original Project promoted it before the Board of Supervisors as
pivotally important for meeting the need for housing of seniors in the County. But now, to
maximize profits, that supposed key reason justifying the project has been shelved, and the
age-restricted component has been removed. This is another promise made, but not kept, by
the promoters of the Original Project.
SUMMARY
CSERC sees this project site as a place where significant development was already
approved with less than appropriate mitigation measures. Because the previous Original
Project was approved, it is fully available right now as a viable option for the developer to
implement without any needed changes in the project.

Instead, the Project applicant and his key consultant have convinced County planning
staff to not only accept many project modifications that all boost the profitability of the project
for the developer, but they also include major changes as to what the County will require as
mitigation for the project’s impacts.
CSERC recommends that the County only approve the Modified Valley Vista
Subdivision Project if the original oak woodland mitigation measures (including the
conservation easement for 70+ acres) are retained and if the original Traffic mitigation
measures are also fully retained.
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