
Before the Board of Supervisors 
County of Placer, State of California 

 
In the matter of: A RESOLUTION CERTIFYING                         Resolution No. 2016-____ 
THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
AND ERRATA FOR THE MARTIS VALLEY WEST PARCEL  
SPECIFIC PLAN AND RELATED ENTITLEMENTS 
ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT  
OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND A  
MITIGATION MONITORING REPORTING PLAN. 
 
 

The following resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 

Placer at a regular meeting held ___________, 2016, by the following vote: 

 
 Ayes:   
 
 Noes: 
 
 Absent: 
 
      Signed by me after its passage. 
 
 
      ___________________________ 
      Robert Weygandt, Chair 
                                                                        Board of Supervisors 
Attest:                  
             
______________________                          
Clerk of said Board 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 WHEREAS, the County of Placer acting as lead agency pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) prepared an environmental impact report for the 
following: 
 

1. Amendments to the Martis Valley Community Plan; 

2. Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan;  
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3. Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Development Standards and Design 
Guidelines; 

4. Rezoning of certain properties within the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific 
Plan; 

5. Tentative immediate rezone of 662± acres of the “West Parcel” of the Martis 
Valley West Parcel Specific Plan from TPZ (Timber Production Zone) to SPL-MVWPSP 
(Specific Plan – Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan);  

6. Large Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map;   

7. Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Water Supply Assessment; and 

8. Development Agreement. 

(Hereinafter collectively referred to as “Project Approvals”.) 
 

WHEREAS, the Project Approvals constitute the “Project” for purposes of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”--Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.) and 
CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15378 and these determinations of the Board, and 
 
  WHEREAS, a notice of preparation for an environmental impact report for the Project 
was prepared by the County and sent to the State Clearinghouse on March 28, 2014, under the 
title “Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan” and a revised notice of preparation was prepared 
by the County and sent to the State Clearinghouse on February 27, 2015, under the title “Martis 
Valley West Parcel Specific Plan” (SCH No. 2014032087), and    
 
 WHEREAS, on October 22, 2015, the County released a draft environmental impact 
report (“DEIR”) that was prepared for the Project under the direction of the County, and  

 WHEREAS, the DEIR was made available for public comment in accordance with 
CEQA from October 22, 2015 through December 7, 2015, and 

 WHEREAS, the County received written comments on the DEIR, in response to which 
the County prepared and released a Final Environmental Impact Report on May 3, 2016, (the 
“FEIR”), and   

 WHEREAS, on June 9, 2016 and July 7, 2016, the County Planning Commission 
considered the FEIR and an Errata (“hereinafter referred to as “FEIR and Errata”) and on July 7, 
2016, recommended against certification of the same, and  against adoption of the Findings of 
Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Board gave full and legal notice of a public hearing to consider and act 
upon the Project Approvals and the FEIR and Errata, which was held on September 13, 2016, 
and 
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 WHEREAS, on September 13, 2016, the Board closed the public hearing to further 
public testimony, rejected the Planning Commission’s recommendation and took tentative action 
to certify the FEIR  and Errata, adopt the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project Approvals, and 

 WHEREAS, the Board found the FEIR and Errata to be adequate and complete and 
based that finding on its review of the record, including consideration of all written and oral 
comments, including those comment letters submitted after release of the FEIR.  Upon review of 
those comment letters, as well as all comment letters submitted on the FEIR, the Board finds 
there is no evidence of “new information” as such term is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5 to require the FEIR and Errata to be recirculated prior to the Board’s action as outlined 
in this resolution.  This decision is based on substantial evidence in the administrative record, 
including but not limited to the responses to comments contained in the FEIR, the responses set 
forth in the record by staff and the County’s environmental consultant on the comments 
submitted after release of the FEIR and all documents and testimony considered by the Board in 
rendering its decision herein, and 
 

WHEREAS, the Board also concluded the benefits of the Project, in particular the 
conservation of over 6,300 acres as open space on the East Parcel, the reduction in units from 
1360 to 760, the additional financial contributions to transit and construction of workforce 
housing units, overrode the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, and 
 
 WHEREAS, on ______________, 2016, the Board took final action to certify the FEIR 
and Errata, adopt the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations and 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project, and approve the Water Supply 
Assessment, and 

 WHEREAS, the Board has duly considered the FEIR and Errata for the Project, which 
consists of the DEIR and the Final EIR and Errata, the appendices thereto, including but not 
limited to the Water Supply Assessment (Appendix N), the comments of the public, both oral 
and written, and all written materials in the record connected therewith, and is fully informed 
thereon. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER: 
 
 (1)  The FEIR and Errata have been prepared in accordance with all requirements of 
CEQA and the Guidelines. 

 (2)  The FEIR and Errata were presented to and reviewed by the Board.  The FEIR was 
prepared under supervision by the County and reflects the independent judgment of the County.  
The Board has reviewed the FEIR, and bases its findings on such review and other substantial 
evidence in the record. 

 (3)  The Board hereby certifies the FEIR and Errata as complete, adequate and in full 
compliance with CEQA as a basis for considering and acting upon the Project Approvals and, 
exercising its independent judgment. 
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 (4)   The Board has considered and hereby adopts the “Findings of Fact” as set forth in 
Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

 (5)  The Board hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (“MMRP”) 
prepared  for the Project Approvals and as set forth in Exhibit B and  incorporated herein by 
reference.  All mitigation measures proposed in the FEIR shall be implemented, and the MMRP 
will implement all mitigation measures adopted with respect to the Plan pursuant to all of the 
Project Approvals.  The MMRP is hereby incorporated into the Plan and thereby becomes part of 
and limitations upon the entitlements conferred by the Project Approvals. 

 (6)  The Board hereby approves the Water Supply Assessment, attached as Appendix N 
to the DEIR and version copy of which iss set forth in Exhibit C and incorporated herein by 
reference, and hereby finds that the Water Supply Assessment is adequate and was prepared in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15155, State Water Code Sections 10910(b), 
10912(b) and 10912(c) and Government Code Section 66473.7. The Water Supply Assessment 
demonstrates that the total projected water supplies, determined to be available for the Project 
during normal, single dry and multiple dry water years, will be sufficient to satisfy the demands 
of the Project, in addition to existing and planned future uses. The Board bases these conclusions 
on substantial evidence in the record.  

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED:  That notwithstanding the imposition of the mitigation 

measures in the MMRP as set forth above, significant impacts of the Project have not been 
reduced to a level of insignificance or eliminated by changes in the proposed Project.  The Board 
of Supervisors finds that the Project will bring substantial benefits to the County and that the 
Project’s benefits, particularly towards the conservation of a significant amount of open space, 
outweigh the Project’s significant unmitigated adverse impacts and pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15093 adopts and makes the Statement of Overriding Considerations as set 
forth in Section X of Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, to explain 
why the Plan’s benefits override its unavoidable impacts.  Having carefully considered the Plan, 
its impacts and the foregoing benefits, the Board of Supervisors finds, in light of the important 
social, economic and other benefits that the Project will bring, the adverse environmental 
impacts of the Project that are not fully mitigated are acceptable.     

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED:   That the Planning Services Division is directed to 

file a Notice of Determination with the County Clerk within five (5) working days in accordance 
with Public Resources Code section 21152(a) and CEQA Guidelines section 15094.   
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CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

and 
 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
 

OF THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  
 

for the 
 

MARTIS VALLEY WEST PARCEL SPECIFIC PLAN 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 

October 11, 2016 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
On May 3, 2016, the final environmental impact report (EIR) prepared on behalf of Placer County 
(County) was released.  Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081, the County, acting through its 
Board of Supervisors, adopts the following findings for the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan (the 
Project) in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.).  
 
This document is organized as follows: 
 
Section I provides an introduction to these findings. 
 
Section II provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the environmental review process 
for the Project, the approval actions to be taken and the location of records. 
 
Section III describes the environmental review process for the Project, including public scoping and 
review of the Project. 
 
Section IV identifies the Record of Proceedings for this matter, including the administrative record upon 
which the County’s approval of the Project is based.  
 
Section V provides general guidance regarding the County’s adoption of these findings. 
 
Section VI provides the County’s findings with respect to the Project’s potentially significant impacts.  
Attachment “A” to these findings is a table setting forth each mitigation measure adopted by the County 
in connection with its approval of the Project.  Attachment A includes the full text of each mitigation 
measure adopted by the County.  The mitigation measures that are identified as adopted in Attachment A 
are hereby adopted by the County.  Section VI also addresses mitigation measures and project 
modifications proposed by commenters, and the County’s findings with respect to these proposals. 
 
Section VII adopts and incorporates the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) for the 
mitigation measures that have been proposed for adoption.  A copy of the MMRP is attached as Section 4 
to the Final EIR.  In adopting these findings, the County hereby adopts and commits to implement the 
MMRP.  The measures set forth in the MMRP represent binding commitments with which the project 
applicant must comply. 
 
Section VIII sets forth the County’s findings with respect to recirculation of the Draft EIR. Although 
formal findings are not required with respect to determinations whether to recirculate a draft EIR, the 
County nevertheless adopts these findings to provide information regarding how the County reached its 
conclusions with respect to recirculation.  These findings are adopted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
section 15088.5. 
 
Section IX sets forth the County’s findings with respect to alternatives to the Proposed Project.  These 
findings are adopted pursuant to Public Resources Code sections 21002 and 21081, subdivision (a)(3). 
 
Section X sets forth the County’s “statement of overriding considerations” concerning the Project.  These 
findings are adopted pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081, subdivision (b).  
 
The findings and determinations contained herein are based on the competent and substantial evidence, 
both oral and written, contained in the entire record relating to the project and the EIR.  The findings and 
determinations constitute the independent findings and determinations by the Placer County Board of 
Supervisors (Board of Supervisors) in all respects and are fully and completely supported by substantial 
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evidence in the record as a whole. 
 
Although the findings below identify specific pages within the Draft EIR and Final EIR in support of 
various conclusions reached below, the Board of Supervisors incorporates by reference and adopts as its 
own, the reasoning set forth in both environmental documents, and thus relies on that reasoning, even 
where not specifically mentioned or cited below, in reaching the conclusions set forth below, except 
where additional evidence is specifically mentioned.  This is especially true with respect to the County’s 
approval of the mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR, and the reasoning set forth in 
responses to comments in the Final EIR.  The County further intends that if these findings fail to cross-
reference or incorporate by reference any other part of these findings, any finding required or permitted to 
be made by the County with respect to any particular subject matter of the Project must be deemed made 
if it appears in any portion of these findings or findings elsewhere in the record. 
 
Like the EIR itself, these findings use a number of acronyms.  To make the findings easier to follow, key 
acronyms are defined at the end of this document.  Although the findings define most such acronyms the 
first time they are introduced, the listing of acronyms is also provided as a means of identifying such 
terms.  Where terms are defined in the body of these findings in a manner that differs from the list of 
acronyms at the end of these findings, the definition in the body of these findings shall prevail. 
 
These Findings, along with the Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth in Section X, the table of 
findings set forth in Attachment A, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) set 
forth at chapter 4 to the Final EIR, are made with respect to the Project Approvals for the Project and state 
the findings of the Board of Supervisors relating to the potentially significant environmental effects of the 
Project in accordance with the Project Approvals.  The following Findings, along with the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program are hereby adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors as required by the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code 
Sections 21002, 21081, 21081.5 and 21081.6, and CEQA Guidelines sections 15091 through 15093. 
 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan (“MVWPSP”) is a proposed Specific Plan that would 
establish a legislative and regulatory framework for the development of residential and commercial uses 
on a portion of the West Parcel and conservation of the East Parcel. The MVWPSP proposes a 
comprehensive set of goals and policies, project objectives and implementation measures to guide the 
development of the West Parcel. The Specific Plan would establish Development Standards for parcel 
layout, buildings and facilities, as well as Design Guidelines for architecture, landscaping and other 
project elements. The MVWPSP would also establish goals and policies for the preservation of the entire 
East Parcel as permanent open space.   
 
The project would move the development potential assigned through the Martis Valley Community Plan 
from the East Parcel to the West Parcel, transferring 760 units and 6.6 acres of commercial from the 
allowable development of 1,360 units and 6.6 acres of commercial on the East Parcel to the West Parcel. 
The project would permanently retire the remaining 600 units. These findings have been prepared to 
comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act and the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
See Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR and Chapter 2, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of the 
Final EIR for a complete and detailed description of the Project. This includes figures, diagrams, and 
tables illustrating and describing the proposed Project. (Draft EIR, pp. 3-1 - 3-36 and Final EIR pp. 2-1 to 
2-45.)  The following text describes briefly the Project. 

A. Project Location 
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The MVWPSP Project is located between the Town of Truckee and the north shore of Lake Tahoe in 
Placer County, on both sides of State Route (SR) 267. The entire Martis Valley encompasses 
approximately 44,800 acres in Nevada and Placer Counties, 25,570 acres of which are within Placer 
County. The proposed MVWPSP project has two components: the West Parcel (1,052 acres) and the East 
Parcel (6,376 acres), both privately owned. Of this total, 6,160 acres of the East Parcel are located within 
Placer County, including 130 acres that are located in the Tahoe Basin (in Placer County). Approximately 
216 acres of the East Parcel are located within Nevada County. 
 
The approximately 1,052-acre West Parcel is located north of Lake Tahoe, southeast of the Northstar 
California Resort, and uphill and east of Sawmill Reservoir. The West Parcel is undeveloped coniferous 
forest that is designated Forest in the Martis Valley Community Plan (MVCP) and is zoned Timberland 
Production Zone (TPZ). Similar in character to the West Parcel, the approximately 6,376-acre East Parcel 
is undeveloped coniferous forest land, primarily designated Forest and zoned TPZ. Approximately 670 
acres of the East Parcel are designated Low Density Residential and General Commercial and zoned 
Single-Family Residential and Neighborhood Commercial in the MVCP. This zoning allows for 
development of up to 1,360 dwelling units and 6.6 acres of commercial on the East Parcel. (Final EIR, pp. 
3-1 - 3-5.)   

B. Project Overview 
 
The project involves moving the development potential from the East Parcel to the West Parcel, 
transferring 760 units and 6.6 acres of commercial from the allowable development of 1,360 units and 6.6 
acres of commercial on the East Parcel to the West Parcel. The project permanently retires the remaining 
600 units. The entire East Parcel shall be permanently preserved as open space. The mechanism for 
preserving the East Parcel consists of either (1) the sale of the East Parcel to a land trust or similar 
organization, or (2) recordation of a conservation easement restricting its use. Development on the West 
Parcel will accommodate up to 760 residential units, accessory homeowner amenities (up to 22,000 
square feet), and up to 6.6 acres (up to 34,500 square feet) of commercial uses, as well as the associated 
internal roads, a roadway connection to SR 267, an emergency vehicle access (EVA) route, utility 
connections, and supporting infrastructure. 
 
Development pursuant to the MVWPSP will occur in phases, and is anticipated to be built out over 
approximately 20 years. Depending on market demand for various lodging types and non-residential uses 
and changes in the development goals or financial capabilities of property owners, development may 
evolve in a variety of ways. In general, the phasing plan has been structured to ensure that the 
improvements in each phase can support its respective development in compliance with County policies 
and standards, and that the development in each phase can support the portion of its costs for the required 
improvements. (Draft EIR, p. 3-33.) Therefore, the implementation measures are intended to ensure that 
development of the MVWPSP is comprehensive, coordinated, and responsive to changing circumstances 
and market conditions. 
 
In addition to adoption of the MVWPSP, certification of the EIR, amendment of the MVCP land use 
diagram, and rezone of the East and West Parcels, a large lot tentative map is approved for financing and 
sale; however, the large lot tentative map conveys no development entitlements to the resulting parcels. 
The EIR is intended to serve as the base environmental document for subsequent entitlement approvals 
within the West Parcel. The determination of whether a requested subsequent development entitlement is 
consistent with the MVWPSP, and whether the EIR considered the project-specific effects, would be 
made by the County through the MVWPSP conformity review process to determine consistency with the 
adopted MVWPSP, CEQA, and other regulatory documents and guidelines. In acting to approve a 
subsequent project or permit, the County may impose reasonable and necessary conditions to ensure that 
the project is in compliance with the MVWPSP and all applicable plans, ordinances, and regulations. 
(Refer to Section 8.3 of the MVWPSP for additional details regarding the procedural steps of 
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implementing the Specific Plan.) 
 
The approximately 216 acres of the East Parcel in Nevada County remains designated Forest 160 in the 
Nevada County General Plan. This acreage is not included in the MVWPSP, as it is within Nevada 
County and not under Placer County’s jurisdiction; however, it is part of the overall proposed project 
analyzed in the EIR, in that it will be preserved as open space in perpetuity as part of the East Parcel. The 
project does not propose development or land use changes on the 216 acres, so no action is needed from 
Nevada County. Similarly, the approximately 130 acres of the East Parcel owned by Sierra Pacific 
Industries and located in Placer County and the Tahoe Basin is not included in the MVWPSP land use 
plan, as it is within the Tahoe Basin and under Placer County’s and TRPA’s jurisdiction, but it is part of 
the overall proposed project analyzed in the EIR. The project does not propose development or land use 
changes on the 130 acres co-located in the Tahoe Basin, so no action is required from TRPA. 

C. Project Objectives 
 
The purpose and objectives for the Project are as follows: 
 

• Provide new residential development consistent with the vision, goals, and policies of the MVCP, 
particularly: 

o Conserve large, intact and interconnected areas of natural open space that contributes to 
the last remaining habitat linkages between the Sierra Nevada and Mount Rose 
Wilderness Area in the Carson Range (Policy 1.A.6). 

o Minimize habitat fragmentation by development and roads to protect open space from 
human encroachment (Policy 1.A.6). 

o Consider the regional implications of development in the Martis Valley on resources 
outside of the Valley (i.e., Truckee River, Lake Tahoe Basin, Carson Range, and Sierra 
Nevada) (Policy 1.A.7). 

o Ensure that long-term conservation of important resource lands is achieved through a 
combination of regulatory actions, acquisition of easements, and both public and private 
land acquisitions (Policy 1.A.8). 

o Encourage the concentration of multi-family housing in and near village centers and 
neighborhood commercial centers (Policy 1.B.1). 

o Encourage the planning and design of new residential subdivisions to emulate the best 
characteristics (e.g., form, scale, and general character) of existing, nearby neighborhoods 
(Policy 1.B.2). 

o Require residential land project design to reflect and consider natural features, noise 
exposure of residents, visibility of structures, circulation, access, and the relationship of 
the project to surrounding uses (Policy 1.B.4). 

o Require that significant natural, open space, and cultural resources be identified in 
advance of development and incorporated into site-specific development project design 
(Policy 1.B.9). 

o Identify available opportunities and designate land for small commercial centers where 
some of the needs of local area residents can be met, eliminating the need for trips 
outside the area (Policy 1.C.3). 

o Encourage the sustained productive use of forestland as a means of providing open space, 
maintaining the quality of Martis Valley’s scenic vistas and to conserve other natural 
resources (Policy 1.F.1). 

o Encourage the preservation of timber producing lands as regional open space, and protect 
these areas from urban encroachment (Policy 1.J.1). 

• Implement a density transfer and retirement by permanently retiring 600 East Parcel residential 
units and transferring 760 residential units and 6.6 acres of commercial uses from the East Parcel 
to the West Parcel while preserving in perpetuity 6,376 acres in conservation lands. 
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• Contribute to a large, continuous expanse of open space east of SR 267 by ensuring the 
permanent preservation of the East Parcel. 

• Minimize isolated development that leads to fragmentation of open space and natural resources 
by developing on lands in proximity to existing development. 

• Minimize visual impacts of development by using the natural features and terrain of the project 
site to screen buildings. 

• Limit new infrastructure and disturbance by developing on lands in proximity to existing 
development. 

• Enhance and maintain existing trail system and associated recreational uses, such as cross-
country skiing, snowshoeing, hiking, and biking trails. 

• Implement a land use plan that is responsive to community concerns, such as visual character, 
traffic management, parking availability, recreational facilities, environmental issues, and the 
desire for expanded community services and amenities. 

• Reduce reliance on automobiles by providing onsite services and amenities, a transit stop, and 
extensive cross-country skiing, hiking, and biking trails. 

• Develop a project that is consistent with the planning guidelines and principles of adopted plans 
and policies, particularly the MVCP. 

• Create a development that draws upon the historic Sierra and Tahoe regional architectural 
traditions. 

• Develop a financially sustainable project that does not require the diminishment of services to 
existing residents. 

• Incorporate sustainable design concepts to ensure long-term preservation, the enhancement of 
resources, and the reduction of site impacts. 

• Reinforce the North Lake Tahoe region, including the Martis Valley, as a four-season destination 
resort. 
 

(Draft EIR, pp. 3-6 to 3-7, as revised in the Final EIR, p. 2-8.)   

D. Discretionary Approvals 
 
Project approval requires the County, as lead agency under CEQA, as well as certain “responsible 
agencies” to take various planning and regulatory actions to approve the overall Project.  Described below 
are discretionary actions necessary to carry out the Project. (See also Table 3-8, MVWPSP Process and 
Required Permits and Authorizations, Final EIR, Response to Comment IO41-7.)  In addition to the 
County’s certification of the Final EIR and adoption of these Findings and Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (CEQA requirements), the following discretionary actions and approvals are 
anticipated: 
 

Expected Permits and Authorizations 
Agency Permit/Authorization Action Requiring Permit Approval or Review 

Federal   

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation (through the USFS review 
process)  

Potential impacts to a federally listed species or its habitat  

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit Potential impacts to jurisdictional wetlands or waters 
State   

California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 

Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement  Potential disturbance to the bed or bank of jurisdictional 
waters 

2081 Incidental Take Permit  Potential impacts to a state-listed species  
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Expected Permits and Authorizations 
Agency Permit/Authorization Action Requiring Permit Approval or Review 

California Department of 
Forestry 

Timber Harvest Plan  
Timber Conversion Permit 

Harvesting of timber on private lands  

California Board of Forestry 
(through CAL FIRE)  

Approval of the immediate rezone from the 
Timberland Production Zone (TPZ) 

Rezone lands from the Timberland Production Zone to SPL-
MVWPSP 

Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification  Potential impacts to state water quality; required when a 
federal permit is issued  

 Board Order No. R6T-2007-0008 – Waiver of 
Waste Discharge Requirements Related to Timber 
Harvest and Vegetation Management Activities  

Potential impacts to state water quality resulting from tree 
and vegetation removal activities  

 Statewide Construction General Permit No. 
CAS000002 - Board Order No. WQO 2009-0009-
DWQ 

Discharges of stormwater runoff associated with 
construction activity involving land disturbance of 1 or more 
acres 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

 Board Order No. R6T-2008-0023 – Renewed 
Waste Discharge Requirements and NPDES 
General Permit for Limited Threat Discharges to 
Surface Waters  

Dewatering of excavations to surface waters (if overland 
discharge is not feasible)  

California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 

Encroachment Permit  Construction, operation, and maintenance within, under, or 
over state highway rights-of-way  

Local   

Placer County Lead Agency under CEQA 
Legislative and Regulatory Authority for Project 
Entitlements 

Requested changes in land uses and development 
entitlements for the MVWPSP area: 
Martis Valley Community Plan Land Use Diagram 
Amendment 
Martis Valley Community Plan Text Amendment 
MVWPSP adoption, including the adoption of the 
Development Standards and Design Guidelines 
Development Agreement 
Large Lot Tentative/Final Subdivision Map 
  

Northern Sierra Air Quality 
Management District and 
Placer County Air Pollution 
Control District 

Dust Control Plan  
Authority to Construct 

Disturbance of more than 1 acre of topsoil  
Stationary sources 

Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) 

Annexation Application Annexation of the West Parcel development area into the 
NCSD service area 

Northstar Community Services 
District 

Annexation Application Annexation of the West Parcel development area into the 
NCSD service area 

Truckee Sanitary District (TSD) Contract for Service New Contract for services between NCSD and TSD required 
prior to LAFCO approval of the annexation of the West 
Parcel development area into the NCSD service area 

Source: Compiled by Ascent Environmental, 2015. 
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
 
In accordance with section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the County prepared a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) of an EIR, which was originally published on March 28, 2014. (Appendix A of the Draft EIR.) 
The NOP was distributed for a 30-day comment period concluding on April 28, 2014. The NOP was 
distributed to public agencies and interested individuals of the community, including residents within 
1,000 feet of the Project area.  Comments received on the NOP are contained in Appendix B to the EIR.  
 
The County held agency and public scoping meetings on the proposed project on April 16, 2014, at the 
Cedar House Sport Hotel and at the North Tahoe event Center. The scoping meeting was an opportunity 
for agencies and the public to obtain information about the proposed project and to provide input 
regarding the issues they wanted addressed in the Draft EIR. Comments on the NOP received during the 
scoping meeting were considered in the preparation of the Draft EIR.  
 
On February 27, 2015 the County published a Revised Notice of Preparation of an EIR, because of 
revisions to MVWPSP by the applicant. The revisions included removal of the portion of the West Parcel 
that is in the Tahoe Basin (and within the jurisdiction of TRPA), including the 112.8-acre area that was 
subject to the Area Plan. As a result, the Area Plan is not part of the MVWPSP.  The Revised NOP was 
distributed for a 30-day comment period concluding on March 30, 2015. The Revised NOP was 
distributed to public agencies and interested individuals of the community, including residents within 
1,000 feet of the Project area. Comments received on the Revised NOP are contained in Appendix C to 
the EIR. 
 
The EIR includes an analysis of the following issue areas: 
 

• Land Use and Forest Resources; 
• Population, Employment, and Housing; 
• Biological Resources; 
• Cultural Resources; 
• Visual Resources; 
• Transportation and Circulation; 
• Air Quality; 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change; 
• Noise; 
• Geology and Soils; 
• Hydrology and Water Quality; 
• Utilities; 
• Public Services and Recreation;  
• Hazards and Hazardous Material. 

 
(See Draft EIR, pp. 1-3.) 
 
The County distributed the Draft EIR to various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested individuals 
for an initial 45-day public review period, from October 22 through December 07, 2015. The comment 
period was subsequently extended to December 22, 2015, based on requests from the reviewing public.  
Comments were solicited during the public comment time frame and were incorporated into the final EIR.  
This period satisfied the requirement for a 45-day public review period as set forth in Section 15105 of 
the CEQA Guidelines. The Draft EIR was circulated to state agencies for review through the State 
Clearinghouse of the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. Copies of the Draft EIR were available 
for public review during normal business hours at the County.  Copies of the Draft EIR were also 
available for review on the County’s website. 
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During the review period, consistent with Section 15202 of the CEQA Guidelines, the public was invited 
to a public comment hearing held by the County. A public meeting was held to solicit comments on the 
Draft EIR on November 19, 2015, at the North Tahoe Conference Center.  Oral and written comments 
were received from members of the public, organizations and several agencies. (See Final EIR, Chapter 
23.) 
 
On May 3, 2016, the County released the Final EIR for the Project.  The Final EIR includes comments on 
the Draft EIR, responses to those comments, revisions to the text of the Draft EIR, and other information 
required by CEQA and the Errata to the Final EIR.  The County distributed copies of the Final EIR to 
public agencies submitting comments on the Draft EIR, as required by Public Resources Code section 
21092.5.   
 
On June 9, 2016 and July 7, 2016, the Placer County Planning Commission held duly noticed public 
hearings to consider the Final EIR and the Project. After receiving and considering public comment, the 
Planning Commission recommended the Board of Supervisors deny  the MVWPSP and  deny 
certification of the Final EIR. On September 13, 2016, the Board of Supervisors held a duly noticed 
public hearing to consider the Final EIR and the Project.  The Board received public comment, and closed 
the public hearing to further public testimony.  The Board of Supervisors rejected the Planning 
Commission recommendation and on September 13, 2016, took tentative action to certify the Final EIR 
and Errata and directed staff to bring forward a final resolution for the Board’s consideration.  On October 
11, 2016, the Board took final action to certify the Final EIR and Errata. 
 
The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered, as a whole, the evidence and analysis presented 
in the Draft EIR, the evidence and analysis presented in the comments on the Draft EIR, the evidence and 
analysis presented in the Final EIR, the information submitted on the Final EIR, the Errata to the EIR, and 
the reports prepared by the experts who prepared the EIR, the County’s planning consultants, and by staff, 
and after receiving and considering public comment, makes the findings set forth herein.    
 

IV. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 
 
In accordance with Public Resources Code section 21167.6, subdivision (e), the record of proceedings for 
the County’s decision on the Project includes the following documents: 
 

• The NOP and all other public notices issued by the County in conjunction with the Project; 
 

• All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the comment period on the 
NOP; 

 
• The Draft EIR for the Project (October 2015) and all appendices; 

 
• All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the comment period on the 

Draft EIR; 
 

• The Final EIR for the Project, including comments received on the Draft EIR, and responses to 
those comments and appendices (April 2016); 
 

• The errata to the EIR (June 2016);  
 

• Documents cited or referenced in the Draft EIR and Final EIR; 
 

• The mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the Project; 
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• All findings and resolutions adopted by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors in 
connection with the Project and all documents cited or referred to therein; 

 
• All reports, studies, memoranda, maps, staff reports, or other planning documents relating to the 

Project prepared by the County, consultants to the County, as well as responsible or trustee 
agencies with respect to the County’s compliance with the requirements of CEQA and with 
respect to the County’s action on the Project; 

 
• All documents submitted to the County by other public agencies or members of the public in 

connection with the Project, up through the close of the Board’s public hearing on October 11, 
2016;  

 
• Any minutes and/or verbatim transcripts of all information sessions, public meetings, and public 

hearings held by the County in connection with the Project; 
 

• Any documentary or other evidence submitted to the County at such information sessions, public 
meetings, and public hearings; 

 
• The Placer County General Plan and all environmental documents prepared in connection with 

the adoption of the General Plan;  
 

• The Martis Valley Community Plan and all environmental documents prepared in connection 
with the adoption of the Community Plan; 

 
• The Placer County Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 17 of the County Code) and all other applicable 

County Code provisions cited in materials prepared by or submitted to the County; 
 

• Any and all resolutions adopted by the County regarding the Project, and all staff reports, 
analyses, and summaries related to the adoption of those resolutions; 

 
• Matters of common knowledge to the County, including, but not limited to federal, state, and 

local laws and regulations; 
 

• Any documents expressly cited in these findings, in addition to those cited above; and 
 

• Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code section 
21167.6, subdivision (e). 

 
The County has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decision on the Project, even if 
not every document was formally presented to the County. Without exception, any documents set forth 
above not so presented fall into one of two categories. Many of them reflect prior planning or legislative 
decisions with which the County was aware in approving the Project. Other documents influenced the 
expert advice provided to Planning Department staff or consultants, who then provided advice to the 
Board of Supervisors. For that reason, such documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the 
County’s decisions relating to the adoption of the Project. 
 
The record of proceedings does not include documents or other materials subject to the attorney/client 
privilege, the common-interest doctrine, the deliberative process privilege, or other privileges recognized 
by statute or common law.  Administrative draft documents that were prepared at the County’s direction, 
but were not provided to the public or other agencies, and intra-County communications with respect to 
such administrative draft documents, are not part of the record of proceedings; rather, such documents 
reflect the County’s deliberative process, and reflect initial drafts of documents that later appeared in final 
form in the record of proceedings.  Because these initial working drafts do not reflect the final evidence 
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and analysis relied upon by the County, they are not part of the record of proceedings.  In adopting these 
findings, the County does not waive its right to assert applicable privileges.   
 
The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the public 
review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final EIR, as well as 
additional materials concerning approval of the Project and adoption of these findings are contained in 
County files, and are available for review by responsible agencies and interested members of the public 
during normal business hours at Placer County.  The custodian of these documents is the Placer County 
Planning Director. The documents are located at the Placer County Community Development Resource 
Center, 3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA  95603 and/or Placer County Tahoe Planning Office, 565 
West Lake Blvd, Tahoe City, CA.  All files have been available to the County and the public for review in 
considering these findings and whether to approve the Project. 
 

V. FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq. and the regulations 
implementing that statute, Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, §§ 15000 et seq. (the “CEQA Guidelines”) 
(collectively, the act and the CEQA Guidelines are referred to as “CEQA”) require public agencies to 
consider the potential effects of their discretionary activities on the environment and, when feasible, to 
adopt and implement mitigation measures that avoid or substantially lessen the effects of those activities 
on the environment. Specifically, Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that “public agencies 
should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]”  The 
same statute states that the procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in 
systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.” Section 
21002 goes on to state that “in the event [that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make 
infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in 
spite of one or more significant effects thereof.” 
 
The mandate and principles announced in Public Resources Code Section 21002 are implemented, in part, 
through the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for which EIRs are 
required. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (a); CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a).)  For each 
significant environmental effect identified in an EIR for a proposed project, the approving agency must 
issue a written finding reaching one or more of three permissible conclusions.  The three possible findings 
are: 
 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that 
other agency. 

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, other considerations, 
including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the environmental impact report. 

 
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd (a); see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a).) 
 
Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
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social and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines section 15364 adds another factor: “legal” 
considerations. (See also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (Goleta II) (1990) 52 Cal.3d 
553, 565.)  
 
The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or 
mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project.  (City of Del Mar v. City of 
San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417 (City of Del Mar).)  “[F]easibility” under CEQA 
encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant 
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.”  (Ibid.; see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners 
Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715 (Sequoyah Hills); see also California Native 
Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1001 [after weighing “‘economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors’ … ‘an agency may conclude that a mitigation measure 
or alternative is impracticable or undesirable from a policy standpoint and reject it as infeasible on that 
ground’”].) 
 
With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened, a public 
agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if the agency first adopts a 
statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the 
project's “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse environmental effects.” (CEQA 
Guidelines, §§ 15093, 15043, subd. (b); see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (b).) The 
California Supreme Court has stated, “[t]he wisdom of approving . . . any development project, a delicate 
task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials 
and their constituents who are responsible for such decisions. The law as we interpret and apply it simply 
requires that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 576.)   
 
In making these Findings and the determination regarding the Project Approvals, the Board of 
Supervisors recognizes that the Project implicates a number of controversial environmental issues and 
that a range of technical and scientific opinion exists with respect to those issues. The Board of 
Supervisors has acquired an understanding of the range of this technical and scientific opinion by its 
review of the EIR, the comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments in the 
Final EIR, as well as testimony, letters and reports regarding the Final EIR and the merits of the Project. 
The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered, as a whole, the evidence and analysis presented 
in the Draft EIR, the evidence and analysis presented in the comments on the Draft EIR, the evidence and 
analysis presented in the Final EIR, the information submitted on the Final EIR, and the reports prepared 
by the experts who prepared the EIR, the County’s planning consultants, and by staff, addressing these 
comments. In particular, the Board of Supervisors has considered the Alternatives presented in the EIR, as 
well as the proposed comments submitted by various commenters and the responses of the EIR preparers 
and staff to those comments. The Board of Supervisors has gained a comprehensive and well-rounded 
understanding of the environmental issues presented by the Project. In turn, that understanding has 
enabled the Board of Supervisors to make its decisions after weighing and considering the various 
viewpoints on these important issues.  Accordingly, the Board of Supervisors certifies that its findings are 
based on a full appraisal of all of the evidence contained in the Final EIR, as well as the evidence and 
other information in the record addressing the Final EIR. 
 
These findings constitute the Board of Supervisors’ best efforts to set forth the evidentiary and policy 
bases for its decision to approve the Project in a manner consistent with the requirements of CEQA. These 
findings are not merely informational, but rather constitute a binding set of obligations that come into 
effect with the County’s approval of the Project.  In particular, in adopting these findings, the County 
commits itself to ensure the implementation of the mitigation measures approved in these findings. 
 
The Board of Supervisors is adopting these findings for the entirety of the actions described in these 
findings and in the Final EIR. Although the findings below identify specific pages within the Draft and 
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Final EIR in support of various conclusions reached below, the Board of Supervisors incorporates by 
reference and adopts as its own, the reasoning set forth in both environmental documents, and thus relies 
on that reasoning, even where not specifically mentioned or cited below, in reaching the conclusions set 
forth below, except where additional evidence is specifically mentioned. This is especially true with 
respect to the Board of Supervisors’ approval of all mitigation measures, policies and implementation 
programs recommended in the Final EIR, and the reasoning set forth in responses to comments in the 
Final EIR. 
 
As noted, the Final EIR is incorporated into these Findings in its entirety. Without limitation, this 
incorporation is intended to elaborate on the scope and nature of Mitigation Measures, the basis for 
determining the significance of impacts, the comparative analysis of alternatives, and the reasons for 
approving the Project in spite of the potential for associated significant and unavoidable adverse impacts.  
In the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EIR has inadvertently been omitted below, 
such a mitigation measure is hereby adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference.  In 
addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set forth in Section VI does not 
accurately reflect the mitigation measures in the Final EIR due to a clerical error, the language of the 
policies and implementation measures as set forth in the Final EIR shall control, unless the language of 
the policies and implementation measures has been specifically and expressly modified by these findings.  
Where the language of such measures differs between the Final EIR and these findings, the more stringent 
language shall control.  The Board of Supervisors provides this direction in order to ensure that any such 
discrepancy shall be regarded as inadvertent, and shall not be regarded as an effort by the Board of 
Supervisors to undermine its commitment to adopt mitigation measures as necessary to avoid or 
substantially lessen significant environmental effects of the Project. 
 
More generally, to the extent there are any inconsistencies in the mitigation measures identified in these 
findings, in Attachment A, or in the MMRP, any such inconsistencies are inadvertent and unintentional.  
The County intends that, in the event of such inconsistencies, such inconsistency shall be reconciled in the 
manner that affords the greatest possible protection to the environment, in a manner consistent with the 
specific terms of the mitigation measures as adopted.  In the event there are any future uncertainties or 
disputes regarding the nature, scope or feasibility of the adopted mitigation measures, the Board of 
Supervisors directs staff to return to the Board of Supervisors, at a properly noticed public hearing, to 
consider any such uncertainties or disputes.  The Board of Supervisors intends that, in the event such a 
hearing is necessary, the public and other agencies will have an opportunity to review and comment on 
the manner in which such measures are implemented, and the Board of Supervisor’s resolution of such 
issues occurs in a manner that allows the public to understand the basis for the Board of Supervisor’s 
decision. 
 
These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the Board of Supervisors regarding the 
environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included as part of the Final EIR and 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors as part of the Project. To avoid duplication and redundancy, and 
because the Board of Supervisors agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclusions in the Final EIR, these 
findings will not always repeat the analysis and conclusions in the Final EIR, but instead incorporates 
them by reference herein and relied upon them as substantial evidence supporting these findings. 
 
In making these findings, the Board of Supervisors has considered the opinions of other agencies and 
members of the public. The Board of Supervisors finds that the determination of significance thresholds is 
a judgment decision within the discretion of the Board of Supervisors; the significance thresholds used in 
the EIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the expert opinion of the EIR 
preparers and County staff; and the significance thresholds used in the EIR provide reasonable and 
appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental effects of the Project. Thus, 
although, as a legal matter, the Board of Supervisors is not bound by the significance determinations in 
the EIR (see Pub. Resources Code, § 21082.2, subd. (e)), except as expressly set forth in these findings, 
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the Board of Supervisors finds these significance thresholds persuasive and hereby adopts them as its 
own. 
 
Section VI of these findings summarizes the environmental determinations of the Final EIR and Project’s 
potentially significant impacts before and after mitigation. Section VI does not attempt to describe the full 
analysis of each environmental impact contained in the Final EIR.  Instead, Section VI provides a 
summary description of each impact, sets forth the mitigation measures identified to reduce or avoid the 
impact, and states the Board of Supervisors’ findings on the significance of each impact after imposition 
of the adopted MVWPSP Project’s provisions and the recommended mitigation measures. A full 
explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the Final EIR and these 
findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final EIR supporting the Final 
EIR’s determination regarding the Project’s impacts and mitigation measures designed to address those 
impacts. In making these findings, the Board of Supervisors ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these 
findings the determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and 
expressly modified by these findings. 
 
Because the EIR identified significant effects that may occur as a result of the project, and in accordance 
with the provisions of the Guidelines presented above, the County hereby adopts these findings as part of 
the approval of the MVWPSP Project.  These findings constitute the County’s best efforts to set forth the 
evidentiary and policy bases for its decision to approve the Project in a manner consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA. These findings, in other words, are not merely informational, but rather constitute 
a binding set of obligations that come into effect with the County’s approval of the Project. 
 

VI. POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The EIR identified a number of significant and potentially significant environmental effects (or impacts) 
that the Project will cause or contribute to.  These significant effects can be avoided or substantially 
lessened through the adoption of feasible mitigation measures.  The Board of Supervisors’ findings with 
respect to the Project’s significant effects and mitigation measures are set forth in the table appearing at 
Attachment A to these findings.  The findings set forth in the table are adopted and incorporated by 
reference. 
 
The table at Attachment A does not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact 
contained in the Final EIR. Instead, the table provides a summary description of each impact, describes 
the applicable mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR or Final EIR and adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors, and states the Board of Supervisors’ findings on the significance of each impact after 
imposition of the adopted mitigation measures. A full explanation of these environmental findings and 
conclusions can be found the Draft EIR and Final EIR, or elsewhere in the record of proceedings, and 
these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in those documents supporting 
the Final EIR’s determinations regarding the Project’s impacts and mitigation measures designed to 
address those impacts. In making these findings, the Board of Supervisors ratifies, adopts, and 
incorporates into these findings the analysis and explanation in the Draft EIR, the Final EIR, or elsewhere 
in the record, and ratifies, adopts, and incorporates in these findings the determinations and conclusions of 
the Draft EIR and Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except to the 
extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these findings. 
 
The Board of Supervisors has adopted all of the mitigation measures identified in the table. Some of the 
measures identified in the table are also within the jurisdiction and control of other agencies. To the extent 
any of the mitigation measures are within the jurisdiction of other agencies, the Board of Supervisors 
finds those agencies can and should implement those measures within their jurisdiction and control.  
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Some of the comments on the Draft EIR suggested additional mitigation measures and/or modifications to 
the measures recommended in the Draft EIR. In considering specific recommendations from commenters, 
the County has been cognizant of its legal obligation under CEQA to substantially lessen or avoid 
significant environmental effects to the extent feasible. The County recognizes, moreover, that comments 
frequently offer thoughtful suggestions regarding how a commenter believes that a particular mitigation 
measure can be modified, or perhaps changed significantly, in order to more effectively, in the 
commenter’s view, reduce the severity of environmental effects. The County is also cognizant, however, 
that the mitigation measures recommended in the Draft EIR represent the professional judgment and 
experience of the County’s expert staff and environmental consultants. The County therefore believes that 
these recommendations should not be lightly altered. Thus, in considering commenters’ suggested 
changes or additions to the mitigation measures as set forth in the Draft EIR, the County, in determining 
whether to accept such suggestions, either in whole or in part, has considered the following factors, 
among others: (i) whether the suggestion relates to a significant and unavoidable environmental effect of 
the Project, or instead relates to an effect that can already be mitigated to less than significant levels by 
proposed mitigation measures in the Draft EIR; (ii) whether the proposed language represents a clear 
improvement, from an environmental standpoint, over the draft language that a commenter seeks to 
replace; (iii) whether the proposed language is sufficiently clear as to be easily understood by those who 
will implement the mitigation as finally adopted; (iv) whether the language might be too inflexible to 
allow for pragmatic implementation; (v) whether the suggestions are feasible from an economic, 
technical, legal, or other standpoint; (vi) whether the proposed language is consistent with the project 
objectives; and (vii) whether the suggestions may result in other impacts that are more severe than the 
impacts that the suggestions are designed to address, such that on the whole the suggestions do not reflect 
an improvement over those measures identified in the EIR. 
 
As is evident from the specific responses given to specific suggestions, County staff and consultants spent 
significant time carefully considering and weighing proposed mitigation language, and in many instances 
adopted much of what a commenter suggested. In some instances, the County developed alternative 
language addressing the same issue that was of concern to a commenter.  In no instance, however, did the 
County fail to take seriously a suggestion made by a commenter or fail to appreciate the sincere effort that 
went into the formulation of suggestions. 
 
Based on this review, as is evident from the Final EIR, the County modified several of the original 
proposed measures in response to such comments (see Final EIR, Chapter 2). The Board of Supervisors 
commends staff for its careful consideration of those comments, agrees with staff in those instances when 
staff did not accept proposed language, and hereby ratifies, adopts, and incorporates staff’s reasoning on 
these issues.   
 
For this project, the following impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable.  That is, these 
impacts remain significant, despite the incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures to substantially 
lessen or avoid these impacts: 
 
Visual Resources, Cumulative Impact 9-9: Cumulative effects on light and glare 
 
The Project will result in new sources of light that may, on a cumulative basis, have a significant impact 
on the environment (Cumulative Impact 9-9). Specifically, the Project would result in new light sources 
that would be potentially visible from Martis Valley and would introduce new light sources in a portion of 
the view that is not already affected by light, which would contribute to the existing adverse effects on 
nighttime views.  This impact is not significant on a project-specific level.  This impact does, however, 
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to this impact.  Thus, the MVWPSP would result in a 
considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant impact on nighttime views. The project has made a 
variety of commitments to address these impacts. These commitments are binding elements of the Project 
that the applicant must implement.  These commitments are described in Draft EIR section 9.4.5.  Under 
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the Development Standards, the Project is required to implement measures to reduce light pollution, 
which would limit light sources to the minimum amount necessary to maintain nighttime safety, utility, 
security, and productivity.  No additional mitigation has been proposed and/or found to be feasible.  This 
impact is therefore considered significant an unavoidable. 
 
Transportation and Circulation, Impacts 10-1 and 10-2: Impacts to intersection operations and 
roadway segments 
 
The Project will result in substantial impact upon the existing transportation systems, including 
intersection operations (Impact 10-1) and roadway segments (Impact 10-2). Specifically, the project 
would worsen already unacceptable operations (i.e., already beyond the acceptable threshold) at the SR 
267/I-80 WB Ramps, SR 267/Schaffer Mill Road/Truckee Airport Road and SR 267/Highlands View 
Road intersections during the winter peak hour (Impact 10-1). In addition, the Project would worsen 
traffic congestion on the five SR 267 segments between the Town of Truckee/Placer County Line and SR 
28, resulting in a segment either degrading from acceptable LOS D to unacceptable LOS E, or 
exacerbating conditions on a segment operating at an unacceptable LOS E by an increase in V/C ratio of 
0.05 or more, for both the summer and winter peak hours (Impact 10-2). The project has made a variety of 
commitments to address these impacts. These commitments are binding elements of the Project that the 
applicant must implement. These commitments are described in Draft EIR section 10.3.4. In addition, the 
Project applicant is required to implement the following mitigation measures: 10-1a, and 10-1b 
(coordinate with Caltrans to optimize signal timing at the intersections of SR 267 at I-80 WB and SR 267 
at Schaffer Mill Road/Truckee Airport Road), 10-1c (provide signage on Highlands View Road, directing 
motorists to access SR 267 via Ridgeline Drive and Northstar Drive), and 10-2 (pay traffic impact fees to 
Placer County for future roadway improvements to SR 267). No additional feasible mitigation measures 
have been identified to address these impacts.  These impacts are therefore considered significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Transportation and Circulation, Cumulative Impacts 10-8 and 10-9: Cumulative Impacts to 
intersection operations and roadway segments 
 
On a cumulative basis, the Project would worsen traffic congestion at six of the SR 267 intersections 
between the Town of Truckee/Placer County Line and SR 28, resulting in an intersection either degrading 
from acceptable LOS D to unacceptable LOS F, or exacerbating conditions on a segment operating at an 
unacceptable LOS F by an increase in delay at the effected intersections, for both the summer and winter 
peak hours (Cumulative Impact 10-8). In addition, the Project would worsen traffic congestion on the five 
SR 267 segments between the Town of Truckee/Placer County Line and SR 28, resulting in a segment 
either degrading from acceptable LOS D to unacceptable LOS E, or exacerbating conditions on a segment 
operating at an unacceptable LOS E by an increase in V/C ratio of 0.05 or more, for both the summer and 
winter peak hours (Cumulative Impact 10-9). The project has made a variety of commitments to address 
these impacts. These commitments are binding elements of the Project that the applicant must implement. 
These commitments are described in Draft EIR section 10.3.5. In addition, the Project applicant is 
required to implement the following mitigation measures: 10-8a through 10-8d, and 10-8f (pay traffic 
impact fees to Placer County for future roadway improvements to SR 267, including those affected 
intersections), 10-8e (provide signage on Highlands View Road and pay traffic impact fee), and 10-9 (pay 
traffic impact fees to Placer County for future roadway improvements to SR 267, including those effected 
segments). No additional feasible mitigation measures have been identified to address these impacts.  In 
particular, in paying the County’s adopted Traffic Impact Fee, the Project applicant is paying its “fair 
share” pursuant to an adopted fee program for the construction of the improvements listed in the County’s 
Capital Improvement Program.  These improvements include substantial improvements to SR267.  
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, 15130.)  Requiring additional payments for these improvements would 
be in excess of the Project applicant’s “fair share.”  These impacts are therefore considered significant 
and unavoidable. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, Impact 12-2: Operational Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 
 
The Project will generate GHG emissions which would exceed the Tier I mass-emission threshold. GHG 
emissions would be substantial when the MVWPSP is built out. Therefore, operation of the project has 
the potential to result in a substantial contribution to GHG emissions.  The Project has made a variety of 
commitments to address these impacts.  These commitments are binding elements of the Project that the 
applicant must implement. These commitments are described in Final EIR section 2.2.9.  The Project is 
required to implement the following mitigation measures:  12-2 (when submitting subdivision maps, the 
applicant shall insure that operation of the project would be consistent with the GHG targets adopted by 
the state or implement additional feasible mitigation measures). No additional feasible mitigation 
measures have been identified to address these impacts. These impacts are therefore considered 
potentially significant and unavoidable. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, Cumulative Impact 12-4: Cumulative Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions 
 
Project phasing is expected to take 20 years and the GHG emissions reduction targets and implementing 
regulations are not currently known. The project will generate substantial GHG emissions and it would be 
speculative to determine that the Project GHG emissions would be sufficiently mitigated to meet the 
emissions reduction targets that may be in place. The Project has made a variety of commitments to 
address these impacts.  These commitments are binding elements of the Project that the applicant must 
implement.  These commitments are described in Draft EIR section 12.3.5.  The Project is required to 
implement the following mitigation measure: 12-2 (when submitting subdivision maps, the applicant shall 
insure that operation of the project would be consistent with the GHG targets adopted by the state, or 
implement additional feasible mitigation measures). No additional feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified to address these impacts.  These impacts are therefore considered potentially significant and 
unavoidable. 
 

VII. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
 
The County has prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Project.  A 
copy of the MMRP appears at Chapter 4 to the Final EIR.  The County, in adopting these findings, also 
approves the MMRP.  The County will use the MMRP to track compliance with Project mitigation 
measures. The MMRP will remain available for public review during the compliance period. The MMRP 
is attached to and incorporated into the Project and is approved in conjunction with certification of the 
EIR and adoption of these Findings of Fact.  In the event of any conflict between these findings and the 
MMRP with respect to the requirements of an adopted mitigation measure, the more stringent measure 
shall control, and shall be incorporated automatically into both the findings and the MMRP. 
 

VIII. RECIRCULATION OF DRAFT EIR 
 
The Board of Supervisors adopts the following findings with respect to the need to recirculate the Draft 
EIR. Under section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of an EIR is required when 
“significant new information” is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the 
Draft EIR for public review but prior to certification of the Final EIR.  The term “information” can 
include changes in the project or environmental setting, as well as additional data or other information.  
New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that 
the project’s proponents have declined to implement.   
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“Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 
 

(1)  A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

 
(2)  A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 

mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 
 
(3)  A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 

previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, 
but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

 
(4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 

meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 
 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5.)  
 
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or 
makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  The above standard is “not intend[ed] to promote 
endless rounds of revision and recirculation of EIRs.”  (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of 
the University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1132.)   “Recirculation was intended to be an 
exception, rather than the general rule.”  (Ibid.) 
 
The Board of Supervisors recognizes that the Final EIR incorporates information obtained by the County 
since the Draft EIR was completed, and contains additions, clarifications, modifications, and other 
changes.  As noted above, several comments on the Draft EIR either expressly or impliedly sought 
changes to proposed mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR as well as additional mitigation 
measures.  As explained in the Final EIR (Text Changes and Responses to Comments), some of the 
suggestions were found to be appropriate and feasible and were adopted in the Final EIR and included in 
the MMRP.  As discussed in the previous section of these findings, where changes have been made to 
mitigation measures to respond to comments, these changes do not change the significance of any 
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.   
 
CEQA case law emphasizes that “[t]he CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate 
proposal in the precise mold of the initial project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights may emerge 
during investigation, evoking revision of the original proposal.” (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of 
Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 736-737; see also River Valley Preservation Project v. Metropolitan 
Transit Development Bd. (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 154, 168, fn. 11.)  “‘CEQA compels an interactive 
process of assessment of environmental impacts and responsive project modification which must be 
genuine.  It must be open to the public, premised upon a full and meaningful disclosure of the scope, 
purposes, and effect of a consistently described project, with flexibility to respond to unforeseen insights 
that emerge from the process.’ [Citation.]  In short, a project must be open for public discussion and 
subject to agency modification during the CEQA process.”  (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 
33rd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 936.)  Here, the changes made to mitigation measures 
are exactly the kind of project improvements that the case law recognizes as legitimate and proper. 
 
The changes to the Project and mitigation measures are described in Final EIR chapters 2 and 4.  The 
changes are designed to incorporate specific suggestions from commenters.  These revisions do not 
require recirculation of the Draft EIR.  (See Final EIR, chapters 2, 4; see also Master Response 1.)   None 
of these changes involves “significant new information” triggering recirculation because the changes to 
the mitigation measures do not result in any new significant environmental effects, any substantial 
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increase in the severity of any previously identified significant effects, or otherwise trigger recirculation.  
Instead, the modifications were either environmentally benign or environmentally neutral, and thus 
represent the kinds of changes that commonly occur as the environmental review process works towards 
its conclusion. Under such circumstances, the County finds that recirculation of the EIR is not required. 
 
Following the release of the Final EIR on May 3, 2016 through and including the Placer County Planning 
Commission hearing on June 9, 2016, the County received 53 additional comment letters, including 
materials submitted during the hearing.  Between the June 9, 2016 and July 7, 2016 Planning Commission 
hearings, the County received another 43 comment letters, for a total of 96 comment letters.  These 
comment letters were forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for its consideration during its hearing on 
September 13, 2016.  These were also forwarded to the County’s environmental consultant, Ascent 
Environmental, for review and analysis to determine whether or not any comments in these letters would 
result in a change of conclusions in either the FEIR or these findings. Attachment B provides responses to 
these post-Final EIR release comments for information purposes and for inclusion in the administrative 
record.   
 
Based on the County’s independent review of these comments and responses to comments, the County 
has determined that none of the conditions warranting recirculation of a Draft EIR, as specified in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5, has occurred.  As a result of this conclusion and based on the Board’s 
independent review and consideration of the responses to comments and all written and oral testimony 
presented to it during its September 13, 2016 public hearing, the Board concludes there is no evidence to 
require recirculation of the EIR and further concludes that the Draft EIR and Final EIR are adequate and 
complete for purposes of these findings and certification of the Final EIR.   
 

IX. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

A. Findings Regarding Project Alternatives 
 
Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve Projects as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such Projects[.]”  The same statute states that 
the procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying 
both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.”   
 
Where a lead agency has determined that, even after the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures, a 
Project as proposed will still cause one or more significant environmental effects that cannot be 
substantially lessened or avoided, the agency, prior to approving the Project as mitigated, must first 
determine whether, with respect to such impacts, there remain any Project alternatives that are both 
environmentally superior and feasible within the meaning of CEQA.  Although an EIR must evaluate this 
range of potentially feasible alternatives, an alternative may ultimately be deemed by the lead agency to 
be “infeasible” if it fails to fully promote the lead agency’s underlying goals and objectives with respect 
to the Project.  (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417.)  “‘[F]easibility’ 
under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing 
of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.”  (Ibid; see also Sequoyah 
Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715.)  Thus, even if a Project 
alternative will avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant environmental effects of the Project, 
the decision-makers may reject the alternative if they determine that specific considerations make the 
alternative infeasible, or if the alternative does not meet the objectives for the Project.   
 
All of the environmental impacts associated with the Project may be substantially lessened or avoided 
with the adoption of the mitigation measures set forth in these findings, with the exception of the 
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following impacts: 
 

• Visual Resources, Cumulative Impact 9-9 (light sources visible from Martis Valley, including 
portions of the view not already affected by light) 
 

• Transportation and Circulation, Impact 10-1 (worsen already unacceptable operations at three SR 
267 intersections between the Town of Truckee/Placer County Line and SR 28) 

 
• Transportation and Circulation, Impact 10-2 (worsen traffic congestion on the five SR 267 

segments between the Town of Truckee/Placer County Line and SR 28) 
 

• Transportation and Circulation, Cumulative Impact 10-8 (worsen traffic congestion at six of the 
SR 267 intersections between the Town of Truckee/Placer County Line and SR 28) 

 
• Transportation and Circulation, Cumulative Impact 10-9 (worsen traffic congestion on the five 

SR 267 segments between the Town of Truckee/Placer County Line and SR 28) 
 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, Impact 12-2 (operation of the Project has the 
potential to result in a substantial contribution to GHG emissions) 

 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, Cumulative Impact 12-4 (cumulative Project 

GHG emissions may exceed GHG reduction targets) 
 
The Board of Supervisors’ goal in evaluating the Project alternatives was to select an alternative that 
feasibly attains the Project objectives, while further reducing the Project’s significant and unavoidable 
impacts. (Draft EIR, p. 19-1.) 
 
As set forth in the Final EIR, the purpose and objectives for the Project are as follows: 
 

• Provide new residential development consistent with the vision, goals, and policies of the MVCP, 
particularly: 

o Conserve large, intact and interconnected areas of natural open space that contributes to 
the last remaining habitat linkages between the Sierra Nevada and Mount Rose 
Wilderness Area in the Carson Range (Policy 1.A.6). 

o Minimize habitat fragmentation by development and roads to protect open space from 
human encroachment (Policy 1.A.6). 

o Consider the regional implications of development in the Martis Valley on resources 
outside of the Valley (i.e., Truckee River, Lake Tahoe Basin, Carson Range, and Sierra 
Nevada) (Policy 1.A.7). 

o Ensure that long-term conservation of important resource lands is achieved through a 
combination of regulatory actions, acquisition of easements, and both public and private 
land acquisitions (Policy 1.A.8). 

o Encourage the concentration of multi-family housing in and near village centers and 
neighborhood commercial centers (Policy 1.B.1). 

o Encourage the planning and design of new residential subdivisions to emulate the best 
characteristics (e.g., form, scale, and general character) of existing, nearby neighborhoods 
(Policy 1.B.2). 

o Require residential land Project design to reflect and consider natural features, noise 
exposure of residents, visibility of structures, circulation, access, and the relationship of 
the Project to surrounding uses (Policy 1.B.4). 
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o Require that significant natural, open space, and cultural resources be identified in 
advance of development and incorporated into site-specific development Project design 
(Policy 1.B.9). 

o Identify available opportunities and designate land for small commercial centers where 
some of the needs of local area residents can be met, eliminating the need for trips 
outside the area (Policy 1.C.3). 

o Encourage the sustained productive use of forestland as a means of providing open space, 
maintaining the quality of Martis Valley’s scenic vistas and to conserve other natural 
resources (Policy 1.F.1). 

o Encourage the preservation of timber producing lands as regional open space, and protect 
these areas from urban encroachment (Policy 1.J.1). 

• Implement a density transfer and retirement by permanently retiring 600 East Parcel residential 
units and transferring 760 residential units and 6.6 acres of commercial uses from the East Parcel 
to the West Parcel while preserving in perpetuity 6,376 acres in conservation lands. 

• Contribute to a large, continuous expanse of open space east of SR 267 by ensuring the 
permanent preservation of the East Parcel. 

• Minimize isolated development that leads to fragmentation of open space and natural resources 
by developing on lands in proximity to existing development. 

• Minimize visual impacts of development by using the natural features and terrain of the Project 
site to screen buildings. 

• Limit new infrastructure and disturbance by developing on lands in proximity to existing 
development. 

• Enhance and maintain existing trail system and associated recreational uses, such as cross-
country skiing, snowshoeing, hiking, and biking trails. 

• Implement a land use plan that is responsive to community concerns, such as visual character, 
traffic management, parking availability, recreational facilities, environmental issues, and the 
desire for expanded community services and amenities. 

• Reduce reliance on automobiles by providing onsite services and amenities, a transit stop, and 
extensive cross-country skiing, hiking, and biking trails. 

• Develop a Project that is consistent with the planning guidelines and principles of adopted plans 
and policies, particularly the MVCP. 

• Create a development that draws upon the historic Sierra and Tahoe regional architectural 
traditions. 

• Develop a financially sustainable Project that does not require the diminishment of services to 
existing residents. 

• Incorporate sustainable design concepts to ensure long-term preservation, the enhancement of 
resources, and the reduction of site impacts. 

• Reinforce the North Lake Tahoe region, including the Martis Valley, as a four-season destination 
resort. 

 
(Draft EIR, chapter 3.3.)  
 
The Draft EIR discussed several alternatives to the Project in order to present a reasonable range of 
options.  To meet CEQA requirements for the consideration of alternatives, this environmental document 
evaluates the potential impacts of the Project, and four alternatives (including a No Project – No 
Development Alternative). The Final EIR included a fifth alternative – the East Parcel, Reduced Density 
Alternative. 
 
To be suitable for consideration in the EIR, alternatives must be “potentially” feasible and “attain most of 
the basic objectives of the Project.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a).) The Alternatives, analyzed 
in detail in the EIR, are: 
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• Alternative 1 – No Project – No Development;  
• Alternative 2 – No Project – Martis Valley Community Plan Alternative;  
• Alternative 3 – Reduced Density Alternative;  
• Alternative 4 – Reduced Footprint, Hotel Alternative; and 
• Alternative 5 – East Parcel, Reduced Density Alternative. 

 
The Board of Supervisors finds that that a good faith effort was made to evaluate all feasible alternatives 
in the EIR that are reasonable alternatives to the Project and could feasibly obtain the basic objectives of 
the Project, even when the alternatives might impede the attainment of the Project objectives and might 
be more costly.  As a result, the scope of alternatives analyzed in the EIR is not unduly limited or narrow.  
The Board of Supervisors also finds that all reasonable alternatives were reviewed, analyzed and 
discussed in the review process of the EIR and the ultimate decision on the Project.  (See Draft EIR, pp. 
19-1 to 19-38; Final EIR, pp. 2-35 to 2-43; see also Master Response 10, Response to Comment A-1-3, 
IO18-74, IO31-45 and 46, IO41-81 to 83, IO51-9, 15 and 16.) 

B. Alternatives Analyzed in the Draft EIR and Final EIR 
 
The goal for developing a set of possible alternatives was to identify other means to attain the Project 
objectives while further reducing the less than significant environmental impacts caused by the Project. 
The EIR analyzed the Project, and Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. The EIR contains a detailed analysis of 
the impacts of each of these alternatives.  The analysis appears throughout the Final EIR.  The Board of 
Supervisors hereby incorporates by reference this analysis.  Table 19-4 in the Draft EIR (as modified in 
the Final EIR, p. 2-43) summarizes the EIR’ conclusions concerning the impacts of, and mitigation 
measures applicable to, each alternative.  This table includes the Project now proposed by the applicant.   
 
Based on this analysis, the Board of Supervisors adopts the following findings with respect to each 
alternative. 
 
These findings focus on whether the alternatives are, in fact, feasible, and attain the Project objectives.  
These findings are therefore distinct from the information in the Draft EIR, in which alternatives are 
considered if they are merely “potentially feasible,” and attain “most” of the Project objectives.  Under 
CEQA, these two inquiries are related, but distinct.  In adopting these findings, the Board has considered 
the information in the EIR, as wells as other information in the record, to determine whether each 
alternative is feasible, and/or meets the Project objectives. 
 
Alternative 1 – No Project, No Development 
 
Under the No Project, No Development Alternative, no actions would be taken and both the East Parcel 
and West Parcel would remain unchanged from current conditions, undeveloped forested land. This 
alternative assumes that no development would occur on either the East or the West Parcels to allow for 
analysis/comparison of development alternatives to the undeveloped site conditions. It is assumed that 
lands zoned Forest and under Timberland Production Zone (TPZ) would remain unharvested.  
 
The No Project, No Development Alternative would avoid all of the Project’s significant and unavoidable 
impacts, and overall the impacts would be less than those that would occur with the Project. In fact, all of 
the significant impacts would be avoided.  Accordingly, Alternative 1 is the environmentally superior 
alternative. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6; see Draft EIR, p. 19-36.) 
 
Feasibility/Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
 
Under Alternative 1, the No Project – No Development alternative, the MVWPSP would not be approved, 
and no development would occur on either parcel. This would avoid the Project’s significant and 
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unavoidable impacts, and lessen the impacts overall. However, with the exception of those goals 
pertaining to conservation of large, intact, and interconnected areas of natural open space and prevent 
fragmentation of habitat, the No Project, No Development Alternative would not meet any of the Project 
objectives and would not be consistent with the goals and objectives of the MVCP or the Placer County 
General Plan. This alternative would not enhance or maintain the existing trail system and associated 
recreational uses. Nor would this alternative achieve any of the economic benefits of the Project. Nor 
would this alternative contribute to regional transit needs.   
 
Most important, this alternative would not result in the permanent preservation of the East Parcel as open 
space.  As noted above, the following objectives are central to the Project: 
 

o Conserve large, intact and interconnected areas of natural open space that contributes to 
the last remaining habitat linkages between the Sierra Nevada and Mount Rose 
Wilderness Area in the Carson Range (Policy 1.A.6). 

o Minimize habitat fragmentation by development and roads to protect open space from 
human encroachment (Policy 1.A.6). 

o Consider the regional implications of development in the Martis Valley on resources 
outside of the Valley (i.e., Truckee River, Lake Tahoe Basin, Carson Range, and Sierra 
Nevada) (Policy 1.A.7). 

 
Under this alternative, the East Parcel would not be developed, but would retain its existing land-use 
designations and zoning, which authorize up to 1,360 residential units as well as up to 6.6 acres of 
commercial development.  As the above objectives make clear, one of the central objectives of the Project 
is to preserve the East Parcel as a key component of a large system of open space east of SR 267.  (See 
Conservation Biology Institute, Landscape-scale Conservation in Martis Valley, California – A Paradigm 
for Collaborative Partnerships (November 2015), which explains the extent to which the Project would 
complement efforts to permanently protect a large swath of contiguous public and private open space 
stretching from Lake Tahoe to the South, west to SR 267, and north into and across the eastern half of 
Martis Valley.)  The Board finds this Project objective compelling.  Because Alternative 1 would not 
meet this objective, or any other Project objective, the Board rejects Alternative 1. 
 
Alternative 2 – No Project – Martis Valley Community Plan Alternative  
 
Under Alternative 2, the No Project – MVCP Alternative, the existing Placer County MVCP land use 
plan and zoning would remain in place. The majority of the 6,376-acre East Parcel and all of the West 
Parcel are designated Forest and zoned TPZ. However, the MVCP designates approximately 670 acres of 
the East Parcel as Low Density Residential and General Commercial; this area is zoned Single-Family 
Residential and Neighborhood Commercial. Under this alternative, development would occur pursuant to 
the MVCP land use designations, which would include up to 1,360 dwelling units on 670 acres of the 
East Parcel, up to 6.6 acres of commercial land uses throughout the 670 East Parcel development area, 
and 5,706 acres of the East Parcel and all of the West Parcel would remain designated as Forest and zoned 
TPZ and would remain undeveloped forest, managed as allowed by the TPZ. 
 
The No Project – MVCP Alternative would have similar impacts to the Project in the areas of Population, 
Employment, and Housing, Cultural Resources, Visual Resources (including the same significant and 
unavoidable impact), Geology and Soils, and Hazards and Hazardous Materials. This alternative would 
have similar/greater impacts compared to the Project in the areas of Land Use and Forest Resources, Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, (including the same potentially significant and 
unavoidable impact), Noise, Hydrology and Water Quality, Utilities, and Public Services and Recreation. 
The No Project, MVCP Alternative would have greater impacts in the areas of Biological Resources 
(including a potential for a new significant and unavoidable impact) and Transportation and Circulation 
(including similar significant and unavoidable impacts). These greater impacts would occur because (1) 
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development of the East Parcel would bisect an intact swath of forest, and could have a greater impact on 
wildlife movement than the Project, and (2) because Alternative 2 would involve development of 1,360 
residential units, there would be an increase of about 80% in the number of residential units, and a 
corresponding increase in trip generation, which would result in somewhat greater traffic impacts than the 
Project.  (Draft EIR, section 19.5.) 
 
The Board finds that the No Project – Martis Valley Community Plan alternative is not environmentally 
superior to the Project, and rejects this alternative on that basis. 
 
Feasibility/Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
 
The No Project, MVCP Alternative would further some of the Project objectives to a degree, and be 
consistent with the MVCP and the Placer County General Plan. In other respects, however, this 
alternative would not meet the County’s objectives for the Project.  Most importantly, this alternative 
would not meet the conservation objectives of the Project, and would hinder efforts to establish a large, 
continuous expanse of open space east of SR 267. (See Conservation Biology Institute, Landscape-scale 
Conservation in Martis Valley, California – A Paradigm for Collaborative Partnerships (November 2015), 
which explains the extent to which the Project would complement efforts to permanently protect a large 
swath of contiguous public and private open space stretching from Lake Tahoe to the South, west to SR 
267, and north into and across the eastern half of Martis Valley.)   
 
The Board finds that the objectives aimed at permanent protection of this area are central to the Project. 
The Board rejects this alternative because it is inconstant with those objectives.  
 
The Board rejects this alternative both because it is not environmentally superior to the Project, and 
because this alternative fails to meet objectives for the Project.  The Board rejects this alternative for both 
of these reasons, and for each of them.  Thus, even if the record supported only one of these reasons, the 
Board would nevertheless reject this alternative. 
 
Alternative 3 – Reduced Density Alternative 
 
Under the Reduced Density Alternative, the majority of the same features of the MVWPSP would remain 
in place, but with a reduction in the number of dwelling units in the West Parcel by approximately 45 
percent (a reduction of 342 units). In all other respects the alternative would be the same as the proposed 
MVWPSP as described above. Based on the potential intersection and roadway impacts, this alternative 
was formulated to reduce the magnitude of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the 
Project. 
 
The Reduced Density Alternative would have similar/less impacts compared to the Project in all areas 
studied.  This alternative would result in the same significant and unavoidable impacts in the areas of 
Visual Resources, Transportation and Circulation, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change.  
Thus, this alternative would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, 
although the extent to which this alternative contributes to these impacts would be incrementally less than 
for the Project.  (Draft EIR, section 19.6.)  
 
Feasibility/Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
 
The Reduced Density Alternative would further many of the Project objectives and be consistent with the 
MVCP and Placer County General Plan.  In particular, this alternative would result in eliminating 
residential and commercial land-use designations and zoning on the east side of SR 267, and thus 
contribute to regional efforts to provide permanent protection to a large swath of open space in this area. 
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Mountainside Partners LLC has provided information regarding the economic feasibility of the Project 
compared to Alternative 3, the Reduced Density Alternative and Alternative 5, the East Parcel, Reduced 
Density Alternative. The results of this study are located in the report titled Martis Valley West Parcel 
Specific Plan Economic Viability Analysis, Alternative 3 and Alternative 5 (May 2016). This study is 
presented as evidence that Alternative 3 is economically infeasible. 
 
The study finds that most fixed, common costs (construction of roadways, water & sewer systems, 
utilities, and homeowner amenities) for buildout of the Project would be approximately $65 million. 
Although the Project would be built out over 16-20 years, most of the common costs would be incurred 
early in the Project life cycle. The requirement for significant up-front capital investment entails 
considerable risk, in that the return on that up-front investment may take years, and may straddle multiple 
real estate cycles. Such an investment also entails risk due to the lengthy period during which the 
invested, up-front capital provides returns.  According to the study, the high initial cost associated with 
the Project, combined with the 16-20 year build out (and the likely significant wait for full return on 
investment) places the Project in a category of high risk. The amount of risk associated with the Project 
necessitates an Internal Rate of Return (IRR) range of 10% to 15% to attract investors.  Absent such an 
IRR, investment capital will instead be directed to other investments that entail less risk.  The life-of-
Project financial model calculated an IRR of 11% for the Project, which falls within the acceptable range 
of 10% to 15%.  
 
The study determines that the common costs for Alternative 3 would be the same as the Project ($65 
million).  That is because the basic infrastructure for Alternative 3 would be comparable to that required 
for the Project (for example, the access intersection improvements, primary access and emergency access 
and backbone utility lines); there is no basic infrastructure that could be down-sized or eliminated as a 
result of reducing the number of units to be built. Alternative 3 would build out over 11 years, rather than 
over 16 years under the Project (again, due to the reduced unit count).  Taking these factors into account, 
the study concludes that Alternative 3 would still be categorized as high risk, because it would face many 
of the same risks to capital as the Project.  Investors would still require an IRR of 10% to 15% in order to 
make the investment attractive, as compared to other, lower risk alternatives.  The Life-of-Project 
financial model determined that Alternative 3 would have an IRR of 5%.  This IRR is insufficient to 
attract investment capital.  For this reason, Alternative 3 would not be financially feasible. 
 
For the reasons set forth herein the Board rejects Alternative 3 as infeasible. 
 
Alternative 4 – Reduced Footprint, Hotel Alternative 
 
Under Alternative 4, the Reduced Footprint, Hotel Alternative, the development would be reduced to 500 
residential units, 14,475 square feet of recreational homeowner amenities, a 100-unit resort hotel, a 150-
space recreational parking lot, and 22,000 square feet of commercial development. This would reduce the 
total development area to 550 acres, and provide a focus on recreation, including hiking, cycling, and 
cross-country skiing. Conservation of the East Parcel would occur as described in the proposed 
MVWPSP. 
 
The Reduced Footprint, Hotel Alternative would have similar/less impacts compared to the Project in the 
areas of Land Use and Forest Resources, Population, Employment, and Housing, Cultural Resources, 
Visual Resources (though with the same significant and unavoidable impact), Transportation and 
Circulation (including the same significant and unavoidable impact), Geology and Soils, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, Utilities, Public Service and Recreation, and Hazards and Hazardous Materials. This 
alternative would have similar impacts to the Project in the areas of Biological Resources, and Air 
Quality. The Reduced Footprint, Hotel Alternative would have similar/greater impacts compared to the 
Project in the areas of Noise, particularly traffic noise. However, the Draft EIR notes that attainment of 
the Placer County noise standard would be achieved through mitigation as necessary. (Draft EIR, section 
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19.7.9.) 
 
The Draft EIR states that Alternative 4 would have similar impacts with respect to Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Climate Change (significant and unavoidable impact) as compared to the Project.  
Operational GHG emissions are generated from a variety of sources, among them vehicular exhaust from 
those traveling to and from the site. The driving habits of those traveling to a hotel differ from those 
traveling to a single-family residence or condominium. In particular, those driving to a hotel tend to have 
a higher turnover rate, and thus to make more trips to and from the site, than those traveling to a single-
family residence or condominium, who tend to stay at the destination for longer periods of time. These 
facts are reflected in the estimated “vehicle miles traveled” (“VMT”) that will result under this 
alternative, as compared to the Project.  (See Draft EIR, Table 19-3, indicating higher daily trips under 
this alternative.)  Transportation and Circulation impacts are slightly lower for this alternative because 
these impacts focus on “peak hour” trip generation, rather than on daily trip generation or VMT.  The 
increase in VMT related Greenhouse Gas Emissions is magnified by the hotel (accounting for 
approximately 25% of the total vehicle trips under Alternative 4) which would generate more external 
trips than the Project.  (Draft EIR, section 19.7.6.)  This alternative thus represents a tradeoff.  This 
alternative has a smaller “footprint,” and lower peak-hour traffic.  This alternative also would generate 
incrementally greater GHG emissions, however. 
 
In light of these trade-offs, the Board finds that Alternative 4 is not environmentally superior to the 
Project.  The Board rejects this alternative on that basis. 
 
 
 
Feasibility/Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
 
The Reduced Footprint, Hotel Alterative would further many of the Project objectives and be consistent 
with the MVCP and Placer County General Plan (as amended), though not to the extent the Project would 
be. The Reduced Footprint, Hotel Alternative fails to reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the MVWPSP to less than significant levels and would have potentially greater impacts in the area of 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change and the same significant and unavoidable impact.  
 
The Board finds that Alternative 4 is not environmentally superior to the Project. The Board rejects this 
alternative both because it is not environmentally superior to the Project, and because this alternative may 
not be feasible in light of the recent history of hotel development in the region.  The Board rejects this 
alternative for these reasons, and for each of them.  Thus, even if the record supported only one of these 
reasons, the Board would nevertheless reject this alternative. 
 
Alternative 5 – East Parcel, Reduced Density Alternative 
 
The County received comments on the Draft EIR proposing consideration of an alternative that had not 
been analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR.  (Comments IO31-45 and IO31-46.)  The County incorporated 
an analysis of this alternative – “Alternative 5” – into the Final EIR in order to add further to the 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives considered.  Accordingly, the text of Chapter 2, 
Section 2.3, “Alternatives to the Proposed Project,” on pages 2-6 and 2-7 of the Draft EIR is revised to 
include the East Parcel, Reduced Density Alternative (discussed in Final EIR, section 2.2.13). 
 
Under Alternative 5, the residential development would remain on the East Parcel but would be reduced 
from 1,360 units to 418 units, and from 670 acres to 200 acres. The commercial development would be 
reduced to approximately 3.6 acres. In all other respects, this alternative would be the same as the No 
Project – MVCP Alternative. The entire West Parcel would remain designated Forest and zoned TPZ, and 
the remainder of the East Parcel, including 470 acres that had been designated Low Density Residential 
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and General Commercial, would be rezoned as TPZ and designated Forest as well. This alternative does 
not include a conservation easement or sale of lands to a conservancy or land trust. 
 
Alternative 5 would have similar/less impacts compared to the Project in the areas of Land Use and Forest 
Resources, Population, Employment, and Housing, Cultural Resources, Air Quality, Noise, Geology and 
Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, Utilities, Public Services and Recreation, and Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials. This alternative would have similar/less impacts compared to the Project, but still 
have the same significant and unavoidable impacts in the areas of Visual Resources, Transportation and 
Circulation, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change. The East Parcel, Reduced Density 
Alternative would have similar/less impacts compared to the MVWPSP, but have the potential for a new 
significant and unavoidable impact in Biological Resources (disruption to wildlife movement corridors). 
(Final EIR, section 2.2.13.)  
 
As the Final EIR states: “As with the Project, the development would alter currently undeveloped forested 
land. Overall, impacts of this alternative would be similar in character but less in degree, as the footprint 
of development would be reduced. However, this alternative would have a greater chance to adversely 
impact wildlife movement corridors because the development would be more separated from existing 
development. The East Parcel development site could bisect an intact swath of forested habitat that 
connects large areas of undeveloped public lands to the north and south of Martis Valley.”  (Final EIR, p. 
2-36.) 
 
The County finds this discussion compelling, in that it gets at the heart of one of the trade-offs associated 
with the Project, as compared to alternatives that would authorize development on the east side of SR 
267.  A key benefit of the Project is to move potential development  from the east to the west side of SR 
267. At present, development along the SR 267 corridor focuses on Northstar Ski Resort, on the west side 
of SR 267.  The area east of SR 267 is largely undeveloped, and disturbance is limited to timber 
operations, grazing, recreation, and other open space uses.  Much of the area is intact. 
 
The Project provides for permanent preservation of the entire 6,376-acre East Parcel, which will ensure 
that the landscape integrity and dynamic ecological processes of the Martis Valley, together with 
surrounding public lands (totaling almost 50,000 acres) and the natural resources they support, will be 
maintained in perpetuity. When the East Parcel is combined with the ~28,000 acres of Tahoe and Toiyabe 
national forest land on the valley floor, this conservation area links the Mt. Rose and Granite Chief 
wilderness areas. The Conservation Biological Institute studied Landscape-scale Conservation in the 
Martis Valley, and reported a biological benefit eight times greater than fragmented conservation efforts 
would produce. The concept of large landscape-scale open space and wilderness conservation in the 
Sierra Nevada is now promoted by the US Department of the Interior, US Forest Service, State of 
California Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) program, Wilderness Act, Lincoln 
Institute of Land Policy, Placer Legacy Program, and the inter-state Tahoe Regional Planning Agency.  
 
Development of the East Parcel will fragment this broad swath of undeveloped land.  That is true under 
zoning set forth in the existing MVCP.  That will remain true, albeit to a slightly lesser degree, under 
Alternative 5. 
 
The County disagrees with those commenters who suggest that the East Parcel is less sensitive than the 
West Parcel.  The East Parcel is like a puzzle piece in the middle of a broad expanse of open space.  The 
West Parcel is not; instead, the West Parcel is in the vicinity of Northstar Ski Resort and other related 
development, and no important wildlife corridors traverse the site.  The County therefore finds that there 
is a compelling public interest in moving zoning authorizing development from the east side of SR 267 to 
the west side of SR 267.  The County respectfully disagrees with those commenters who expressed a 
preference for Alternative 5.  For this reason, the County rejects Alternative 5 on the ground that it is not 
environmentally superior to the Project.  The County would reject Alternative 5 on this ground even if the 
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alternative were found to be feasible. 
 
Feasibility/Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
 
The County rejects Alternative 5 for the further and distinct reason that this alternative is infeasible.  The 
County would make this finding even if Alternative 5 were found to be environmentally superior to the 
Project. 
 
The East Parcel, Reduced Density Alternative would further some of the Project objectives to a degree, 
and be consistent with the MVCP and the Placer County General Plan, but not to the extent that the 
Project would. Importantly, this alternative would not meet the conservation objectives of the Project, and 
would be inapposite to the objective to contribute to a large, continuous expanse of open space east of SR 
267. Further, this alternative has the potential for greater impacts, including more significant and 
unavoidable impacts (Biological Resources), than the Project.  
 
Mountainside Partners LLC has provided information regarding the economic feasibility of the Project 
compared to Alternative 3, the Reduced Density Alternative and Alternative 5, the East Parcel, Reduced 
Density Alternative. The results of this study are located in the report titled Martis Valley West Parcel 
Specific Plan Economic Viability Analysis, Alternative 3 and Alternative 5 (May 2016). This study, as 
summarized below, is provided as evidence that Alternative 3 is economically infeasible. 
 
The study finds that most fixed, common costs (construction of roadways, water & sewer systems, 
utilities, and homeowner amenities) for buildout of the Project would be approximately $65 million. 
Although the Project would be built out over 16-20 years, most of the common costs would be incurred 
early in the Project life cycle.  The requirement for significant up-front capital investment entails 
considerable risk, in that the return on that up-front investment may take years, and may straddle multiple 
real estate cycles. Such an investment also entails risk due to the lengthy period during which the 
invested, up-front capital provides returns.  The high initial cost associated with the Project, combined 
with the 16 year build out (and the likely significant wait for full return on investment) places the Project 
in a category of high risk. The amount of risk associated with the Project necessitates an Internal Rate of 
Return (IRR) range of 10% to 15% to attract investors.  Absent such an IRR, investment capital will 
instead be directed to other investments that entail less risk.  The life-of-Project financial model 
calculated an IRR of 11% for the Project, which falls within the acceptable range of 10% to 15%. Thus, 
the Project is economically feasible.  
 
Although both Alternative 3 and Alternative 5 contemplate reduced development of 418 residential units 
and 3.6 acres of commercial, Alternative 5 would be developed on the East Parcel.  The study in 
comparing the common costs required for infrastructure and amenities on the East Parcel (at 418 units, 
built over 11 years), to the common costs on the West Parcel, the engineer’s estimate concludes that 
building on the East Parcel would be substantially more expensive than the $65 million required for the 
West Parcel.  The risk associated with Alternative 5 would therefore be high and require an IRR range of 
10% to 15% as well. Alternative 5 would have the same revenue as Alternative 3, but significantly higher 
costs, indicating an IRR of less than 5%. A Project with an IRR of less than 5% would be unable to attract 
capital and would therefore not be constructed.  That is because the risk-adjusted rate of return must be 
significantly greater than the return available from other investments that pose far less risk.  For these 
reasons, Alternative 5 is financially infeasible. 
 
The County rejects Alternative 5 for the further and distinct reason that this alternative does not meet 
Project objectives.  The County would make this finding even if Alternative 5 were found to be 
environmentally superior to the Project.  The County would also make this finding even if Alternative 5 
were determined to be feasible. In particular, this alternative would not result in the permanent 
preservation of the East Parcel as open space.  As noted above, the following objectives are central to the 
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Project: 
 

o Conserve large, intact and interconnected areas of natural open space that contributes to 
the last remaining habitat linkages between the Sierra Nevada and Mount Rose 
Wilderness Area in the Carson Range (Policy 1.A.6). 

o Minimize habitat fragmentation by development and roads to protect open space from 
human encroachment (Policy 1.A.6). 

o Consider the regional implications of development in the Martis Valley on resources 
outside of the Valley (i.e., Truckee River, Lake Tahoe Basin, Carson Range, and Sierra 
Nevada) (Policy 1.A.7). 

 
Under this alternative, the East Parcel would be developed albeit at a lower number of units than allowed 
under existing land-use designations.  As the above objectives make clear, one of the central objectives of 
the Project is to preserve the East Parcel as a key component of a large system of open space east of SR 
267.  (See Conservation Biology Institute, Landscape-scale Conservation in Martis Valley, California – A 
Paradigm for Collaborative Partnerships (November 2015), which explains the extent to which the Project 
would complement efforts to permanently protect a large swath of contiguous public and private open 
space stretching from Lake Tahoe to the South, west to SR 267, and north into and across the eastern half 
of Martis Valley.)  The Board finds this Project objective compelling.  Because Alternative 5 would not 
meet this objective, the Board rejects Alternative 5. 
 
In sum, the Board finds that Alternative 5 (1) is not environmentally superior, (2) is not feasible, and (3) 
does not meet basic Project objectives.  For all of these reasons, and each of them, the Board rejects 
Alternative 5. 

C. Other Alternatives 
 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(c) provides the following guidance in selecting a range of reasonable 
alternatives for the Project. The range of potential alternatives for 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. Alternatives that fail to meet the fundamental Project 
purpose need not be addressed in detail in an EIR. (In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1165-1167.) 
 
In determining what alternatives should be considered in the EIR, it is important to acknowledge the 
objectives of the Project, the Project’s significant effects, and unique Project considerations. These factors 
are crucial to the development of alternatives that meet the criteria specified in Section 15126.6(a). 
 
Although, as noted above, EIRs must contain a discussion of “potentially feasible” alternatives, the 
ultimate determination as to whether an alternative is feasible or infeasible is made by the lead agency’s 
decisionmaking body. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081(a)(3).) At the time of action on the Project, the 
decisionmaking body may consider evidence beyond that found in the EIR in addressing such 
determinations. The decision-making body, for example, may conclude that a particular alternative is 
infeasible (i.e., undesirable) from a policy standpoint, and may reject an alternative on that ground 
provided that the decision-making body adopts a finding, supported by substantial evidence, to that effect, 
and provided that such a finding reflects a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, 
social, and other considerations supported by substantial evidence. (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego 
(1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417; California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 
Cal.App.4th 957, 998.) 
 
The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but were rejected 
during the planning or scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s 
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determination. The Board adopts the following findings with respect to these alternatives. 
 
760-acre West Parcel Development Area. The 760-acre West Parcel Development Area alternative was 
considered by Placer County but is not evaluated further in the EIR. A more detailed description of the 
previous proposal can be found in section 19.2.1 of the Draft EIR.  
 
This alternative was the original MVWPSP and Area Plan proposal as it was described in the March 2014 
notice of preparation (NOP). This alternative would consist of a specific plan and TRPA Area Plan and 
various entitlements and approvals associated with approval of these plans. The 760-acre West Parcel 
Development Area alternative shared many of the same features as the current MVWPSP, including 
moving the development from the East Parcel to the West, and permanently preserving the East Parcel. 
The main difference is that a portion of the West Parcel, and 112 residential units of the proposed 
development would have been within the Tahoe Basin and, therefore, within the TRPA’s jurisdiction.  
 
Comments on the NOP from agencies, stakeholders, interested parties, and environmental groups 
primarily focused on concerns with the Area Plan, development of 112 units within the Tahoe Basin, and 
concerns regarding potential effects on TRPA environmental threshold carrying capacities. The 
MVWPSP proposal was subsequently revised to establish the MVWPSP boundary at the Tahoe Basin 
boundary, removing the West Parcel development area from the Tahoe Basin, and suspending the 
proposed TRPA Area Plan from consideration with the MVWPSP. 
 
This alternative would result in slightly increased ground disturbance and tree removal, similar 
construction impacts, and similar operational impacts to the Project. Similar to the Project, visual 
simulations of this alternative indicate that, although development would occur within the Tahoe Basin, 
the visual impacts of this alternative would be the same, meaning that the Project would be barely visible 
or not visible from surrounding vantage points because of topography, screening from forest lands, and 
buffers established around the development area. 
 
Direct Access via Highlands View Road.  Another alternative that was considered but not evaluated 
further is an alternative that would provide direct access to the Project from Northstar via Highlands View 
Road. Access directly to and from Northstar and the West Parcel development area would not be feasible 
because the applicant does not control the property between Northstar and the West Parcel. In addition, 
the MVCP contemplates a connection on SR 267 for the East Parcel; the Project shifts this connection to 
the north to align with the West Parcel primary access. For purposes of evaluating an alternative that 
would reduce impacts, such an alternative was not considered because the physical impacts of such a 
connection would not reduce the magnitude of significant transportation impacts because it would only 
shift trips between the Project and Northstar off of SR 267 for a short distance. Project residents and 
guests would still need to use SR 267 to access Northstar Drive, or to travel to Truckee or Lake Tahoe. 
Thus, the traffic-related impacts of the Project (e.g., to road segments and intersections on SR 267) would 
still occur. Lastly, a connection to Highlands View Drive would need to cross undeveloped land, and 
therefore could result in impacts on wetland or other resources that the direct connection to SR 267 would 
avoid. Therefore, direct access to the West Parcel development area from Northstar via Highlands View 
Road was not evaluated further. (Final EIR, p. 2-5; Response to Comment IO31-45.) 

D. Environmentally Superior Alternative 
 
Guidelines section 15126.6 states that an EIR should identify the “environmentally superior” alternative. 
Section 19.8 of the Draft EIR provides a comparison of the environmental effects of the alternatives in 
relation to the proposed MVWPSP to assist in identifying the environmentally superior alternative. 
 
As discussed above, Alternative 1, the No Project – No Development Alternative, is the environmentally 
superior alternative, as all of the significant impacts of the Project would be avoided. CEQA Guidelines 
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section 15126.6 suggests that, “[i]f the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no Project’ alternative, 
the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” 
 
Alternative 2, the No Project – MVCP Alternative, would result in a larger footprint of development on 
the East Parcel, resulting in greater impacts to forest resources; biological resources; transportation 
(increased vehicle trips); air quality; GHG emissions; noise; utilities; and public service and recreation. 
This alternative could result in additional potentially significant impacts to biological resources resulting 
from the disruption of a potential wildlife movement corridor. Alternative 2 would result in similar 
impacts related to population, employment, and housing; cultural resources; visual resources; geology and 
soils; and hazards and hazardous materials. This alternative would not meet the Project objectives 
described in Section 19.1.1 of the Draft EIR. In particular, it would not meet the following Project 
objectives, which are intended to provide environmental benefits: 
 

• conserve large, intact and interconnected areas of natural open space that contributes to the last 
remaining habitat linkages between the Sierra Nevada and Mount Rose Wilderness Area in the 
Carson Range; 

• minimize habitat fragmentation by development and roads to protect open space from human 
encroachment; 

• implement a density transfer and retirement by permanently retiring 600 East Parcel residential 
units and transferring 760 residential units and 6.6 acres of commercial uses from the East Parcel 
to the West Parcel while preserving in perpetuity 6,376 acres in conservation lands; 

• minimize isolated development that leads to fragmentation of open space and natural resources by 
developing on lands in proximity to existing development; and 

• limit new infrastructure and disturbance by developing on lands in proximity to existing 
development. 

 
Alternative 3, the Reduced Density Alternative, would result in similar impacts to the MVWPSP, but the 
reduction in development footprint, units, and population would reduce the severity of the impacts for all 
resources affected by the Project. Nonetheless, Alternative 3 would not avoid the significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the proposed MVWPSP. This alternative would further many of the basic Project 
objectives described in Section 19.1.1 of the Draft EIR, though not to the extent the Project would. 
 
Alternative 4, the Reduced Footprint, Hotel Alternative, would also reduce the footprint of development, 
the number of units, and the population, which would result in a smaller area of ground disturbance, 
removal of fewer trees, some reduction in peak hour vehicle trips, reduced potential for impacts to 
cultural resources. Therefore, Alternative 4 would reduce potential impacts related to forest resources; 
population, employment and housing; cultural resources; visual resources; geology and soils; hydrology 
and water quality; utilities; public services; and hazards and hazardous materials. However, this 
alternative would result in similar impacts to biological resources, air quality, transportation and 
circulation, and noise and it would not avoid any significant and unavoidable impacts. Further, this 
alternative would potentially result in greater impacts in the area of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Climate Change, and have the same significant and unavoidable impacts. Alternative 4 would further 
many of the basic Project objectives, though not to the extent of the Project (Draft EIR Section 19.1.1). 
 
Alternative 5, the East Parcel Reduced Density Alternative, would result in similar impacts to the 
MVWPSP, but the reduction in development footprint, units, and population would reduce the severity of 
the impacts for all resources affected by the Project. Nonetheless, a Reduced Density Alternative on the 
East Parcel would not avoid the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed MVWPSP. In 
addition, this alternative could result in an additional potentially significant impact to biological resources 
resulting from the disruption of a potential wildlife movement corridor. Furthermore, this alternative 
would not meet the Project objectives described in Section 19.1.1 of the Draft EIR. In particular, it would 
not meet the following Project objectives, which are intended to provide environmental benefits: 
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• conserve large, intact and interconnected areas of natural open space that contributes to the last 
remaining habitat linkages between the Sierra Nevada and Mount Rose Wilderness Area in the 
Carson Range; 

• minimize habitat fragmentation by development and roads to protect open space from human 
encroachment; 

• implement a density transfer and retirement by permanently retiring 600 East Parcel residential 
units and transferring 760 residential units and 6.6 acres of commercial uses from the East Parcel 
to the West Parcel while preserving in perpetuity 6,376 acres in conservation lands; 

• minimize isolated development that leads to fragmentation of open space and natural resources by 
developing on lands in proximity to existing development; and 

• limit new infrastructure and disturbance by developing on lands in proximity to existing 
development. 

 
Of the development alternatives, Alternative 3, the Reduced Density Alternative, would be the 
environmentally superior alternative. This alternative would meet the Project objectives and would reduce 
the severity of impacts to forest resources; population, employment, and housing; biological resources; 
cultural resources; visual resources; transportation (reduced vehicle trips); air quality; GHG emissions; 
noise; geology and soils; hydrology and water quality; utilities; public services and recreation; and 
hazards and hazardous materials. Alternative 3 would not, however, avoid the significant and unavoidable 
impacts identified for the proposed MVWPSP. Nor would it meet all of the Project objectives to the 
degree that the Project would. 
 
 

 
X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS  

 
Pursuant to CEQA section 21081 and CEQA Guideline 15093, the Board of Supervisors hereby finds, 
after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below independently 
and collectively outweighs these significant and unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration 
warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify 
approval of the Project. Thus, even if all but one of these reasons were unsupported by substantial 
evidence, the Board would nevertheless by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The 
substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are 
incorporated by reference into this section, and in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings. 
 
On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the 
Board of Supervisors specially finds that there are significant benefits of the Project to support approval 
of the Project in spite of the unavoidable significant impacts, and therefore makes this Statement of 
Overriding Considerations.  
 
Specifically, the Project will result in significant and unavoidable impacts to Visual Resources 
(Cumulative Impact 9-9: Cumulative effects on light and glare), Transportation and Circulation (Impact 
10-1: Impacts to intersection operations, Impact 10-2: Impacts to roadway segments, Cumulative Impact 
10-8: Cumulative impacts to intersection operations, and Cumulative Impact 10-9: Cumulative impacts to 
roadway segments), and Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change (Impact 12-2: Operational 
greenhouse gas emissions, and Cumulative Impact 12-4: Cumulative greenhouse gas emissions). 
 
Although the Board of Supervisors finds that the Project will result in these significant and unavoidable 
impacts, the Board also finds that the Project benefits outweigh these impacts. 
 
The Board of Supervisors finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project approval, all significant 
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effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have been eliminated or substantially 
lessened where feasible. All mitigation measures proposed in the FEIR that are applicable to the Project 
are adopted as part of this approval action. Furthermore, the Board of Supervisors has determined that any 
remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the 
following specific overriding economic, technical, legal, social and other considerations. Any alternatives 
proposed by the public are rejected for the reasons set forth in the EIR and the reasons set forth herein. 
 
The Project benefits include: 
  
 The Project provides for permanent preservation of the entire 6,376-acre East Parcel, which will 

ensure that the landscape integrity and dynamic ecological processes of the Martis Valley, 
together with surrounding public lands (totaling almost 50,000 acres) and the natural resources 
they support, will be maintained in perpetuity and that the “effective conservation” at a landscape 
scale is greater than the sum of its parts. Moreover, when the East Parcel is combined with the 
~28,000 acres of Tahoe and Toiyabe national forest land on the valley floor alone, this 
conservation area links the Mt. Rose and Granite Chief wilderness areas. The Conservation 
Biological Institute studied Landscape-scale Conservation in the Martis Valley, and reported a 
biological benefit eight times greater than fragmented conservation efforts would produce. 
(Conservation Biology Institute, Landscape-scale Conservation in Martis Valley, California – A 
Paradigm for Collaborative Partnerships (November 2015), which explains the extent to which 
the Project would complement efforts to permanently protect a large swath of contiguous public 
and private open space stretching from Lake Tahoe to the South, west to SR 267, and north into 
and across the eastern half of Martis Valley.) The Board finds that this objective is compelling, 
and is a key reason why the Board is willing to approve the project, despite its significant and 
unavoidable effects. 

   
 The concept of large landscape-scale open space and wilderness conservation in the Sierra 

Nevada is now promoted by the US Department of the Interior, US Forest Service, State of 
California Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) program, Wilderness Act, Lincoln 
Institute of Land Policy, Placer Legacy Program, and the inter-state Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency.  The Project is consistent with that vision. 

 
 The Project will provide new residential development consistent with the vision, goals, and 

policies of the MVCP including conserving large, intact and interconnected areas of natural open 
space, and minimizing habitat fragmentation by permanently preserving the entire 6,376-acre 
East Parcel (discussed above), and designating approximately 390 acres of the West Parcel as 
Forest to remain undeveloped except for utility infrastructure. The Project will limit new 
infrastructure and disturbance by developing on lands in proximity to existing development 
without developing in the Tahoe Basin and permanently reducing the total number of allowable 
residential units from 1,360 to 760. The Project will emphasize an all-season pedestrian 
environment within the MVWPSP by creating an extensive, 14 mile network of trails and passive 
recreation facilities, including parks and picnic areas for residents and guests.  
 

 The Project will encourage the concentration of multi-family housing in and near village centers 
and neighborhood commercial centers, and designate land for small commercial centers where 
some of the needs of local area residents can be met, reducing the need for trips outside the area. 
The MVWPSP will be designed to reflect and consider natural features, noise exposure of 
residents, visibility of structures, circulation, access, and the relationship of the Project to 
surrounding uses, and emulate the best characteristics (e.g., form, scale, and general character) of 
existing, nearby neighborhoods. The Project will minimize visual impacts of development by 
using the natural features and terrain of the Project site to screen buildings. In addition, the 
Project will encourage the sustained productive use of forestland as a means of providing open 
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space, maintaining the quality of Martis Valley’s scenic vistas and conserve other natural 
resources. The Project will reduce the risk of wildfire in the area through improved access to 
water and defensible space. 
 

 The MVWPSP will reduce reliance on automobiles by providing onsite services and amenities, a 
transit stop, and enhancing and maintaining existing trail system and associated recreational uses, 
such as cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, hiking, and biking trails. The Project will draw upon 
the historic Sierra and Tahoe regional architectural traditions, and reinforce the North Lake Tahoe 
region, including the Martis Valley, as a four-season destination resort. The Project is designed to 
provide a stable and significant source of tax revenue for the County, including sales tax, and 
property tax. Lastly, the Project will be financially sustainable, will not diminish services to 
existing residents, and create as many as 300 temporary construction jobs, as well as up to 122 
full-time equivalent employees once the Project is built out. 
 

 The MVWPSP will provide significant benefits to the County, as set forth in the development 
agreement, by (1) making a substantial contribution to the County’s work-force housing program, 
as set forth in the proposed development agreement, (2) providing well over $5 million in park 
and recreation benefits, as set forth in the proposed development agreement, (3) participating in 
the County’s program to provide financial support for regional transit, and thereby reducing 
reliance on the automobile, and (4) generating substantial revenue through the County’s Public 
Facilities and Traffic Impact fees.   
 

 The Project will pay the cost of providing public services that are needed to serve the new 
development and therefore will “pay its own way,” and will not result in costs to the County’s 
existing residents and businesses. 
 
 

Having considered these benefits, the Board of Supervisors finds that the benefits of the Project outweigh 
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects are therefore 
acceptable. The Board of Supervisors further finds that each of the above considerations is sufficient to 
approve the Project. For each of the reasons stated above, and all of them, the Project should be 
implemented notwithstanding the significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified in the EIR. 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A Table of impacts, mitigation measures  
B. MVWPSP Post-Final EIR Comments and Responses 
 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 
AB  Assembly Bill 
afy  Acre-Feet per Year 
ADWF  Average Dry Weather Flow 
ARB  California Air Resources Board 
ARMR  Archaeological Resources Management Reports 
BLM   United States Bureau of Land Management 
BMP   Best Management Practice 
BOD   Biological Oxygen Demand 
CAA   Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 
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CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model 
CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency 
CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
Caltrans  California Department of Transportation 
CBD  Center for Biological Diversity 
CC&Rs Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions 
CDF   California Department of Forestry 
CDFW  California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
CEQA   California Environmental Quality Act 
CESA   California Endangered Species Act 
CFD  Community Facilities District 
CHRIS  California Historic Resource Information System 
CIP   Capital Improvement Plan 
CO   Carbon Monoxide 
CO2   Carbon Dioxide 
CRHR  California Register of Historic Resources 
CSA  County Service Area 
CWA   Clean Water Act of 1972 
CWPPs Community Wildfire Protection Plans 
dB   Decibel 
dBA   A-weighted decibel 
dbh   Diameter at Breast Height 
DRC  Development Review Committee 
EB  Eastbound 
EIR   Environmental Impact Report 
ESD  Engineering and Surveying Department 
EVA  Emergency Vehicle Access 
FEMA  Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FTE   Full Time Equivalent 
GHG   Greenhouse Gases 
GIS  Geographic Information System 
Gpm  gallons per minute 
GSFLOW Integrated surface water/groundwater model 
HOA  Homeowners Association 
HVAC  Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning  
I-80  Interstate 80 
IRR  Internal Rate of Return 
LAFCO Local Agency Formation Commission 
Lahontan  Regional Water Quality Control Board-Lahontan Region 
LDM  Land Development Manual 
Ldn   Day-night Average Sound Level 
Leq   Energy Equivalent Sound Level 
LID  Low Impact Development 
Lmax  Maximum Sound Level 
LOP  Limited Operating Period 
LOS   Level of Service 
LTBMU Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit 
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LU  Land Use 
mgd   Million Gallons per Day 
mg/kg  Milligrams per Kilogram 
mg/L   Milligrams per Liter 
MVGB Martis Valley Groundwater Basin 
MLD  Most Likely Descendant 
MMRP  Mitigation and Monitoring Program 
MRF   Materials Recovery Facility 
MS4  Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit 
MT CO2e Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent  
MVCP  Martis Valley Community Plan 
MVWPSP  Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan 
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAHC  Native American Heritage Commission 
NCCP  Natural Community Conservation Planning 
NCSD  Northstar Community Services District 
NFD  Northstar Fire Department 
NOX   Oxides of Nitrogen 
NOP   Notice of Preparation 
NPDES  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Program 
NRCS  Natural Resources Conservation Services 
NRHP   National Register of Historic Places 
NSAQMD Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District 
NTFPD  North Tahoe Fire Protection District 
O3   Ozone 
OPR   California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
OS   Open Space 
PAS  Plan Area Statements 
PCAPCD Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
PM  Particulate Matter 
PM10   Particulate Matter Less than 10 Microns in Diameter 
PM2.5   Particulate Matter Less than 2.5 Microns in Diameter 
PPM   Parts per Million 
PRC   Public Resource Code 
Project  Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan 
psi   Pounds per square inch 
PWWF Peak Wet Weather Flows 
ROG  Reactive Organic Gas 
RWQCB  Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
SMARTS Stormwater Multiple Application & Reports Tracking System 
SO2   Sulfur Dioxide 
SR 267  State Route 267 
SRA  State Responsibility Area 
SWRCB  California State Water Resources Control Board 
SWPPP  Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
SWQP  Storm Water Quality Plan 
TACs  Toxic Air Contaminants  
TART  Tahoe Area Regional Transit 
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TAU   Tourist Accommodation Unit 
TIF  Traffic Impact Fee 
TMDL  Total Maximum Daily Load 
TNT/TMA Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management Association  
TPZ  Timberland Production Zone 
TRI  T-TSA’s sewer infrastructure 
TROA   Truckee River Operating Agreement 
TRPA   Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
TSD  Truckee Sanitation District 
T-TSA  Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency 
UAIC  United Auburn Indian Community 
USACE  United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USFS  United States Forestry Service 
USFWS  United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
V/C  Vehicle Congestion  
VMT   Vehicle Miles Traveled 
WB  Westbound 
WEAP  Worker Environmental Awareness Program 
WMA   Wildlife Management Areas 
WSA  Water Service Agreement 
WWTP  Wastewater Treatment Plant 
ZOB  Zone of Benefit 
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MVWPSP POST-FINAL EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Following the release of the Final EIR on May 3, Placer County continued to receive letters from members of 
the public addressing the proposed project and the EIR. From May 3 through the June 9, 2016 Planning 
Commission hearing the County received 53 comment letters, including materials submitted during the 
hearing. Between the June 9, 2016 and July 7, 2016 Planning Commission hearings, the County received an 
additional 43 comment letters, for a total of 96 comment letters. Approximately 40 people provided oral 
comments at the June 9 Planning Commission hearing, and 31 people provided oral comments at the July 7 
Planning Commission hearing.  

Many of the comment letters express opposition and recommend denial of the project. The comment letters 
have been forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for its consideration. Several comments address the 
responses to comments in the Final EIR and the three topics that were the subject of the follow-up reports 
for the July 7, 2016 Planning Commission meeting: 1) potential effects of the proposed project on Lake 
Tahoe; 2) fire evacuation and fire safety; and 3) future traffic operations and the long range plan for 
improvements on State Route 267. These topics were addressed in the July 7 staff report, including 
attachments. 

Placer County received comments that the analysis in the EIR is inadequate or not compliant with CEQA, and 
requesting that the County revise and recirculate the Draft EIR. As addressed throughout the responses to 
comments in the Final EIR and those included herein, the Draft EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA 
and provides a sufficient evaluation of the project’s potential environmental effects for the public and 
decision makers. Many of the requests for recirculation were based on erroneous statements about the 
Draft EIR analyses; therefore, the suggestions that the Draft EIR needs to be revised and recirculated are not 
supported. As explained in the State CEQA Guidelines section 15151: 

An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but, the 
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement 
among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of 
disagreement among the experts.  

Most of the comments received after release of the Final EIR are similar to those received during the Draft 
EIR public review period. Therefore, some responses included herein refer the commenter and decision-
makers to previous responses in the Final EIR and the June 9 and July 7 staff reports.  

The following text provides responses to comments on the MVWPSP project and EIR received by Placer 
County since the release of the Final EIR on May 3, 2016. These responses are provided for informational 
purposes and do not change the conclusions of the EIR. Placer County staff and their consultants have 
reviewed the additional written and oral correspondence received since the release of the Final EIR. The 
County has determined that none of the conditions warranting recirculation of a Draft EIR, as specified in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, has occurred, and the County believes the Draft EIR is complete and fully 
compliant with CEQA. Table 1 provides a list of commenters and assigns a number to each letter, labeled 
“PF” to indicate “Post-Final EIR.”  

Table 1 List of commenters following the publication of the Final EIR 
Letter # Commenter Date  

Post-Final EIR (PF)1 Ellie Waller 5/9/2016 

PF2 Peggy Nicholas 5/9/2016 

PF3 Robert S. Heinz  5/10/2016 

PF4 Liz Penniman 5/11/2016 
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Table 1 List of commenters following the publication of the Final EIR 
Letter # Commenter Date  

PF5 Veronica Blake 5/11/2016 

PF6 Janice Eggers 5/12/2016 

PF7 Ross and Nancy Johnson 5/14/2016 

PF8 Jamie Casey 5/16/2016 

PF9 MaryAnne Casella 5/24/2016 

PF10 John Sell Undated 

PF11 Catherine Oliver 5/24/2016 

PF12 Unsigned (jbchris) 5/24/2016 

PF13 North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 
Ann Nichols 

6/2/2016 

PF14 California Clean Energy Committee and North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 
Eugene S. Wilson and Ann Nichols 

6/3/2016 

PF15 Northstar Community Services District, Northstar Fire Department 
Mark Shadowens 

6/3/2016 

PF16 Lorraine Comanor 6/3/2016 

PF17 Ray Garland 6/3/2016 

PF18 Jennifer Quashnick 6/3/2016 

PF19 Ellie Waller 6/5/2016 

PF20 Friends of the West Shore and Tahoe Area Sierra Club Group 
Susan Gearhart, Jennifer Quashnick, and Laurel Ames 

6/6/2016 

PF21 Remy Moose Manley 
Whit Manley 

6/6/2016 

PF22 George Binney 6/6/2016 

PF23 Tim Ferrell 6/6/2016 

PF24 Ellen Hyatt 6/6/2016 

PF25 Laura Lambert 6/6/2016 

PF26 Jim Sajdak 6/6/2016 

PF27 Judith Tornese and Jerry Winters 6/6/2016 

PF28 Don and Pam Wight 6/6/2016 

PF29 MAP and Sierra Watch 
Alexis Ollar and Tom Mooers 

6/7/2016 

PF30 Truckee Sanitary District 
Blake Tresan 

6/7/2016 

PF31 Judy Carter 6/7/2016 

PF32 Kurt Krieg  6/7/2016 

PF33 Jan Robert 6/7/2016 

PF34 Forrest Jones 6/7/2016 

PF35 Phyllis Rogers 6/7/2016 

PF36 Helga Roghers 6/7/2016 
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Table 1 List of commenters following the publication of the Final EIR 
Letter # Commenter Date  

PF37 League to Save Lake Tahoe 
Darcie Collins 

6/8/2016 

PF38 League to Save Lake Tahoe 
Shannon Eckmeyer 

6/8/2016 

PF39 Derrek Aaron 6/8/2016 

PF40 Maya T. Borhani 6/8/2016 

PF41 Jan Ellis 6/8/2016 

PF42 Sherry Guzzi 6/8/2016 

PF43 Mary Hartnett 6/8/2016 

PF44 Steve Pearsall 6/8/2016 

PF45 Animal Consortium 6/9/2016 

PF46 Ron Barraclough 6/9/2016 

PF47 Joy Dahlgren 6/9/2016 

PF48 Sue Daniels 6/9/2016 

PF49 Gabi 6/9/2016 

PF50 Michael Garabedian 6/9/2016 

PF51 Sally Hammel 6/9/2016 

PF52 Laurel Lippert 6/9/2016 

PF53 Robert Schladale 6/9/2016 

PF54 North Tahoe Preservation Alliance  
Ann Nichols 

6/15/2016 

PF55 John Schroeder 6/20/2016 

PF56 Sustainable Community Advocates  
Steve Teshara 

6/21/2016 

PF57 Mike Schwartz 6/21/2016 

PF58 North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 
 Ann Nichols 

6/22/2016 

PF59 Ellie Waller 6/23/2016 

PF60 MAP 
Alexis Ollar 

6/23/2016 

PF61 Tahoe Area Sierra Club  
Cindy Ochoa 

6/26/2016 

PF62 Friends of the West Shore  
Susan Gearhart and Jennifer Quashnick 

6/27/2016 

PF63 League to Save Lake Tahoe  
Darcie Collins 

6/28/2016 

PF64  Sierra Watch  
Tom Mooers 

6/30/2016 

PF65 League to Save Lake Tahoe, MAP, and Sierra Watch 
Darcie Collins, Alexis Ollar, and Tom Mooers 

6/30/2016 
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Ascent Environmental Post-Final EIR Comments and Responses 
 

 
 
Table 1 List of commenters following the publication of the Final EIR 

Letter # Commenter Date 
PF66 Sierra Watch 

Tom Mooers 
6/30/2016 

PF67 Linda Lapointe 6/30/2016 
PF68 Margaret Martini 7/1/2016 
PF69 Tom and Mary Jo McAllister 7/1/2016 
PF70 Joanne McGrail 7/1/2016 
PF71 Jen and Terry Yagura 7/2/2016 
PF72 Bruce Corey 7/3/2016 
PF73 Scott and Debra Schroepfer 7/4/2016 
PF74 Ellie Waller 7/4/2016 
PF75 Ron Grassi 7/4/2016 
PF76 Friends of the West Shore. Tahoe Area Sierra Club, and Friends of the West Shore 

Susan Gearhart, Laurel Ames, and Jennifer Quashnick 
7/4/2016 

PF77 Boyce Williams 7/4/2016 
PF78 Unsigned 7/4/2016 
PF79 Janice Eggers 7/5/2016 
PF80 John Baker 7/5/2016 
PF81 Mike Schwartz 7/5/2016 
PF82 Diane R. and James S. Morrison 7/5/2016 
PF83 MaryAnn Casella 7/5/2016 
PF84 Megan Chillemi 7/5/2016 
PF85 Sally Grassi 7/5/2016 
PF86 Al Weston 7/5/2016 
PF87 Josselyn Robertson 7/5/2016 
PF88 Adrienne Graham 7/5/2016 
PF89 MAP 

Alexis Ollar 
7/5/2016 

PF90 Carolyn J. Smith 7/5/2016 
PF91 Ellie Waller 7/5/2016 
PF92 Michael Gorman 7/6/2016 
PF93 Adrian Juncosa 7/6/2016 
PF94 Mark McLaughlin 7/6/2016 
PF95 Jennifer Quashnick 7/6/2016 
PF96 Legal Services of Northern California 

W.G. Whitaker 
7/6/2016 

PF-AG State of California Department of Justice 
Attorney General Kamala Harris, Nicole U. Rinke, David Zonana 

9/6/2016 
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Fran Ruger 

Fram: 
Sent: 
TG: 

C<: 
Subject: 

Stacy wydra <Swydra@placer.ca.gov> 
Monday, May 9, 2016 1:22 PM 
Kurt Krieg (kkrieg@mountainsidepartners.com); Fran Ruger; Sydney Coatsworth; 'Adrienne Graham' 
(algraham@surewest.n et); Suzanne En slow 
Pau I Thompson 
FW: Please di sribute to NTRAC members 

r>lc~sc sec comments below from Ellie W~llcr. 

Stacy \Nydra 
Senior Planner 

County of Placer 
CDRA I Planning Services Division I Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 

P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
)53)) 581-6283 - di reel 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

From: Ellie [mailto:tahoellie@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 12:27 ,6/Vl 

To: Steve Kastan 
Cc: Jennifer Montgomery; Stacy Wydra 
Subject: Please disribute to NTRAC members 

Hi Steve, 
I am unable to attend the upcominq May12 NTRAC meetinq. 
Please distribute my comments to NTRAC Council members as soon as possible before 
meeting. 

Appreciate your assistance. 
~Ellie 

Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident. Comment on Martis Valley West Parcel 

May 12, 2016 North Tahoe Regional Advisory Council 

PFl-1 
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1). What is the RUSH to approve Martis Valley W est which was j ust released to the 
public on May 3, 2016? Not enough time has been a fforded the public to come before 
this Council w ith comprehensive comments. 

Notice is hereby given on May 3 , 2016 that Placer County released a Final Environmental PFl-1 

Impact Report (Final EIR) for the following project. PROJECT NAME: Martis Valley West Project cont. 
Specific Plan (PGPA 20130080), State Clearinghouse No. 2014032087) 

While The Final EIR for the proposed Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan was circulated for a 1 0-day public 
agency review period from Apri l 7, 2016 to April 18, 2016. The Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan should 
be heard and approved first. 

You as a council are being asked to make a recommendatioh to "Approve" the FEIR Without the benefit 
of enough time to even just read response to comments which is several100 pages and 46 pages titled 
Revisions to Draft EIR and Master Responses -42 pages. See below for link to DEIR comments to make sense 
of the responses which frankly lack merit and many state : will be determined during the certification process. 

2) The NTRAC Martis Valley West Parcel recom mendation should be tabled to a futu re meeting to allow 
sufficient time for comprehensive public comment and allowing you as council members time to review before 
making a recommendation on this contentious and precedent setting (allowing zone swapping , timber 
production location swap, many significant and unavoidable impacts, etc.) project. 

Move to July NTRAC meeting or further out and have Board of Supervisors hear at Oct 24/25 Tahoe meeting 
or special meeting before October to be held in Tahoe. The Planning Commission liearing should also be after 
Squaw is heard. Rack and Stack Squaw meetings then Martis Valley West 
hnpJ!www.placer.ca.gov/ bos/ager!t1afager!(Ja.calendar 

3) There is also much confusion with the Revised Draft Specific Plan (May 2016) which is over 100 
pages. What does it mean that no comment period is assigned? What is expected to be approved by the 
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in the FEIS and when will the public be 
afforde(l time 1o comment before a.gency and board members on the "Specific Plan" link below which. includes 
detailed info on the proposed project including 73 pages in appendices along with a 46 page evacuation plan . PFl· 2 

There are 3 versions of the Specific Plan to compare for changes: the latest released May 2016: link below 
https:Jiwww.placer.ca.gov/de.partments/communitvdeve.lopmentlplanning/martisvalleywestparcefprojec 
tfmartisvalleywestparceldraftsp 

The release of both FEIR's state the obvious: Due to the regional significance of the project, Placer County has 
determined that no hearings will be scheduled to consider the project entitlements or c-ertification of the Final 
EIR until at least 30-days after circulation of the Final EIR. 

Persons wishing to provide comments on the Final EIR may do so . Comments will be added to the 
administrative record and are not further responded to in the EIR. Comments rece1ved will, however, be 
included in the record of public comments to the project and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and the Board of Supervisors when they hear the project. 

4). Recently Tom Mooers of Sierra Watch posed the ultimate questions to Placer: have they been 
answered? 

It's important for us to get these dates right in order to ensure that we're engaging expertise in the correct 
timeframe (for example., responding to the Squaw Valley Village Final EIR in advance of Planning Commission 
hearings) and so we can effectively encourage citizen Involvement in the public planning process 
Three follow up questions: 

PFl-3 
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PF1 
Ellie Waller 
May 9, 2016 

 
PF1-1 The commenter questions the timing of the North Tahoe Regional Advisory Council (NTRAC) 

meeting on May 12, 2016 following the release of the MVWPSP Final EIR on May 3. The 
comment requests a postponement of the item. The comment suggests that the project’s 
NTRAC and Planning Commission hearings should be postponed until after the Village at 
Squaw Valley is presented to the Planning Commission. 

 The MVWPSP Project was heard at the May 12, 2016 NTRAC meeting. The comment and 
suggestion are acknowledged.  

PF1-2 The commenter inquires as to what will be approved by the Planning Commission and Board 
of Supervisors and when the public will be afforded time to comment on the Specific Plan.  

Response to comment IO51-2 in the Final EIR explains the relationship between the Specific 
Plan and the EIR: 
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The comment requests a defined process describing the relationship of the MVWPSP 
and the Draft EIR. As described in Section 1.6 of the Draft EIR, “Environmental 
Review Process and Public Involvement,” the public review process of the Draft EIR 
provided for concurrent review of the proposed MVWPSP, which is the subject of the 
environmental review document. The public has had access to review the complete 
Draft MVWPSP, the Draft EIR, and the NOP and Initial Study, all of which are available 
on the County’s website: 
http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planning/martisvall
eywestparcelproject/martisvalleywestparceldraftsp. As stated on the County’s 
website, under “2015 Public Draft Specific Plan,” the draft Specific Plan does not 
have a comment period assigned to it. Comments on the Draft Specific Plan will be 
forwarded to the decision makers. The MVWPSP is the project analyzed in the EIR, 
not a CEQA document in and of itself. However, per State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15204, in reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the 
sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the 
environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided 
or mitigated. 

Approvals that are subject to Planning Commission and Board or Supervisors actions will be 
included in the staff reports for each meeting. Public comment was heard at the June 9 and 
July 7 Planning Commission meetings, and public comments will be taken at the subsequent 
Board of Supervisors meeting. Both of these meetings have or will take place at least 30 
days following the May 3, 2016 release of the Final EIR.  

PF1-3 The comment addresses tentative dates listed for several Placer County projects and asks if 
the County is considering staggering the decision-making processes.  

Public hearing and meeting information will be posted on the County’s website as meetings 
are scheduled. As demonstrated by the continuation of the MVWPSP item during the Placer 
County Planning Commission meeting, schedules are subject to change. 

PF1-4 The comment suggests that NTRAC and the Squaw Valley Municipal Advisory Council (MAC) 
hear the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan because the project’s effects reach into the 
Tahoe Basin. The suggestion is acknowledged. MVWPSP and Village at Squaw Valley projects 
are separate projects proceeding independently. Please see the Squaw Valley Plan Final EIR.  

See response to comment PF1-2, above regarding Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors hearings taking place at least 30 days after the May 3, 2016 Final EIR release. 

PF1-5 The comment reiterates previous comments in this letter regarding schedule and 
postponement. See responses to comment PF1-1 and PF1-2.  
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Fran Ruger 

Fram: 
Sent: 
TG: 

C<: 
Subject: 

Hello All 

Stacy wydra <Swydra@placer.ca.gov> 
Monday, May 9, 2016 4:08 PM 
Kurt Krieg (kkrieg@mountainsidepartners.com); Fran Ruger; Sydney Coatsworth; 'Adrienne Graham' 
(algraham@surewest.n et); Suzanne En slow 
Pau I Thompson 
FW: NTRAC - Comments for May 12 meeting 

Please find additional comments provided to the NTRAC members. 
And just to make it clear- we are not going to provide a formal response to these comments provided. 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Thanks! 
Stacy 

Stacy \Nydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 

CDRA I Planning Services Division I Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
p_o. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
(53)) 581-6283 - di reel 

Please consider lhe environment before prinling lhis e-mail. 

From: Peggy Nicholas [mailto:nicholasp@prodigy.net] 
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 4:02 PM 
To: Steve Kastan 
Cc: Jennifer Montgorrery; Stacy Wydra 
Subject: NTRAC- Comrrents for May 12 meeting 

:M'r. Kastan: 

I've been following the Martis Valley West project closely, and regretfully can't attend the May 12th meeting 
due to the short notice. Please forward my comments (below) to the NI'RAC members at your earliest 
convenience in advance of the meeting. 

Many thanks, 

Peggy Nicholas 

PF2-1 
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New AJtemative ff 5: Reduced density on ·the East Parcel. This Altemative pmpo1ts to remove, without-a doubt, 
any p~rue i ved sueni.: violations ofthl.) Taltoe Basin. The fEIR states that uo visual issues will o.:cur, but that PF2-l 

can't be proven -- especially night titnl.) light -- until tJ1c project is a.:tually built, and then OOPS SORRY you cont 
have glow over into the Taboe basin. TI1is could be avoided completely by building the reduced density project 
on the East Parcel. As stated : all other significant <Uld tum voidable impacts exist so build it on !he East 
side. And modiJication of Alt 5 to add the sale of land for a. conservation easement is a no brait1er. 

Page 6 of attachment - Alternative 5: East Pared Rcdt~ocd Density A..llcm ativc, which assumes development ol' 
418 units on 200 acres ofthe East Parcel, designating the rcmai11der of the .:urrenl East Parud developm~nt m·ea 
as Forest and zoning it TPZ, and leaving the existing Forest designation and TPZ. zoning ovet· the West 
Parcel. Altt:mati ve 5 would not involve placing the East Parcel in pcnuanent conservation. 
As shown in Table 2-2, Altcmative 1, the No Project - No Development Alternative, is the environmentally 
superior alternative, as all of the r,;igniftcant impacts of the project would be avoided . CCR Section 15126.6 
suggests that "lf U1e environmentally superior alternative is the 'no yrojed' altemativc, the EIR shall also PFZ-2 

identitY an environmentally superior altcmative among the other alternatives." 
Of the development altematives, Altemative 3, the Reduced Density Altematiw, would be the enviromnentall y 
superior alternative. TI1is altemativc would meet the basic project objectives and WOl~ld reduce the severity of 
impacts to forest resources; population, employment, and housing; biological resources; cultural resources; 
visunJ resources; transp01tation (reduced veh icle trips); air quality; G'HG emissions; noise; geology, soils, and 
seismici ty~ hydrology and water qual it~y ; utilities; pl\blic services and rccrea.tion; and llazards and hazardOl\s 
materials. However, it wol\ld not avoid the significant and unavoidable impa~;ts identified for the propos-ed 
MVWPSP. 

Page 35 of attachment 2.2.13 Revisions to Chapter 19, "Altematives" 
In response to conunents 1031-45 and 1031-46, which suggested additional altematives to be evaluated in the 
EIR, the test of Chapter 2, Section 2.3, "Altemativcs to tJH: Proposed Project," on pages 2-6 and 2-7 of the Draft 
EIR is revised as fol1ows: 
19.8 ALTERNATIVE 5: EAST PARCEL REDUCED DENSITY i\LTE.Ri~ATIVE 
Alternative 5. llie East Pa.rccl Rcduued Density Alternative, would reilcot llie same features as Alternative 2, the 
No Project - MVCP Alten1ative, described in Sectiotl 19.5, but would reduce the munber· of units from 1,360 to 
418 (simi lar to the unit count evaluated in Altemative 3, Reduced Density Aliema1ive, on the West Parcel) and 
would reduce the developable area from 670 aQn:s to 200 acn:s . .h1 all other respects, this altemativc would be 
the same as Altemative 2. the No Project - MVCP Alternative. As with Alternative 3, the West Parcel Reduced 
Density Alternative, the unit count of 418 would reduce the m .. <tguitude of the signitlcaut traffic impacts of the 
proposed MVWPCP. By v irtue of its redu.:ed level of development. it would result in largely comJIH;}DSurale 
impact reductions in virtually all environmental issue areas. 

The m~jority of the 6~376-acre East Parcel and all ofthe West Parcel are designated Forest ~md zoned TPZ. 
fl owever, theM VCP desi,g11ates approximately 670 acres ofthe Ea.:;t Parce l ~ I .ow Density Residential and 
General Commercial, with corresponding zoning of Single-Family Residential and Neighborhood Commercial 
(Exhibitl9-l ). Under AHcma!ive 5, development would occur pursuant to U1c MVCP laud use designations. as 
described for Altemative 2 (above). Ilowever. the area zoned Single-Family Residential and Neighborhood 
Commercial would be reduced to 200 acres, and the balance (470 acres) would be rezoned as TPZ and 
designated Forest, to be preserved with the n:maindcr of the East Parcel. In addition, the number of residential 
units would he reduced to 418. Similarly, commercial development would be constmcted, but would also be 
reduced, resulting i11 approximately 3.6 acres (approx.imately 19,000 square feet ) .of conuuerci.al 
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PF2 
Peggy Nicholas 
May 9, 2016 

 
PF2-1 The comment addresses Alternative 5 in the Final EIR, raising concerns regarding night 

lighting, and stating that this alternative could easily be modified to add the sale of land for a 
conservation easement. See the Final EIR, which evaluates the reduced density development 
alternative on the East Parcel and incorporates the information into Chapter 19, 
“Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR. Please see response to comment IO31-45 and Chapter 2, 
“Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of the Final EIR for analysis of this alternative and revised text. 
As evaluated in Section 19.8.5, the visual impacts of Alternative 5 would be similar to the 
proposed MVWPSP and the alternative would result in the same significant and unavoidable 
impact. 

Comments regarding preferences for project alternatives will be included in information 
forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for their consideration.  

PF2-2 The comment describes Alternative 5, which was included in the Final EIR. Please see 
response to comment IO31-45 and Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of the Final EIR 
for analysis and revised text. 

Comments regarding preferences for project alternatives will be included in information 
forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration.  
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May I 1 16 04:36p Point Durne Club 1~104576409 p 1 

RobertS. Heinz 

May 10,2016 

Dear Mr. Kastan. 

I wanl to express my deep concern io opposition for the plan.ucd 760 borne, Martis West development 
and the contiguous 550 space. Basin encroacWng, camp ground paralleling Hwy. 267. 267 being one 
of only two {2), single lane evacuation routes from the North Shore. Rwy. 267 during peak seRsonal 
activity is already at congestion capacJty. Cal Trans currently rates Hwy. 28 & 267 a 0-. How tben 
will the b~arguable increase in local congestion have these our area highways rated? How will th is PF3·1 
increase in tr.Ufic serve or benefit the safety of our communily if the only rating left is an F? 

Please take note of current events in Alberta, Canada. Over 800 squAie miles are currently ablaze, over 
2000 stmctores have been destrored and upwards of 90,000 inhabitants have been displaced, and' this 
fi re is largely on flat ground, not an a mountainous bowl. lt is only a matter of time before a major 
wildfire threatens the Tahoe Basin, a bowl with few evacuation options. The Tahoe B11sin will be a 
death trap for those who can't escape. Please, take a look at what remains of the residential 
neighborhoods and the business communities surrounding Fort McMurray in Albcna. Who woulll 
volunteer to tell those residents tbey should have sheltered in place, as is a pruposed option for the 
Nmth Shore! 

I have been in the midst of a 100,000 acre wildfire . The Clru'l)pitt Fire in September, 1970 burned from 
Simi Valley, CA. to Pacific Coast Hwy. in Malibu, 20 miles to the west. Everything was ablaze, flying 
embers were blowing faster than T could run or drive. lt was near impossible to breath, the ground WM 
so hot is was difficult to stand still . As flames and embers swept ac.:ross roads, people p~u1icked, fleeiug 
residents stopped in their track:s causing accidents and gridlock behind. Tbe North Shores' roads are 
often already gridlocked. and getting noticea bly worse every year. How much more can our exjsting 
infrastructure safely support or absorb before the Jewell of the Sierras looses its shine forever? Who 
will then comt: here'? 

.. . -and where is the water going to come fTom to scrvic.e all these 11ew homes? 

Please, l ask you to do what is best for the JeweJI, for our irreplaceable environment and for resident 
safety. Deny these development permits that encourage and support the wholesale evisceratiou of 
Laka Tahoe, solely foT profit. You are guardians of Lake Tahoe's futu re. Please, do the right thing. 

"We won't have a. society ifwe destroy the tmvironmcmt." Marg~lMcad 

Respectn~ ~~~---------
~~-- --
Robert Heinz 

P.O. Ho~ 7554 Tllbo6City.Ol. 96145 
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PF3 
Robert S. Heinz 
May 10, 2016 

 
PF3-1 The comment expresses concern regarding traffic increases and safety, particularly in regard 

to wildfire hazards and evacuation. These issues are addressed in the Final EIR in Master 
Response 9, “Emergency Plan and Emergency Evacuation.” Please see Master Response 9 
in Section 3.1.9 of the Final EIR.  

The comment questions what the water supply would be for the MVWPSP. Water supply 
issues are addressed in Chapter 15, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and Chapter 16, 
“Utilities,” of the Draft EIR based on a project-specific water supply assessment (WSA). Two 
water supply options are evaluated. The first option would be to rely solely on existing and 
planned NCSD wells, as evaluated in the WSA. The second option would be to obtain some or 
all water supply from new, onsite wells that would ultimately be incorporated into the NCSD 
system and operated by NCSD. Please see Master Response 8 in Section 3.1.8 of the Final 
EIR for additional response to water supply concerns. 

The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 
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PF4 
Liz Penniman  
May 7, 2016 

 
PF4-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project as it is currently proposed. Comments 

regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. Issues related to direct and induced 
growth, project alternatives, and ridgeline development are evaluated in the EIR.  
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Fran Ruger 

Fram: 
Sent: 
TG: 

C<: 
Subject: 

Stacy Wydra <SWydra@placer.ca.gov> 
Wednesday, May 11, 2016 9:50 AM 
Kurt Krieg (kkrieg@mountainsidepartners.com); 'Adrienne Graham' (algraham@ surewest.net); Fran 
Ruger; Sydney Coatsworth; Suzanne Ens low 
Pau I Thompson 
FW: Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan 

A<t; discussed ... sc c be I ow. 

Thanks' 
Stacy 

Stacy \1\fydra 
Senior Planner 

County of Placer 
CDRA I Planning SeiVices Division I Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 

P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
)53)) 581-6283 - di reel 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

From: Kath i Heck a-t 
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 9:40AM 
To: Veronica Blake 
Cc: Stacy Wydra 
Subject: RE: Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan 

Comment received. I am forwarding it to Stacy Wydra as she is the Ptannerforthe Martis Valley West Parcel Specific 

Plan. 
It will also be attached to the staff report fort he Planning Commissionerto consider. 

lhankyou. 

'l(fttlii :H'ec~en, Senior <Bean{ /Comni ssion C{er~ 
<i{acer County C~ 
3091 County Center 'l!ril>e 
;m6urn C}l 95«13 
{530) 745-3082 
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PF5 
Veronica Blake, CEO 
Placer Community Foundation 
May 11, 2016 

 
PF5-1 The comment expresses concern regarding adequate supply of workforce and affordable 

housing in the region and encourages the actual construction of workforce housing units for 
the MVWPSP. Please see responses to comments PF21-1 through PF21-3. The applicant 
supports the construction of workforce housing but believes the project site is not the 
appropriate location and would not pursue the construction of workforce housing units on 
the site, but rather will pay an in-lieu fee. The in-lieu fee for the MVWPSP Project is based on 
an assessment of $117,000 per workforce housing unit (21 units x $117,000= $2.45 
million). The applicant would comply with the County’s policies regarding workforce housing. 
In addition, the MVWPSP Development Agreement provides for an additional payment to 
develop and assist and with determining regional workforce housing needs.  
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Jgnfo: f,pers 
ptag;:r Co!Jrlly Bogrd gt Sum:rytiQC) 
Vote NO on the Martis Valley West Froject 
Thu~day, May 12,2016 6:33:11 Af\1 

To Whom lt May Concern; 

Unfortunately, lam unable to attend the quickly scheduled hearing for the Martis 
Valley West Project. As a dedicated educator, l ·am not able to take the time off of 
my position , in order to read a document as lengthy as this report in the short time 
given to the public. I am very disappointed to review many aspects of the PF6-1 

EnVironmental Impact Statement for the project that I have had the time to read. 

I do not feel that my comments or concerns were addressed in the report. As a 
homeowner on Allenby Way, off of highway 267, I have major concerns. Under the 
Regional Traffic Plan, the studies statistically show data that is misleading, and 
inconclusive to our current conditions in the Tahoe Basin: 

Part of the report was based upon Summer 2010 driving conditions. (This was still a 
time of the recession that we just encountered as a country. People could not afford 
to travel. The tourist count during that year was way off of what it is today . ) A better 
count would have been this summer 2015, 4th of July, when cars were backed up on 
the south lane of highway 267 all the way to highway 80, It took people 4-6 hours to 
get in to Klngs Beach based on the number of vehicles on the road. 

"Impact 18-4 discusses interference wrth an emergency evacuation plan. As 
discussed therein, the project would not cut off or otherwise modify any existing 
evacuation routes.'' Really? I witnessed the flood of 1997-98. It took drivers 8 hours 
to get from Kings Beach to highway 80. We could not leave our home. as the 
Northbound lane of 267 was blocked all the way to Truckee. There were no porta 
potties, garbage cans, or emergency crews helping people that were stuck on that 
road. By putting in another major development, the turn sections alone would cause 
more problems in an evacuation/emergency time. 

"In addition to the draft EPEP prepared for the Specific Plan, further analysis of traffic 
conditions during an evacuation scenario has been conducted (LSC 2016)." I am 
wondering if this person worked with the evacuation of the Valley Fire this last fall in 
California? How can someone actually predict what will happen in an evacuation 
circumstance? There are way too many variables to try to create a scenario for the 
Tahoe Basin. What if routes are blocked as in the flood of 1997~98? 

"'Hours or days of lead time could be available to assess risk and make evacuation 
determinations. During these periods, peak occupancy conditions typically do not occur as 
drifting smoke, awareness of the risk. or other factors result in people avoiding the area." 

PF6·2 

PF6-3 
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PF6 
Janice Eggers 
May 12, 2016 

 

PF6-1 The comment expresses concern regarding traffic congestion in the project area. Please refer 
to Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR and Master Response 5 in 
Section 3.1.5 of the Final EIR, which address these concerns.  

PF6-2 The comment expresses concern regarding traffic increases and safety, particularly in regard 
to emergency evacuation. These issues are addressed in the Final EIR in Master Response 9, 
“Emergency Plan and Emergency Evacuation.” Please see Master Response 9 in Section 
3.1.9 of the Final EIR.   

PF6-3 The comment questions the ability to meaningfully evaluate evacuation because of the 
number of variables involved in emergency scenarios. The memo, referenced in the 
comment, that was prepared to quantify (in hours) the time that would be required for a full 
evacuation of the proposed MVWPSP Project is provided in the administrative record as 
reference LSC 2016. Please see response to comment PF13-8 for additional information 
regarding the methodology used in the preparation of the memo.  

PF6-4 The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration.  

 The comment also expresses opposition to the Brockway Campground Project, a proposal for 
which environmental review has not yet commenced, and which will be within the jurisdiction 
and decision-making authority of both TRPA and Placer County. The Draft EIR considers the 
campground in the cumulative analysis. Please see Master Response 2 of the Final EIR 
regarding the Brockway proposal. 
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PF7 
Ross and Nancy Johnson 
May 14, 2016 

 
PF7-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to wildlife, 

vegetation, and safety. These issues are evaluated in the EIR. Comments regarding 
preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County 
Board of Supervisors for its consideration.  
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PF8 
Jamie Casey 
May 16, 2016 

 

PF8-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to wildlife, visual 
impacts, and ridgelines. These issues are evaluated in the EIR. Comments regarding 
preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County 
Board of Supervisors for its consideration.  
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PF9 
Mary Anne Casella 
May 24, 2016 

 

PF9-1 The comment expresses concern regarding traffic congestion in the project area. Please refer 
to Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR and Master Response 5 in 
Section 3.1.5 of the Final EIR, which address these concerns.  

The comment expresses concern regarding traffic increases and safety, particularly in regard 
to emergency evacuation. These issues are addressed in the Final EIR in Master Response 9, 
“Emergency Plan and Emergency Evacuation.” Please see Master Response 9 in Section 
3.1.9 of the Final EIR.   

Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to 
the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration.  
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PF10 
John Sell 
June 8, 2016 

 

PF10-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing environmental concerns. 
Environmental impacts related to the MVWPSP are evaluated in the EIR. Comments 
regarding opposition or preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded 
to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 

The comment alleges piecemealing of the Brockway Campground Project. Please see Master 
Response 2 of the Final EIR regarding concerns related to the separate Brockway proposal.  
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PF11 
Catherine Oliver 
May 24, 2016 

 

PF11-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to drought and 
water supply. Water supply issues are addressed in Chapter 15, “Hydrology and Water 
Quality,” and Chapter 16, “Utilities,” of the Draft EIR based on a project-specific water supply 
assessment (WSA). Two water supply options are evaluated. In addition, please see Master 
Response 8, “Water Supply, Drought, and Climate Change,” in Section 3.1.8 of the Final EIR. 

The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration.  
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PF12 
Jbchris 
May 24, 2016 

 

PF12-1 The commenter questions if there would be an evening or weekend meeting for the MVWPSP 
Project. The County Clerk provided response on May 25, 2016, stating that there was no 
evening or weekend meeting scheduled for the Planning Commission, but that comment 
could be sent via email or US mail and be included as part of the record. 

202



 

North Tanoe Pre5ervation Alliance 
P.O. 801< 4 
Crystal B.lly, Nv. 89«<>2 
775•831-(1625 
www.ntpac.com 

6/2/2016 

Via e-mail and hand delivery 

Ms. Stacy Wydra 
Placer County Community Development Resource Agencv Environmental Coordination Services 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Re: Martis Valley West EIR/ FEIR 

Dear Ms. Wydra: 

This letter provides comments on the abovementioned DEIR/FEIR. The North Tahoe Preservation 

Alliance (NTPA) is a Nevada Nonprofit Corporation formed in 2008 to ensure that North Lake Tahoe 
retains its natural beauty and easygoing, rustic lifestyle. Its Board of Directors is comprised of long-time 

Tahoe residents and property owners. NTPA was originally formed to analyze a new 850k square foot 

development on North Stateline named Boulder Bay. When the Martis Valley West project came up in 

2013, we developed the website: www.savetal1oeforests.com and later began two petitions: 

1. "Tahoe Regional Planning Agency: Establish enforceable ridge line protections in the Lake Tahoe 
area" which garnered 1559 supporters and (Ex. A & USB Drive) 

2. ''Placer County Board of Supervisors: Remove Tahoe Basin portion of Martis Valley West 
project" which received 3,327 supporters. (Ex. A & USB Drive) 

This letter provides comments on the DEIR that are in addition to and do not replace or otherwise 

supersede comments that were previously submitted. Please contact us if you have any difficvlty in 
viewing the documents. Accompanying this letter is a USB flash drive containing electronic copies in pdf 

format of the documents listed in the appendix to this letter. Please contact us if you have any difficulty 
displaying the documents. 

For the reasons set forth below, the DEIR. needs to be revised and recirculated. Ongoing mitigation 
should be required by recorded covenants, conditions, and restrictions on the project site as discussed 
below, The development agreement should contain similar provisions. 

North Tahoe Preservation Alliance appreciates this opportunity to comment on. the Martis Valley West 
DElR/FEIR. 

After careful review, NTPA has come to the conclusion that the DEIR/FEIR fails to comply with the 
requirements of CEQA because it fails to: 

1. Adequately describe the project; 

1 
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2. Analyze ~he significant environmental impacts of the project or adequately mitigate those 
impacts; and 

3. Undertake a legally sufficient study of alternatives to the project. 

These significant failures of the OEIR/F£HR are discussed in more detail below. 

As a result, there can be no meaningful public review of the project. Placer County must revise and 
redrculate the DEIR in order to permit an adequate understanding of the environmental issues at stake. 
Approval of the project would violate CEQ.A and California Planning and Zoning law. (gov't Code 6"5000 
et seq.). 

1 . The DEIR provides an incomplete description of the project and the project setting. 

PF13-2 
cont. 

The DEIR failed to accurately describe the local and regional context of the Project. As a full time 40- PF 13~ 
year-plus r.esident of North Tahoe and a Nevada and California Real Estate Broker since the 1970s, I have 
a deep knowledge of the area and its existing development. I have also had numerous site visits to the 
MVW project area over the last two years. The Fibreboard Freeway recreation area is a significant 
recreation resource for the entire region and is heavily vsed by migrating wildlife. 

No Terrain Analysis: 
We asked for a 30 terrain analysis of the site similar to that provided on the Brockway Campground 
(see attached Terrain study exhibit B), but FEIR refused to provide one, claiming there was sufficient 
information on terrain. There is a contour map prcvided in the EIR Which is difficult to read and fails to 
show the true slope of the site (see attached Area Study Map from DEIR Ex. C). A 30 terrain analysis 
would have clearly shown the project is not entirelv "on opposite sides of a ridge" as stated in the FEIR 
(pages 3-7). In fact, the project site consists of two benches, one that slopes towards Lake Ta.hoe and 
one that slopes towa.rd Sawmill Flats and Truckee. This erroneous "opposite sides of the ridge" claim 
continually infects the entire DEIR and FEIR, and significantly misleads the public. Per the FEIR pages 3-
7, "All other project components and infrastructure are located outside the Tahoe Basin, on the 
opposite side of the ridge. Secondly, there are two projects (Brockway Campground and MVW) being 
proposed at approximately the same time, and they are proposed in the same general area (albeit on 
opposite sides of a ridge)." They are in actual fact directly adjacent. Per the FEIR pages 3-8: 
"development would not be located on the highest elevations or ridge lines that separate the Tahoe 
Basin from surrounding areas." In fact, development is proposed on the highest elevations. as shown 
here and in the attached DEIR conceptual land use plan (Ex. D). 

2 
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Drone View from site looking ot Lake Tahoe showing site sloping to Lake Tahoe and bench sloping 
towards Trvckee. 

Project Not Near Existing Development: 
In addition, the DEIR and FEIR repeatedly make the false claim that the project is near existing 
development which will'' minimize isolated development that leads to fragmentation of open space 
and natural resources by developing on lands in proximity to existing development," when in fact the 
project location is located in the middle of forest; conservation lands that are over 5 miles by car 
(approximately 1.5 miles cross-country) from the nearest existing development, and more than one 
mile away from the only major road (SR 267) in proximity; see attached scaled DEIR Appendix D 
Evacuation Route map from project developer (Ex. E). The FEIR fa ils to address this concern; simply 
removing the term "infill" in the FEIR fails to correct these project mischaracterizations. "Near• is also 
a very vague term, and we are unclear as to the rationale used for considering these considerable 
distances. The FEIR admits that "The West Parcel development area is proposed approximately one 
mile east of the Northstar Resort" but then makes the claim that it "contains similar residential uses 
and densities to those proposed in the MVWPSP," and also that "the resulting visual character of the 
plan area would be consistent with other nearby development." The Northstar Resort, over 1 mile 
through the forest is the nearest development site. It consists of a ski run which is hardly similar to a 
residential gated development. This kind of misleading claim is a perfect example of how a 
developer justifies creating sprawl. 

TI1e DEIR/FEIR also erroneously states the project will "limit new infrastructure and disturbance by 
developing on lands in proximity to existing development.~ All existing development and 
infrastructure are approximately 1.5 mile through the forest or 5 miles by car. Disturbance for new 
infrastructure alone wTII be significant- about 11 acres (DEIR Table 14-3). 

2. The DEIR/FEIR employ improper resident occupancy rate. 

In Master Response 5, resident occupancy rate of20% is assumed. This figure was supplied by a 
local Realtor, Jeff Brown of Tahoe Mountain Resorts, who is associated Wilh the project 
developer, Mountainside Partners. This is hardly an arm's-length expert. According to the 2010 
census, 53% of the residences in Northlake Tahoe are used seasonally, 25% are occupied full 
time by owners, and 13% are occupied by full time renters. The Truckee Census from 2010-2014 

3 
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says 63% of the housing is occupied full time 
(http:/ / www.census.gov/ quickfacts/t able/PST0452.15/0680588). Why wasn't a more reliable 
information source such as the census used for this calculation, especially since the 
traffic/circulation data was based on these numbers? 
The FEIR claims that most of the project units would be second homes or fractional. The public 
could analyze this information if the document disclosed how many of the units were fractional 
or timeshare, again the DEIR/FEIR fails in this regard. 

In master response 5, "Comments also adclressed the assumptions for internal and external trip 
generation. As explained in the Draft EIR, the trip generation rate from ITffor second homes 
(ITE code 260- recreational homes) already considers internal trips Within the recreational 
home community". However, as a 40+ Real Estate Broker, my opinion is that even if t he 
occupancy of Martis Valley West was 100% much less the claimed 20% full time residents, the 
project would be unable to support commercial uses since 760 units aren't enough critical mass 
to support a market or quick stop that would be located in a gated community an inconveniently 
long distance away from SR 267. See my attached survey of commercial vacancies in the 
Truckee and Kings Beach area. (Ex. G) 

3.1'he project is inconsistent with TRPA Regional Goals to limit VMT in the Tahoe Basin. 

This project would have significant negative impacts on the Tahoe Basin, especially since the project ltself 
and other recently approved projects in Lake Tahoe and Truckee. will almost certainly exceed allowable 
VMT use for the Tahoe Basin (see Table 4-2 DEIR Cumulative Project List). (See Joy Dahlgren's Traffic 
Comments Ex. F) 

The FEIR (3-18) Master Response 6 claims the project would generate 3985 trips and 13,745 Vehicle Trips 
within the Tahoe Basin. The DEIR failed to analyze the cumulative VMTs in the Tahoe basin from all Tahoe 
and Truckee projects. 

Master Response 6 claims since the project is not in the Tahoe Basin, "effects on the TRPA thresholds are 
not used as standards of significance in this ElR (although, physical effects on the Basin are evaluated, 
where applicable)." FEIR ma.ster response further states the following, "Historically, TRPA posited that 
more VMT would re.sult in increased traffic congestion, irtcreased nitrate loading into the atmosphere 
(and subsequent deposition into Lake Tahoe), and an increase in the airborne concentration of particulate 
matter known to adversely affect regional and sub-regional visibility and human health (TRPA 1982). TRPA 
has adopted a threshold standard that requires TRPA to reduce VMT in the Basin by 10 percent of the 
1981 base yearvalyes, equivalent to 2,067,600 VMT, as indicated by a peak travel day, generally 
represented by a summer weekend (TRPA 2012}. Again, although the project site is not within the Tahoe 
Basin and not subject to the environmental standards of the TRPA, the project boundary abuts the Basin 
boundary, and project-generated trips would contribute to in-Basin VMT. On a peak travel day, the 
project would generate approximately 13,745 VMT within the Tahoe Basin. Total VMT in the TRPA 
boundary was estimated in the Regional Transportation Plan (TMPO and TRPA 2012) to be 1,984,600 for 
summer 2010 conditions. Based on this benchmark, which is considered the best available data, the 
project would result in an estimated 0.7 percent increase in VMTwithin the TRPA boundary. The TRPA 
environmental threshold carrying capacity threshold calls for the Tahoe Region's VMT to be at least 10 
percent below its 1981level, or 2,,067,600 VMT. The addition of the project'sVMTto the 2010 summer 
value would result in 1,998,345 VMT, which would remain below this VMT threshold. Data used to 
develop the project-generated VMT estimates is included herein as Appendix 0." 
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Using the DEIR's own figures and calculation, the Lake Tahoe Basin could only absorb S more projects of 
this size without exceeding the Basin's VMT threshold. Considering all the other cumulative projects in 
Tahoe and Truckee (Boulder Bay, Homewood, Highlands II and Ill, Railyard, Joerger Ranch, Squaw Valley) 
it seems clear that the Basin's VMT has already been exceeded. The DEIR must account for the total VMTs 
generated from these ~rojects. 

4.The DEtR J=ails to adequately Analyze and mitigate the Project's rmpact on Biological Resources. 
The OEIR states that: 

"536 acres of habitat will be disturbed (table 7-7) 
•30,000-plus trees will be removed (Appendix E Tree Summary) 
"'70·plus units will be built next to a flood plain habitat (Ex. 9~26) 
*80 acres of development will occur on very severe and severe erosion soil (Table 14-3) 
*ll million square feet of soil will be disturbed by development (Table 14-3) 

'The DEIR improperly compares the disturbance of :1m sf of soil and loss of30k trees by comparing that 
impact to a'll t'he existing forest in the region. 
"Ex. Summary p.2-161mpact 7-1: Disturbance or lOss of common vegetation communities and wildlife 
tlabitats-
Under the MVWPSP, up to 536.5 acres of common vegetation communities and wildlife habitats could 
be permanently converted to single family residential, multi-family/residential cabins, and 
neighborhood commercial uses on the West Parcel, and removed to construct the m;:~in access road and 
the EVA road. Additional disturbances to common habitats would occur as a result of constructing a-nd 
maintaining the proposed offsite utilities. Because these habitats are locally and regionally common and 
abundant, t he proposed project would not substantially reduce the size, continuity, or integrity of any 
common vegetation community or habitat type or :nterrupt the natural processes that support common 
vegetation communities within the MVWPSP project site, " 

5. The DEIR fails to adequately analyze or mitigate the project's significant Visual lmpaqs. 
The OEIR's Visual Simulations do not show the severity and extent of the project's Visual Impacts. 

PF13-5 
cont. 

PF13-6 

The DEIR admits that it failed to analyze and provide a simulat ion of the visual effects of cumulatiVe PFB-7 

proposed development (comments 1031-22) such as Highlands Ji, Northstar Mountain Master Plan and 
the Brockway Campground. Although a man standing on large areas of the project site can see Lake Tahoe 
without potential infrastructure, defensible space and build-out, the DEIR continues to claim no structures 
will be visible from Tahoe. The photo below was taken from a drone at 75' (height of condo buildings) 
from road 73-B onsite at the southern boundary. 
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summary on vistas-
"Portions of the development on the West Parcel development area would be within scenic vistas that 
are visible from Martis Valley and Northstar .... No structures would be visible from Lake Tahoe, and 
tree removal visible from La he Tahoe would be largely obscured by remaining trees and nearly 
imperceptible." If you can see Lake Tahoe, considering 11m sf of site disturbance and defensible 
space, Lake Tahoe can see yo.u. See (Ex. H USB Drive drone video and power point) 
Also, the DEIR fails to analyze the impact of the huge 550 space Brockway Campground's cumulative 
scenic impact claiming: 
Ex summary impact 9.-6 cumulative effects on scenic vlstas-''The Brockway Campground Project is in 
the preliminary planning stages, so the impacts to scenic vistas are not known. If the Brockway 
Campground Project did result in significant cumulative impacts to scenic vistas, t he MVPSP would not 
make a considerable contribution to those impacts because it is not visible from the areas f rom which 
the Brockway Campgrovnd improvements might be visible, such as Fibreboard Freeway." This 
statement demonstrates the DEIR's refusal to make any substantive analysis of scenic impacts. 

6. The DEIR fails to conduct an adequate impact analysis associated with the risk of wildfire. 
Cumulative impact of Martis Campground and Martis Valley West must be considered together as they 
combine to increase impact to (i) evacuation and (ii) fire risk. 

See Expert Opinion attached: Bear Berkeley and Research Inc Comments attached Ex. I and Ex H. USB 
Drive Project Draft Emergency Evacuation Plan and LSC Evacuation time analysis) 

7. The DEIR's analysis of Project Alternatives is inadequate. 

Despite our requests, the County failed to examine a reasonable range of alternatives because the 
County failed to examine any higher density, clustered development or smart growth alternative off the 
ridge line on the West Parcel which would reduce the project footprint while meeting the objectives. 

8. The DEIR's fails to adequately analyze cumulative impacts. 

The DEIR's analysis summary simply deferred the cumulative analysis to local agencies on individual 
projects, thereby abdicating their responsibility. Executive Summary Impact 5-6 
"Because individual projects would be reviewed by land use agencies in the context of their particular general 
plans, zoning ordinances. codes, and other guidance docvments prior to approval and implementation, 
resulting alterations of land use would be in accord with. and would implement the Vision of each community. 
The cumulative impact would be less than significant" 
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DEIR Table 4-2 (attached) fails to accurately reflect existing and proposed development in the following 
ways: 

a_ Northstar Highlands II should include Northstar Ill. Per Placer planner Paul Thompson it should 

reflect 1450 units or perhaps 824 but the table only claims 446. (email Placer planner Paul 

Thompson) or 824 (Placer Approval Aug. 23, 2011). (See Ex. J and K) 
b. Boulder Bay is 34S units, not just 275 room hotel. 

c. Truckee Railyard although a large project it reflects no units on Table 4 -2 
d. Northstar Mountain Master Plan fails to disclose 7500 sf lodge, campground and parking lot 

proposed adjacent to MV 

e. www.placer.ca.gov/ .. ./NorthstarDEfR3-ProjettOescription.pdf "3.0 Project Description The 

third skier service site includes relocation of the existing cross•country ski center, located east of 
the Vista Express chairlift bottom terminal, to the area south of Sawmill Lake. Their located 

cross-country center/skier service site would include an approximately 7,500-squarefoot lodge 

offering limited food service with seating, restroom facilities, and a 20-space parking lot. Utilities 

to the site would be extended from existing utilities located within Highlands View Drive and the 
mid-mountain area." 

PF13-10 
cont. 

In summary,' for each of these reasons, the NTPA, respectfully request that Placer County as the lead I PFl3-ll 
agency distribute a technically and legally adequate DEIR for the Public review and cornrnent that fully 
complies with the law and is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. 
CEQA Guidelines 15088.5 

Respectfully Submitted, 

/p~)Lt~ 
Ann Nichols 
On behalf of the North Tahoe Preservation Alli;:~nce. 

Enclosures 
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EXHIBITS 
Exhibit A 

Two Change.org petitions 

1. 'Tahoe Regional Planning Agency: Establish enforceable ridgeline protections in the lake Tahoe 
area" whieh garnered 1559 supporters and 

2. "Placer County Board of Supervisors: ~emove Tahoe Basin portion of Martis Valley West 
project'' which received 3.327 supporters. 

Exhibit B 

Terrain AClalysis map of Brockway Carnpground-DEIR must provide one for MVW 
Ex:hibitC 

OEIR Area Study 
E)(hibit D 

Conceptual land Use Map 
Exhibit E 

DEIR Evacuation Route 
Exhibit F 

Joy Dahlgren Traffic Expert Comments 
Exhibit G 

Commercial Vacancy Survey 
Exhibit H 

USB Drive Files 
Exhibit! 

Sear Berkeley and Research Inc. Fire Expert Comments 
ExhibitJ 

Cumulative Inventory from DEIR with projects starred for error or omission 
Exhibit K 

£mall from PaUl Thompsons at Placer re: #of units at Highlands II and Placer approval of 
Highlands II an~ Ill 
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EX A-
preserve@ ntpac.com 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Cc: 

preserve@ntpac.com 
Sunday, May 29, 2016 9:42AM 
'Eugene Wilson' 
'Coral Amende' 

Subject: RE: Petition signatures 

We 

Have color copies of the text of the two petitions. 

1. 

2. 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency: Establish enforceable ridgeline protections in the 
Lake T~thoe area 

o by Save Tahoe l:orcsls 
o 1,559 supporters 
o Sign 

Placer County Board of Supervisors: Remove Tahoe Basin portion of Martis Valley 
West project 

o by Save Tahoe Forests 
o 3.327 supporters 
o Sign 
o Share 

'-
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Establish enforceable ridgeline protections in 
the Lake Tahoe area 

Save T ahoe Forest-; United States 

Save Tahoe Forests 
United States 

1,576 
Supporters 

The "Martis Valley West" proposal by East West Partners and Sierra Pacific industries has 
exposed the Jack of any defmitive standards by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency or Placer 
County for the protection of the area's scenic forested ridgelines. The ridgelines in the Lake 
Tahoe area are one of its most outstandingly beautiful features and are a primary basis for its 
popularity and economic health. The ridgelines offer recreational opportunities. a chance to view 
wildlife and experience nature. and of course unparalleled views of Lake Tahoe and Martis 
Valley; they are also increasingly rare homes to and open-space corridors for wildlife. 

Most towns that have any kind of scenic value protect their ridgelines. There are many more than 
can be mentioned here. but they include Nashville, Tennessee; Sun Valley, Idaho; Park City, 
Utah; Aspen, Colorado; and Santa Monica. California. If regulations banning ridgeline 
development exist in other areas. even those that don't have the outstandingly wlique features of 
the Lake Tahoe area. why don't we? 
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The public has entrusted Placer County and the TRP A with protecting and preserving Tahoe's 
and Truckee's irreplaceable natural beauty and mountain environment. Vague and unenforceable 
references in regulations to ''consider" ridgeline protections clearly aren't enough. By signing this 
petition, we are requesting that you institute clear and enforceable protections for the Tahoe 
area's ridgelines immediately. 

This petition will be deliver·ed to: 

• Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Placer County Board of Supervisors and TRP A 

Read the letter 
Letter to 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Placer County Board of Supervisors and TRP A 

fhe "Martis Valley West" proposal by East West Partners and Sien·a Pacific Industries has 
e>.--posed the lack of any definitive standards by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency or Placer 
Cotmty for the protection of the area's scenic forested ridgelines. The ridgelines in the Lake 
Tahoe area arc one of its most outstandin,gly beautiful features and are a primary basis for its 
popularity and economic health. The ridgelincs offer recreational opportunities, a chance to view 
wildlife and experience nature, and of course unparalleled views of Lake Tahoe and Martis 
Valley; they are also increasingly rare homes to and open-space corridors for wildlife. 

Most towns that have any kind of scenic value protect their ridgelines. There are many more than 
can be mentioned here, but lhey include Nashville. Tennessee; Sun Valley. Idaho; Park City, 
Utah; Aspen , Colorado; and Santa Monica, California. If regulations banning ridgeline 
development ex ist in other areas. even those that don't have the outstandingly Wlique features of 
the Lake Tahoe area. why don't we? 

The public has entrusted Placer County and the TRPA with protecting and preserving Tahoe's 
ahd Truckee' s irreplaceable natural beauty aod mountain environment. Vague and unenforceable 
references in regulations to "consider" ridgeline protections clearly aren't enough. By signing this 
petition, we are requesting that you institute clear and enforceable protections for the 'Tahoe 
area's ridgelines immediately. 

OK 

Save Tahoe Forests started this petition with a single signature, and now has 1,576 supporters. 
Start a petition today to change something yotl care abouL 
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Petitioning Placer County Aoard of Supervisors and I other 

Remove Tahoe Basin portion of Martis Valley 
West project 

Save T ahoe Forests United States 

We are signing this petition to voice our opposition to the proposal by East West Partners and 
Sierra Pacific Industries to create a massive new development that includes 112 acres currently 
zoned forest/conservation inside the Tahoe Basin. 

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency' s most recent Regional Plan Update proposes to protect 
the Basin by, among other things, concentrating new development in urban Town Centers- areas 
that already have services such as schools, hospitals, banks, retail stores, and so on, plus 
infrastructure such as roads. sewer. Water. and utilities. Building on undeveloped forest land 
miles from any services is in direct contravention of this goal. 

The public has entrusted Placer County and the TRP A with protecting and preserving Tah.oe's 
irreplaceable natural beauty and mountain environment. Please do not waste taxpayers· time and 
money on statT review of this proposal. which would allow the wholesale destruction of a 
forested ridgeline and further contribute to environmental degradation in the Tahoe Basin. 

We strongly urge you to remove the 112 acre Tahoe Basin Area Plan proposed development 
from the Martis Valley West project. 
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- EDR DataMap ® -Area Study 

Ma:r:tis Valley Opportunity 
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My famlly has had a cabin In Crystal Bay since 1950, and l have visited lake Tahoe every year 

since then. Before I retired I spent over 25 years as a transportation planner and researcher, 

my last ten years in research at the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of 

California at Berkeley. I have a bachelor's degree in Statistics, a master's degree in Public 

Policy, and a Ph.D. in Civil engineering, all from Berkeley. 

As a long time visitor to Lake Tahoe I am very conscious of the steady pressure to profit from its 

unique beauty and the accompanying danger that over-development will destroy much of what 

makes it beautiful. Although Martis Valley is outside the Tahoe basin, much of its appeal is 

re.lated to the lake and as a result it has and will have significant impacts on the lake and the 
lake on it. 

The Martis Valley West project's location on Highway 267, the primary route for travelers to 

and from the lake, is a major reason that it is a bad idea. Highway 267 is the gateway to the 

North end of the Lake Tahoe and the Northstar ski area. Most of the time trips generated by 

the project would have little effect on traffic. But during peak vacation time a high proportion 

of the project's residences would be occupied and a much larger number of people would be 

traveling to and from Lake Tahoe. It is the nature of delay that as a road becomes more 

congested, each additional trip has a larger effect than the previous trip on delay because more 

travelers are affected and the number of cars that must travel through each bottleneck 

increases, thus taking each car longer to get through . So during congested periods, even a 

small number of additional trips can cause large delays. The effect is analogous to the effecrt of 

a people cutting into a line to get into· a restaurant-the longer the line the greater the waiting 

time for each pe.rsoo in the line, and the more people are affected. This aspect of delay was 

not analyzed in the EIR. 

The delay analysis in the EIR that was based on the 3Qth highest peak hour in the winter found 

that two intersections on Highway 207 and all of the roadway segments from the Placer County 

line to Highway 28 already operate at unacceptable level of service E (Tables 10-5 and 10-13). 

The analysis based on the summer peak hour found road segments from Northstar to Highway 

28 were also at level E. The projected cumulative levels of service by 2034 without: the project 

are at level of service Fat three intersections and level F at three JOad segments and level E at 

two other road segments during both the winter and surnmer peaks. 

Why does this delay matter? Because Tt would affect so many people. With long delays they 

.are not escaping urban pressures, but finding new pressures where they go to get away. 

Where is the tipping point at which the costs of a development exceed its benefits? lh the case 

of Martis Valley West project, I believe it tlas already been reached. Not only do people lose 
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precious vacation time because of the delay, the delay makes the rt)ountain experience more 

like the urban experience they are traveling to the mountains to escape. 

Furthermor.e, the project would damage the environment. Construction would destroy habitat 

for wild plants and animals. Once houses and businesses were situated in the forest, there 

would be periodic road maintenance, brush and tree clearing, and continuing construction of 

improvements and additions. The area would no longer look wild, regardless of wh<~tever 

building and landscape restrictions were imposed. 

The project also seems wrong in terms of its effects on global warming. There is no way the 

project could do anything but increase carbon dioxide emissions. Road delay reduces fuel 

efficiency, leading to higher emissions of carbon dioxide. The production and transportation of 

materials used in construction and the construction itself produce carbon dioxide. No matter 

how green the construction, common sense tells us that it would take more energy, and thus 

produce more carbon dioxide, to build a house than to not build it. Energy is needed to heat, 

cool, and operate housi.ng and businesses even when they are not occupied or doing business. 

Weigh these costs against the benefits; 760 residences and 6.6 acres of .commercial 

development. The EIR assumes that 20 percent of the project population would be fulltime, 

permanent residents. It assumes 2.5 people per household. So the project would provide 

permanent housing for only 380 people. The remaining residential units would be primarlly 

second hornes and fractional units occupied by seasonal and/or tr~nsient visitors. This would 

benefit the people who stay in the units. But there does not seem to be a shortage of such 

accommodations at Tahoe or in the region. Looking to the future, and' the possible decline of 

snow sports due to global warming, does a project whose main attraction is proximity to a s.ki 
area makes sense. 

The benefits seem quite paltry relative to the costs. Why should a change in use be approved? 

Martis Valley West should remain a timber production zone. 

Forests have been called the lungs of the world because they absorb carbon, thus reducing 

greenhouse gases. Jn the Jong term, they also provide lumber. 

Sincerely, 

Joy Dahlgren Ph.D. 
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Area Commercial Space Available ~ I I I I 
23-Apr-16 _ 

1 

1 I J _ 
Project #spaces Contact location I 
The Rock _ __ 1 Kaylee Jones 530-582-4623 Martis Valley I 1- __ 
Martis Village 4 Jenny Jessee 530-550-7800 M_a_r~tis~V_a~l,...::le..!...y __ -1----------'!----
White House 1 Truckee W. River Rd. I 
Truckee Business Park Bldg A 1T. Watson 3800-11600 sf Truckee W. River Rd. ----'----- . 
Joerger Ranch new _ IHwy 267 new project 

Railyard I 'new Truckee new project . ,---1 
Truckee Crossroads 1 KIMCO 916-580·2.?33 Truckee Hwy 89 Deerfield dr. 
Gateway 2 KIMCO Truckee Donner Pass Rd. 
Donner Center • 2 I Truckee Donner Pas.c_:s~R~d~. --,~----1 
Donner Park Center , 1f I Truckee 1 Donner Pass Rd. 
Donner Plaza 11 --- j Truckee Donner Pass Rd. /Hwy 89 

Levan Professi onal Bldge 3[300-1:300 sf I -- Truckee Donner Pass Rd. I 
11250 West River Rd Bldg T. Watson Truckee W River Rd. ___ 

1 
Llama Ranch I ~dg __ T. Watson j4200 sf Truckee Donner Pass Rd. /Hwy 89 __ 

Business Park Or. 1 K. Jones 530-582-4623 !Truckee I I 
Airport Business Center 5 j I I Truckee Hwy 267 I l 
Town &Country Center 3 J' T. Watson '. "Truckee Hwy 2_6_7 -1~-------1 
Martis Outlook 1 T. Watson . Truckee Hwy 267 

Phoeni)( Bldg _' 1 'r. Watson · I _ Truckee Hwy 267 

I----,-~-- 1 . _ I -+---'---
Kings Beach Area I I I 
Layton Bldg. Bldg I I Kings Beach -- Hwy 28 empty 18 mos. --

Chinese Bldg I Kings Beach Hwy 28 
Movie Theatre Bldg Bill Waters 916-416·4318 Kings Beach ~wy 28 
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BERKELEY 
AND RES E ARCH 

I N C 

May 2, 2016 

COUNTY OF PLACER 
Community Development Resource Agency 
Michael J. Johnson, AJCP 
Agency Director 

Subject: Comments on the Martis Valley West FEJR Document of May 3, 2016 

The undersigned are fire safety professionals who have been involved in fire safety 
engineering and fire protection engineering matters for more than 25 years each. 

We have been retained by The North Tahoe Preservation Alliance (NTPA) to comment on 
the treatment of fire safety related aspects of the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final 
EIR) for the Martis Valley West Project Specific Plan (PGPA 20130080), State 
Clearinghouse No. 2014032087, released by the county on May 3, 2016. 

NTPA is a Nevada Nonprofit corporation formed in 2008 to ensure that North Lake Tahoe 
retains its natural beauty and easygoing, rustic lifestyle. Its Board of Directors includes long 
time Tahoe residents and property owners. 

Concerning the commenters. Dr. Zicherman is a fire scientist who began work with wildland 
and wildland urban interface fire problems in the 1980's when he was a co-author of the 
East Bay Regional Park District "Blue Ribbon" report regarding a fire incident prior to the 
Oakland Hills Fire, which in effect predicted the occurrence of that fire and identified the 
potential for the massive damage which subsequently occurred. More recently he authored 
the technical and cost benefit studies submitted by the Office of the California State Fire 
Marshal in support of the California Building Code Chapter 7 A regulations which regulate 
fire safety related construction features of buildings built in State Responsibility Areas 
(SRA's) of California. Most recently he has been part of teams studying the origin and 
spread of the Valley and Butte fires of fall 2015 in Lake and Amador Counties, respectively. 

Mr. Alber is a licensed fire protection engineer that has worked in the public and private 
sector addressing fire safety problems and design issues in situations ranging from high 
rise hotels through wildland and wildland urban interface problems. For the past 15 years, 
he has served as the Marin County Fire Marshal. In this role, Part of his responsibilities 

Berkeley Engineering And Research Inc. 808 Gilman Street, Berkeley, CA.947l0 Tel 510-719·7329 1 

223



 

include evaluating fire apparatus access and evacuation routes, vegetation management 

and defensible space plans, preparation of the Marin County's Unit Fire Plan and 

Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP), and review of ignition resistant construction 
systems/assemblies for planned residential developmenl Resumes of both signers of this 
document accompany this letter. 

We are writing to comme,nt on the content of the final EIR 'currently undergoing review and 
public comment for the Martis Valley West Project. This project is proposed for Pracer 

County at a location adjoi~ing the Northstar Community and ski area. It is the objective of 
this letter to focus on the characteristics of the review process and the findings of the FEIR 
document, which has substantial impacts on fire and life safety issues associated with the 
Sl:lbject proposed project, as well as the proposed Brockway Campground Project. The 
latter project would directly adjoin the Martis Valley West residential project and utilize 
identical access and emergency features. 

1. Holistic nature of this process: Review of environmental impact reports as they 
have evolved in the State of California is highly formalized Ut'lder CEQA guidelines. 
Consistent with this, the Martis Valley West FEIR report released May 3, 2016 is 
quite voluminous and consists of many pages of documentation, citations from 
litigations and other reporting sources. However, the summary results are not very 
clear and are definitely lacking in specificity on critical issues such as forest fuel 
management. 

In particular · to those of us who are not environmental attorneys - the bifurcation of 
the Martis Valley West residential project from the planned Brockway Campground 
based on (1) the technical data on traffic flows added days before the FEIR was 
issued and (2) the administrative logic presented are not· from fire or emergency 
safety perspectives - logical. 1 

The FEIR appears to reach the conclusion that under CEO.A Martis Valley West and 
the Brockway Campground should/will/can be considered separately in terms of 
environmental impacts each pose. This would be a bad decision based on incorrect 
assumptions. 

The cumulative impact of Brocklhray Campground and Martis Valley West must be 
considered together because they combine to increase impact to both (i) evacuation 
issues and (ii) fire risk issues and the impacts of each project separately are 
irrelevant to the final configuration being. proposed for the two bi-furcated projects. 

The two projects comingle impacts on (i) emergency egress and evacuation issues 
and (ii) fire risk present in these contiguous properties. 

Both projects- adding the BrockWay Campground Project to the arguments- have 
the following features: 

The reference "LSC-2016" (see PP 3-39) provides '~additional analysis" on 
evacuation flows and times. It is dated 5/26 and was NOT included with reference 
materials available at the Placer County website initially. See additional detailed 
comments on items LSC-2016 (memo to Kurt Krieg .... ) and the ''LSC.pdf' of May 2, 
2016 document entitled Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation Plan (DRAFT). 

Berkeley Engineering And Research Inc. 80S Gilman Street, Berkeley, CA 94710 Tel 510-719·7329 2 
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A. Both rely on Highway 267 for primary egress and access including 
emergency responder access 

B. Both have issues of forest management and the implicit threat of wildfire 
weighing heavily on potential for emergencies. 

C. Taken together, the projects will account for the addition of several 
thousand permanent and transient occupants to the currently 
undeveloped wilderness with all of the attendant risks •. . 

Therefore, there is no logic nor societal benefit In not considering the overall impact 
of the projects jointly whether or not the reviewing agencies are a county agency 
and or a regional planning agency 

The points we raise and comment on here are consistent with the positions taken by 
tl'le local fire departments, which will have to face these problems on the ground, 

Conversely, comments from state level fire safety agencies, while well-intentioned 
and administratively correct, citing ~or example conformance with Public Resources 
Code (PRC) 4290 and 4291 , include the prescriptive and implicit requirements for 
conformance with state law. However, and most importantly, they lack explicit 
content such as the Northstar Fire Department's comments calrtng for specific 
treatments of brush and other naturally occurring fire hazards. Unmitigated brush 
poses an ongoin9 threat as ladder fuels which act as a vector in transitioning ground 
fire into crown fire, with the latter being orders of magnitude more hazardous than 
aground fire. 

Likewise, the State agency's comments lack the specificity of the North Tahoe Fire 
Protecti@n District on the "already insufficient traffic conditions on Hwy 267. 

It is for these reasons that we request that the county consider this review as a 
holistic process involving the campsite development, highway access and 
development of a residential project in a wildland area. As such, the public use will 
include permanent residents in a housing development, temporary residents at the 
Brockway Campground location and a wide range oftransient's moving between 
Lake Tahoe and Interstate 80. Recall that today, in the. absence of any of these 
changes, Highway 267 is already saturated on weekends, on holidays and at times 
when the ski season is in full bloom, or when summer visitors to Lake Tahoe create 
large volumes of traffic. 

2. Quality of report and data sources and availability for review: The report quality is at 
best pedestrian . 

As an example, page 18-6 of the FEIR document in paragraph 6 includes the 
phrase "wildlife prevention strategy.~ This obviously should read "wildfire prevention 
strategy'' and the current language suggests -at the least- a lack of attention to the 
final copy of the report. 

The report also cites Citygate Associates repeatedly, seemingly as a reference that 
might be found in a peer reviewed publication, However, Citygate Associates is the 
County's consultant and its role as a disinterested party is not clear. Likewise, 
comparison of the Martis Valley West FEIR document with a similar one issued 
recentlY for a similar development at Squaw Valley makes one question the 
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thoroughness in preparing these documents and a somewhat "cookie cutter" 
similarity in style and content. 

There is also the matter of.the reliance on and availability of reference "LSC- 2016'' 
cited on page 3.39 of the Master response section of the FEIR in support of the 
traffic flow conclusions and its relation to the Emergency Preparedness and 
Evacuation Plan (DRAFT) which provides essentially identical evacuation time 
estimates but was prepared before the additional ·analysis document was created. 

This. memo, by LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. is dated April 26. 2016 
approximately a week before the FEIR was made available to the public. It is 
apparently intended to provide major support to the report's conclusion relating to 
suitability of evacuation times. However in undertaking our review we discovered 
that it was not available at the Placer County website ahd it was made available only 
after extensive searching of that website and two requests having been made to the 
county. 

Given that the report was prepared well after essentially identical conclusions were 
presented in the PEJR one has to wonder about the basis for the conclusions on 
evacuation times. Looking more closely at the report itself it is clear that there is no 
data incruded nor any treatment of evacuation that would need to take place during 
a fire emergency from the planned Brockway Campground location. 

The folloWing points are critical regarding the "emergency evacuation" analysis presented in 
the FEIR: 

Fire Safety Science Issues -

• 1.5 hours (the evacuation time) is a particularly long time in the face of a serious 
wind driven fire event. The Angora Fire, well known to Tahoe Area Residents moved 
thru i1s community quickly and the Valley Fire in lake County in Fall2015 move 
across the entire county in a few hours during a single afternoon. Wind driven fires 
cover distances with essentially no notice beforehand to exposed citizens. The 
assumption that 1.5 hours will be available for complete mobilization and evacuation 
provides NO margin of safety even under the best of circumstances. 
The rate at which forseeable fires/flame fronts advance under a conservative fire 
scenario for the subject sites is not addressed anywhere in either the analyses 
presented by LSC to the County/Clients, the 5/6/2016 evacuation draft or the 4/26 
memo. 
No data whatsoever is provided that even considers fire behavior specific to the 
MVW and Brockway Campground locations.2 Scenario based conclusions 
considered must address worst case conditions and with both entities (MVW and 

2 
Such variables include wind .speeds, wind direction, humidity and fuel moisture content 

considerations, topography, time of day, fuel loadings (including brush factors) present ln 
the target areas. 
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Brockway Campground) contributing evacuees. The analysis suggests that all 
residents are notified at the same time of an approaching fire. The assumption is 
apparently that all residents are notified Traffic Analysis Considerations: 

Traffic Analysis Considerations: 

• A single analysis was run to "confirm" the conclusions presented earlier in 
the D.EIR. The initial statement under "Evacuation Scenario Assumptions" 
states " There are a nwnad of scenarios that could be envisioned." By 
running a single scenario neither the sensitivity of the ana[ysis could be 
assessed by a peer reviewer nor could any range of possible environmental 
factors effecting evacuations be considered. This is a fatal flaw in the LSC 
conclusions 
There are numerous models available and "Syncnro 8" is user friendly 
software but not well suited to evacuation modeling under emergency 
conditions. For example, Vissim would probably be the proper modeling tool 
for evacuations - vehicles and/or pedestrians. 
Consider the effects of a family van whic·h is towing boat trailer with the 
trailer turning over and blocking the evacuation route. How is/was such a 
condition covered in any analysis conducted? 
Ana'lysis suggests that employees controlling traffic are sufficiently trained 
and know what to do, and aren't trying to get out of the area themselves. 
Depending on the extent of the fire. what about the contribution to traffic on 
267 resulting from other communities (Such as Northstar) that may be 
evacuating at the same time? 
What is the person sitting at the end of queue going to do as embers and 
smoke start to drift across the road? There's rarely anything orderly about 
evacuations in the archival footage of wild-land fire emergencies. 

The assumptions made and the analyses actually conducted did not include 
relevant, necessary scenario related information nor were extremes io fire behavior 
or human behavior and random events considered. 

The evacuation analysis conducted is fatally flawed at all levels and of should not be 
considered as valid in any deliberations. 

3. Access Issues: it is well known that Highway 267 experiences significant 
congestion currently in the Brockway Summit area where the project is located both 
during the winter ski season and also the summer tourist season. 

However, in the report section "EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND 
EVACUATION PLAN" beginning on pp. 3.38 and moving to 3.39 of the FEIR Master 
Responses the f.plfoWing conclusion is presented: 

''Based on the analysis and the assumptions used, it Is estimated 
that it would take approximately 1.3 hours for all vehicles to exit 
the MVWPSP project site under existing plus project conditions 
and 1.5 hours under cumulative plus project conditions. These 
estimates represent the time required for the fast vehicle to 
evacuate the MVWPSP s~e. " 
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The finding in the FEIR is that traffic conditions on Highway 267 are 
adequate for foreseeable emergencies during and after MVW is 
developed. 

As such, in unchanged configuration, that highway is jUdged adequate to provide 
primary access for first responders as well as egress for all affected occupants of 
both of the proposed projects, as well as transients traversing the Brockway Summit 
highway from the north or south coming. and going from Lake Tahoe and the 
Truckee areas. 

The FEIR report does list a contribution from the developers towards the 
improvement of Highway 267 access but the number of doflars Included is In no way 
fepresentative of the costs to modify Highway 267 to allow for higher traffic volumes. 
That project itself would require significant environmental review and suggests that 
access aod highway capacity are a true regional issue that needs to be addressed 
rather than simply approving the building of a new housing development. 

In addition, as commented on in considerable detail by the North Tahoe Fire 
Department, the access conditions and capacity of Highway 267 are "already 
unacceptable." In addition, secondary access issues related to the Fiberboard 
Freeway need to be addressed through development of comprehensive fully paved 
access roads. These comments from local fire officials who have intimate, "on the 
ground" knowledge of the area, have largely been ignored in the final EIR 
conclusions. 

In addition, as commented on in considerable detail by the North Tahoe Fire 
Department, the access conditiops and capacity of Highway 267 are "already 
unacceptable." 

As noted above, the County's consultants have reached an oppos1te conclusion 
based on FLAWED assumptions and incomplete evaluations. 

In addition, second emergency access routes suggested as being reliable by the 
County's consultants via to the Fiberboard Freeway need to be further addressed 
through development fully paved secondary access roads. 

The preceding comments referred to, coming from local fire officials who have 
intimate, "on the ground" knowledge of the project site and surrounding area, have 
been ignored in the final EIR conclusions. 

There is nothing more important during a wild-land fire incident than maintaining 
access when the lives of thousands of civilians are potentially at risk . Examples of 
this abound in terms of evacuation traffic jams as we have ·seen in the news reports 
associated with the on-going Fort McMurray, Canada fire. 

Likewise, disorientation of drivers - even those familiar with local roads - has Jed to 
civilian deaths as documented in the Oakland Hills Fire and other WUI fire incidents 
since then. 

Historical data· both in formal after-action reports of such fire incidents and 
available news accounts- adoption of mote conservative approaches to life 
safety than is p roposed in the FEIR. 
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All of this is not consistent with the County's consultants assessment that no 
problems exist with the draft emergency access and egress plans. The solutions 
proposed in the FEIR for both primary and secondary access to the proposed 
projects are inadequate based on probable fire emergency scenarios. Tnis 
statement is not based on scenario driven "what-if' treatments of potential problems, 
but are based on the performance of egress facilities at similar projects elsewhere. 

In tnese cases, provisions to either provide "shelter in place safety" for occupants or 
safe egress for occupants in situations without the potential for shelter-in-place 
safety -such as fir occupants of the proposed Brockway Campground have not 
been developed but are certainly warranted. 

4. Forest fuels issues: The two-page set of comments from the Northstar Fire 
Department on the original draft of the EIR were eloquent in their simplicity and ih 
their call-out for specific plans for brush clearing, fuel management and 
maintenance of defensible space. 3 Conversely, there is little if any specificity in the 
FEIR as to generalities in referring to fuel management, mitigation of f ire nazards 
posed by existing brush loads and even less relating to their management in the 
future. 

In addition, while the Northstar Fire Department comments did refer to community 
wild fire protection planning (CWPP), there is no specificity as to the triggering and 
timing of such activities following potential approval of the EIR. 

Conversely, there are references to the use of homeowner dues for trail 
maintenance and recreation amenities. A holistic approach to the maintenance of 
fire safety levels within the project would be well served by an addition to the CCR'S 
proposed for the project to include required support for and certification under the 
National Fire Protection Association's affiliated "Fire·wise" program. Preplanning of 
tne community to include areas of refuge to assist in mitigating the egress problems 
of the project in a fire related emergency should also be addressed. 

In addition, while the Northstar Fire Department comments did refer to community 
wild fire protection planning (CWPP). there is no specificity as to the triggering and 
timing of such activities following potential approval of the EIR. CWPP is an 
essential component of development of residential facilities in wild-lands and 
effective community wild fire protection planning provides substantial environmental 
benefits in terms of fire protection, wild life habitat. water quality and other factors. 

Conversely, there are references to the use of homeowner dues for trail 
maintenance and recreation amenities. A holistic approach to the maintenance of 
fire safety levels within the project would be well served by an addition to the CCR'S 
proposed for the project to include required support for and certification 1,1nder the 
National Fire Protection Association's affillated "Fire-wise" program. As such 
Preplanning of the community to include areas of refuge to assist in mitigating the 
egress problems of the project in a fire relatec::l emergency remains unac::ldressed in 
the FEIR. 

3 i hese are reproduced a.s an attachment to this letter fo·r the reader's reference. 
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This is another fatal flaw in the current version of the FEIR since under CEQA a 
significant impact to the environment, such as flawed provisions to manage etcposed 
citizens in emergancies that have been demonstrated must be mitigated. 

5. ISO (insurance Services Office) Property Insurance Issues at Martis Valley West: 

Returning to the concept of a holistic treatment of the Martis Valley West residential 
project it is seemingly out of scope to consider issues effecting home-owners 
insurance availability. However, positions taken recently by insurance carriers for 
structures in areas near such the proposed for Martis Valley West project are 
relevant. For reference purposes, ISO determines the relevant protection class for 
a building [essentially fire insurance rating} on a parcei by parcel basis. Thus each 
building parcel in any project is treated individually. 

In the Martis Valley West project, all proposed parcels will be more than 5 miles 
from the nearest station. These will automatically be rated a "9" - a very low rating -
under ISO rules. A rating of "10" is the lowest possible rating! 

It doesn't matter how much a building is fire hardened, how much defensible space 
or water are available. As such, it will be very difficult for those homes to get 
1nsurance. 

This is consistent with large numbers of "tum downs" in the Lake Tahoe area of fire 
insurance applications and requests for renewals of insurance. Such practices are 
a reflection of conditions occurring on the ground historically. These tum-downs are 
not trivial or they are certainly related to anticipated tire performance of the 
residential proposal being reviewed here. 

Such turndowns also call into question the. sprawl potentially created by this 
development project, the need for better evacuation or shelter in place provisions at 
the proposed project reflect a lack of long term vision to harm to the environment if 
the project to go forward in its present form. 

In its current form as proposed and commented on in the FElR, the project as 
configured should be rejected. The FEIR identifies several significant negative. 
impacts of the development, Without offering adequate mitigation measures to 
address the damage these issues will cause to the environment. 

We strongly recommend that the county return the project application in its current form to 
protect the public. 

Joseph B. Zicherman, Ph.D.; SFPE Scott Alber, PE, MIFireE 

Scott 71.(6er (JZ) 

ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS: Comment Ieite~ NorthStar FD, NTfD 
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EX . f 
Ascent Envlronmenl~l Appruadllo !lie £m•ltonmontal Analrsls J 

~ .. brl'-~4 ·tumt~lattit ,,o}e€ -- l 
Project Name Location Description 

Residential Units andjor 
Pro jed Staltis 

Non-Residential Area 

Verizon Wireless Martis Valley off of SR 267; Assessors Proposed 1vfre1ess. facility with a 115-foot-tall rnonopine tower, - Applicallon submitted In May2015. 
Brookway Summ~ Cell Parcel Number 110-060{)62; on Siena 12 by 12-footsheller, and 50kilowartpropanegenerator 
Tower Pacific Industries property; on thi! West wMin a 30 by 40-foot tease area 

Parcel of the proposed MVWPSP 

Brockway campground Martis Valley off or S.R 267 between the Approximatetj 550 campsnes composed of a mix of tent sites, Up to 552 campsites Applicalkln submitted Juty 2015. 
Town of Truckee an(! the north ShOre of camper sHes, and eco-shetters wiU\ accessory racilitJes and 
Lake Tahoe; 104 acres within the Lake amenities 
Tahoe Basin, directly adjacent to tM 
proposed MVWPSP area 

ca!Peco 625 and 650 24.1 miles of power line from the Town Upgrade of caiPeco's eKisting 625 and 650 electJical power - Final EIS/EIS/EIR released in September 2014; 
Electrical Line Upgrade of Truckee to Kings Beach, and from lines and associated substations document certificallon and project approval in Apnl 

Kings Beach to Tahoe City 2015. 

Placer County Tahoe That portfon of Placer Countywilhrn the Placer County-Initiated update to its land use regulations that - Am Plan develOpment undel\la'j; Alea Plan 
Basin Area Plan Lake Tahoe Basin and under the apPly in the lake TaMe Basin; would update the exisllng submitted to TRPA;scoptng forEIR/EIS anticipated 

jurisd~tion ofTRPA community plans, general plans, plan area statements (PASs). in June 2015. 
maps, and ordinances in the project area; would implement 
the 2012 Regional Plan and conform to U1e TRPA/Tahoe 
MetroPQfitan Planning Organization (lMPO) Regional 
Transportation PlaO/SustaTnable Commwlities Slfategy; no 
changes to regulations, policies, or standards in Plan Area 

~ Statements 013 (Watson Creek), 015 (North Star}. or 019 
(MartiS Peak). ' ' 

1\ 
Truckee Raityard Master Eastern end of histone downtown Mixed commercial and residential development; Tncii.Jdes - ~er Plan adopted In 2009; preliminary 
Plan Truckee Trout Creek Disl!ict (6 acres of plin1arily mixed housing). ap ita lions subniitled October 2014: current 

l~ustrial Her~ta~e District(8.5 acres of orr~, reside_ntiaJ, ar( 'lication under re'view. 
miXed use bUildings), and Downtown Extensron DISI!ict (12 
acres o( commercial developmenQ. -......... / 

Pollard Station- A5enior 10335 01<1 Brockway Road, Truckee Age;eslfieted senior neighborhood: lodge and condominiums &>unit senior lodge and 40 Mitigated NegatiVe Declaration comment peOOd 
Neil1)lborhood (West of Pine Cone Road terminus. at (8-acres fn U1e H~ltop Master Plan area). two.!Jedroom condominium ended October 23, 2014; proj~t approl'al pending. 

Hilltop) units 

Joerger Ranch SpecifiC Intersection of SR 267, Brockway 70-(lcre mixed use planned community in¢luding lndustJial, 318 dwelling units Draft EIR avallabre September 2013; Planning 
Plan Road, and Soanng Wf1/, Truckee office space. pubOc facility, transportation, and apartment COmmission recommended approval; EIR 

uses. certification and appiovall)y Town Council pend log. 

Pla11er Covnty 
Ma!l.isYalley 1\'~sl PArcel S\)eciflc Plan 1>111ft FIR 11-fi 
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1\ppsoacll to En>'lronrnental Analys1s 

- -- - - - - -- -

Project Name Location 

Canyon Springs West of Martis Peak Road and south of 
Subdivis!on Glenshire Drive, Tmckee 

Martis Camp 1200 Lodgetrail DriVe, Tnscllee, 0\ 

Martis Valley Trail Town of Tnsckee to Brockway Summit 

Middle Martis Creek 1:L.3-acre site on the north skte of SR 
WeUands Restoration 267 in Martis Valley 
Project 

~ 
Northstar Mountain 5001 Northstar Driv~ Truckee 
MasterPlan 

Northstar forest fb'er 5001 Northstar DriVe, Truckee 

~ NorttJSt.ar Highlands Northstar Olive, Truckee 
Phase II 

Northstar at Tahoe S~i Norths!ar Ski Resort 
T l(lil Widening 

TriJcKee RIVer Corridor Ttuckee River Watershed, Placer and 
Access Plan Nevada counties 

4-6 

Ascent fnvhonrttantr.l 

I 

Description Residential Unlls and/ or 
Project Status Non-ResldenUal Area 

Clustered residential development that includes single family 177 single.faml~ lotsand8 R~rc1slated Draft EIR comment period ended 
and affordable housing/multifamily units, and open space. affordable hotsslog lots, 204 No~ember 20, 2014; EIR certifiCation and project 
Access Js p10posed off of Martis Peak Roo<l wilh a gated total units; 171 acres of approval pending. 
emergency access off of Edlnburf,h DriVe. open space 

A Pfivate golf and ski club community of upscale second 6631ots (between 2.5 and Opened in 2006: P<1rtially bUJHoul 
homes. 0.5 acres) on 0\ler 2,000 

acres 

The project is a pave<l, multkJSe recreational trail extellding - CEQA environ~wntal review rompleted 1n 2012; 
Is om lhe souU1ern limitS of llle Toll'n of Truckee at llle project approved; multi·jear COflSIJtll':lion began with 
Nevada/Placer County line eastward to the ridge line defining U1e initial phase in lafl2014. 
the lake Tahoe Basirl. A 5.4-mlle section will run along SR 
267 between Truckee and Northstar, 

llle project lnciU<Ies lhe restoration of histor.c wetlands oo U1e - Application complete. CEQA Initial StUlly checkfist 
north skle of SR 267. The 1estora1ion proposal involves preparation underway. 
diverting peak rtows a tan existing culvert to resolve existing 
Ooodlng. erosion, and headcultlng problems along the creel~. 
The propose I is e~pected to enhance up to 60 acres of 
weuands in the area. 

Mountain Master Plan ror Ute existing ski resorta~a. Various - Final EIR 1eleased Jtrne 9, 2014; document 
additiOns and changes to ski lifts. snowmalling. tnlils, bri<Jges. certification/project approval pending outrome or 
access, ropes course, bike llails, and oampsltes. lhe Northstar Basin Retrofit Pro,'ect 
ConSIJisction and operation of an al~weather toboggarrstyle MND released Ap!i124, 2013i ~oject on hold 
downhill coaster at Northstar. pendfng outcome of tile Nort11slar Basin Reltoflt 

/' 

~---... 
l ~ro)ecL 

Modifications to lhe original subdivision approval, red~~ 
U1e dev~lopment area and number of housing units lom 57G 
uofts to 446 units). ! 

" The project lnciU<Ies widaniog e;~.isling ski trails and ~ 
associated snowmaking hydrant relocation. 

Contimscus and coordinated system or prewrved Iantis and 
habitat. wilh a connecting corr~lor of walking. ill-line skating. 
equestrilm. bicycle trails, an<f angling and boaUog access from 
lake Tahoe to the Martis Valley. 

44G un:ts. inchJding 
town homes, sillgle fan1i~ 

lois, condominiums, and 
4,000 square feet of 
commercial space 

- / 
-

11~~""""""'""ro""""' e first three phases unde~vay. Project has until 
to complete consttuction. 

Environmental review comPlete; grading permit 
pending. 

Environ menial document to be prepared. 

PI.Jcertounly 
MMis V<>liey West Parcfl StleclfrcPiao Droll Wl 
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Ascenl Envlronmtllllal Appro~clt lo th• f.nl'ironmcnlal Arzalysis 

O.Dm'ulatlye ProJPlt li!&t 
' 

Project Name Ulcation Description Residential Unltsandfor 
Proje<lt Status Non·ResidenUal Area 

Calttans Hi~hWay SR 267 between Placer County lfne Planned lmPJovements (those included In a long-<erm plan - PerioditronslrucUon between2015 and 2025. 
Improvement Projects f1ndSR28 that can be funded) and Programmed lmpmvements (those 

inclu(led in a near-term programmi~g document that identifies 
funcl:ngamounts by year) In the 2012 Transportation Corridor 
Concept Report for SR 267 Include: widening to four lanes 
between lhe Placer County line and Nortllstar Drive, 
rellabffita~ng pavement and widening shoulders he tween 
Placer County line and Brockway Summi~ plant est.ablishment 
and protection lrom Norlhstar DriVe to SR 28. and a Class II 
bicycle lane rrom Brockway summit to SR 28. 

Village at Squaw Valley Western end or Olympic Valley at base Establishes the guiding principles for C0011)1ehensive Up to 1493 bedrooms In Draft EIR released tor public revieW May 2015. 
Specific Plan of Squaw Valley Ski Area development of apJifOXimately 100 acres of the previously 850 units, approximately 

developed SquaW Valley Otjmpic Village. 297,700 square feet of 
rommercial, 90,000 
square-foot Mountain 
Adventure Camp 

Squaw Valley Ranch 1525 Sqvaw YaWey Road, Olympic llJe ptoject includes a major subdivision to{!evelop eig!lt 8 residences Miligated Negative oetlaralion prepared; public 
Estates Valley singJeofamily residential lois with associated open space, rommenl period closed on Janual)' 2 .• 2015; 

access road and wlitieson a 3.9-acre property, Planning Commission Ilea ring to conskler project 
apprvval to be schilduled. 

Plurnp.Jack Squaw Valley 1920 Squaw Valley Road. Olympic The project would repjace the exls\lng inn with a new hotel, 60 hotel rooms and 24 NOP released in June 2015. 
Inn Valley residential buildings, underground parking, and an outdoor residences to replace 61 

~cUI'ity area on a 3.15-acre property. e.-<isting hotel rooms 

Alpine Sierra SubdiVision Terminus oF Alpine Meadows Road The project ioollldes a 44-acra planned development to - 4 7 resiliences Application oomplete; sroping period ended May 9, 
near Alpine Meado11$ Ski Resort include single-family lots and rommonly held parcels. 2014; EIR preparation undenvay. 

Homewood Mountain 5145 Westlak(l Boulevard. Homewood The projectinctudes redevelopment of the ski area to inclUde 7 5 hotel rooms EIR/EIS certified and J)loject approved in December 
Resor1 Ski Area Master mixed-oses at the North Base area, residential uses at the 35 hotel resktences 2011 following leg~ I challenge, a scaled down 
Plan SOulh Base area, a lodge atlhe Mid-Mountain Base area. 138 condominiums version of the original ptopooal was produced; 

retail space, and other ski area improvements and aoces501Y 48chalets phased project oonsuuctlon oould begin in 2015 or 
uses. 16townhornes 2016 af1{1 extend through2022. 

13 apartments (II'Otkforce 
hotrSing) 

SR 89/fanny Bridge SR89 andSR 28atthe TmckeeRiver Construction of a new bridge over the Truckee River, repair or - ElR/EIS/Environmental Assessment oornplet~r. 
Comn1unity Revitalization Crossing. Tahoe City replacement of Fanny Bridge, and l'artous otller environmental document certified and ptoject 
Project imp10vements proposed to reneve traffic oongestion during approved by Tahoe Transpol\aoon Dlsltict in April 

peak periods. 2015 and by TRPA in May 2015. 

Placer County 
Martis Volley iVeslPilrC1ll SpooificPian Dran f. Ill 4·7 
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/lpproaLil lo EllVironmental Analysis 

-· -- - · 

Project Name Location 

Dollar Creek Shared-Use Between til& existing tran at Dollar I-IIII 
Trail and the Cedar Flats neighborhood on 

the North Shore 

carnelian Fuels National Forest System (NFS) lands on 
ReduoUon and Healthy \he North Shore, including areas 
forest Restoration adjacent to Cedar Aa~ Carnellan Bay, 

Tahoe Vista, and Kings Beach 

l<lngs Beach Commercial SR 28 commercial corridi>I,Kings 
Core Improvement Beach 
Project 

Rainbow Parking lot 8334 Rainbow Avenue, Kings Beac!1 

West End Parking Lot 8200 to 8230 Rainbow Avenu~.ll ings 
B_each 

,)( 
BQutderBay Crystal Bay, Nevada 

Incline Fuels Reduction Most National Forest S)'Sienl(NFS) 
and Healthy Forest lands adjacent to lncffne vmage, 
Restoration Nevada 

lake Tahoe Passenger Cross-lake ferry service with a South 
Ferry Project Shore Ferq Terminal at Ski Run Marina 

In South Lake Tahoe and a North Shore 
Ferry Terminal at eiU1er the Tahoe City 
Malina or U1e UghUtouse Mall Pier. 

Sou reo: Compiled by Ascenl fllvlronmc ntal20 l5 

4-8 

Description Residential Units andfor 
Non·ResldenUaiArea 

2.2 mile long shared-use !Jail. -

lhe project invoi'ros rorest thinning using mechanica~ h,and, -
and prescribed burning treatments to reduce U1e risK of 
severe wildfire, imp10ve rorest health, and pro'lkle defensible 
space to neighboring communities. The project ln<:ludes 
treatments on 3,297 aetes of land, 

Project involves redu~ing SR 28 in l(ings Bei!Ch from a 4-lane -
highway to a ~lane hig/li'IQY with a roundabotiL Project is a 
S~ 28 beavtifrcatioO project, and inCilldesOff·highway and 
water quality Improvement components. 

The project 1ncllKies an 18-space puhnc Jlo;lrktng Jot olf of -
Rainbow Drive to support U1e llings BeaCh Commercial Core 
Improvement PfO)ecL 

The p~oject would include constn1c1ion of a 29-space public -
pa~king lot to support the J<ings Beach Commercial Core .---..... Improvement Projecl 

RedeVelopment of Tahoe Biltmore on Not1J1 Shore. Project / -
incflldes a rour·story, 275-room hotel wi~1 a 10,000 square· 

( foot casino. Implementation of the project would reduce the 
total commercial noor area at the slle from approximately 

/ 56,000 to 21,000 square reel 

Mechanical, hand, and prescribed burning treatments. Tree ~ 
thinnin& biomass removal, prescribed burning, Chipping, and 
mastication. 

Year .found waterborne llansit between north alld souU1 -
shores of l al<e Tahoe. 

ilsccnt Envrronmenlal 

ProjectS talus 

Environ met~ tal review complete; project approved; 
cons~uc~on e.xpected to ocelli between 2015 and 
2016. 

Decisloo oollce signed on Augusl20, 2012; 
implementation began in 2014 and Will lle 
completed within 7 to10 years, depending on 
run ding and contractor availability. 

Environmental review complete: project aPIJ(oved. 
Phased project construction l>egan in 2013, \'6th 
ongoing consllt!Ction activities during Ute 
approp~iale season through atleast2016. 

Mitigated Negatfve DeclaratiDn complete 

Project appltcation in review 

~~ronmental review complete; !(Oject was 
l;t:oved ooApril 27, 2010. The applicant has 

red financin& but the construction start date is 
unknown. 

Oelilsion no tiel; signed on februal}' 15, 2013. 
Implementation began in 20H and is expected to 
lle completed within 10years, depending on 
funding and contcactoravallabiflly. 

NOP/NOI released In November2013; Draft 
EIS/EIR/EIS in p~eparation. 

Placer County 
M;1~is V~lley West P•liCEI Sp~ciOe Plan Or~n EIR 

I 
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NORTHSTAR HIGHLANDS 

http:ljwww .placer.c<l .gol/ I upload/bas/ cob/ documpnts/sumarchv /2011Arch ive/11082~A/bosd 11082 3 
14e pl53 pl56.pdf 

August 23, 2011 

The Northstar Highlands II project was approved to create 17 large Lots on 64.7 acres. Within the 17 

large Lots, the approval included creation of 576 residential units (22 town homes and 554 
condominiums) and up to 200 commercial condominiums, including 4000 square feet of commercial 

floor space, and up to 32 employee housing units. This Northstar Highlands II, Phase 1 map {Home Run 

Townhomes) will create 16 "town home" lots, one common area lot within Large lot lOB, and a 
remainder_ 

( a total of 824 units) 

Highlands Ill 

ht tps.//www .placer.ca .gov I upload/bos/cob/doc.umen ts/suma rchv /121211A/bosdl2121117 dp289 p292. 

ru!t 

25 lots 

From: Paul Thompson <PKThornps@placer.ca.gov> 
To: Ellie <tahoellie@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28. 2015 1:38 PM 
Subject: FW: Northstar Highlands info 

Hi Ellie- The original conditions of approval indicate 1,450 unit-s. 

Paul 

From: Ellie [.mu.II tQ'fll\loclhcri'llwlhoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 20\5 2:25PM 
To: Paul Thompson 
Subject: Northstar Highlands info 

lli Paul, 
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PF13 
Ann Nichols 
North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 
June 2, 2016 

 

PF13-1 The comment provides background information on the North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 
and explains that it developed a website and circulated petitions. The comment states that 
the comments in this letter do not supersede previous comments submitted. Please see the 
Final EIR for responses to comments submitted on the Draft EIR. Responses to the 
comments in this letter are provided below, see responses to comments PF13-2 through PF 
13-11. 

PF13-2 The comment states that the EIR should be revised and recirculated and summarizes issues 
presented in the letter. Consistent with the discussion provided in Master Response 1 in the 
Final EIR, the responses to comments provide the following information:  

 First, the responses address the environmental concerns raised by the comments, and 
describe how they are addressed in the Draft EIR;  

 They provide corrections to the Draft EIR text, where such corrections are warranted, as 
reflected in Chapter 2 of this document;  
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 They expand on or provide minor clarifications to information already included in the 
Draft EIR in those instances where comments question this information;  

 They result in refinements to mitigation measures that may more effectively reduce 
already identified significant environmental impacts of the project;  

 They address recommendations for alternatives to the project, including whether these 
recommendations are already included in the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR;  

 They address other information that has arisen since release of the Draft EIR, including 
modifications to the proposed project and the information in the Supreme Court rulings 
on CEQA issues that were published after the Draft EIR was released.  

However, none of the conditions warranting recirculation of a Draft EIR, as specified in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5, has occurred. As demonstrated in the responses to comments 
and the addition of clarifying information, no new significant impacts would result; there is no 
increase in the severity of a significant impact identified in the Draft EIR, following mitigation; 
no feasible alternatives have been recommended that would avoid a significant impact that 
the applicant has declined to adopt; and as to adequacy, the County believes the Draft EIR is 
complete and fully compliant with CEQA.  

PF13-3 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR did not adequately describe the local and regional 
context of the project because there was not a 3D terrain analysis of the site. Please refer to 
response to comment IO31-22. As described on page 9-30 of the Draft EIR: “Three 
dimensional models of the topography were created based on engineering surveys of the 
development area, and 3D models of existing trees were created from aerial photo data”. 

As discussed in Master Response 4 in the Final EIR, the Draft EIR incorporated a systematic 
multi-step process to evaluate the visibility of the project site from surrounding areas within 
and outside of the Tahoe Basin. The methodology assessed the site’s visibility through 1) a 
topographic modeling analysis, 2) site visits to viewpoints, and 3) the preparation of visual 
profiles. This effort identified a series of key observation points, or viewpoints that had the 
greatest potential to be adversely impacted by the project. 

Visual simulations were prepared to assist the evaluation of visual impacts from each of 
these key observation points. The simulations were based on the project and project 
development boundaries as proposed in the current Specific Plan and conservatively 
represented the tree removal, building height, and light sources that could result from the 
project. Thus, the visual assessment methodology used for the Draft EIR is rigorous, state-of-
the-art, and provided an appropriate basis for the visual assessment. 

The comment also asserts that the project is not near existing development and raises 
concerns regarding infrastructure and disturbance related to the project. As addressed in 
response to comment IO31-5 in the Final EIR, the project location and distances to other 
existing development are illustrated and described in Exhibits 3-1 through 3-1 and 3-12 
through 3-14 of Chapter 3, “Project Description,” in the Draft EIR. Distances to other 
development and infrastructure are accurately described in the Draft EIR. The EIR analyzes 
and discloses potential impacts in varying geographic contexts, as appropriate for each 
technical issue. 

PF13-4 Please see response to comment PF14-7 regarding the viability of commercial development. 

PF13-5 The comment suggests that the project is inconsistent with TRPA regional goals to limit VMT 
in the Tahoe Basin. In response to concerns related to Tahoe Basin impacts and the 
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origin/destination of vehicle trips, see Master Response 6 regarding VMT as well the 
discussion under the heading “TRPA Thresholds” in Master Response 2 of the Final EIR. 

PF13-6 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate the project’s 
impact on biological resources. The comment is similar to and repeats a portion of comment 
IO31-18 on the Draft EIR. Please see response to comment IO31-18, IO31-13, and IO31-20, 
and Master Response 3, in the Final EIR. These responses apply to comment PF13-6. 

PF13-7 The comment states that the EIR fails to adequately analyze or mitigate visual impacts, 
including cumulative effects. This is incorrect. As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR analyzes 
scenic effects of the project, and the project contribution to cumulative changes in views and 
visual quality in Impacts 9-6 through 9-9.  The impacts identify cumulative projects in the 
same viewsheds as the proposed MVWPSP and describe how those projects would alter 
views.  The EIR then discusses how the MVWPSP would contribute to the alteration of views 
in the cumulative context.  This analytical narrative provides adequate evaluation of the 
project contribution to cumulative effects. Photosimulations are used in the analysis to 
illustrate visual changes from existing conditions.  

The text quoted from the Draft EIR stating that “No structures would be visible from Lake 
Tahoe…” is taken from page 9-37 of the Draft EIR and specifically addresses the 
photosimulations that were prepared from 300 feet and ¼ quarter mile off shore of 
Carnelian Bay.  As discussed in response to comment I018-52 in the Final EIR, the MVWPSP 
site is visible from the Tahoe Basin, but only at long distances. 

The drone photography (which was provided by the commenter, and was not prepared by the 
County, applicant, or their consultants) is an interesting exercise and helps demonstrate the 
difference between having a straight sightline to an object and being able to visually discern 
it. There is a straight sightline from the highest point of the MVWPSP site to points on the far 
end of the lake providing a view of the far end of the lake from this highest point. The lake is 
22 miles long by 12 miles across. Since the drone photo shows the far end of the lake, it 
could be deduced that this is the distance from which one would have a direct sightline to 
the highest point of the MVWPSP site. Unlike the lake, project structures would be earth-tone 
colors, constructed of non-reflective material, and shielded by existing trees. It is reasonable 
to assume that the portion of the structures to which one might have a direct sightline 
several miles away would not be discernable through a screen of trees. 

PF13-8 The comment states that the EIR fails to conduct an adequate impact analysis associated 
with the risk of wildfire and references attachments to the letter (Appendices I and H).  

The following text summarizes the comments provided in Appendix I and provides responses 
to those comments. Appendix H is a list of attachments, and therefore no response is 
necessary. 

1. Holistic nature of this process: 

Regarding a summary of the results of the EIR analysis, Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of 
the Draft EIR provides a summary of the proposed project, the alternatives, the impacts and 
areas of known controversy and issues to be resolved.  Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR 
summarizes all of the environmental impacts and mitigation measures, including cumulative 
impacts, identified in the Draft EIR.  Revisions to the Executive Summary are provided in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR. 

The comment suggests that assessing the project separately from Brockway Campground is 
not logical.  The Brockway Campground is a separate, proposed project and for which 
environmental review has not yet commenced. As shown in Table 4-2 of the Draft EIR, the 
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Brockway Campground was included in the analysis of cumulative impacts, including the 
analyses of traffic and wildfire-related impacts. For a detailed discussion of Brockway 
Campground and cumulative impacts, please see Master Response 2 in the Final EIR.   

The comment suggests that the comment letters submitted by state-level fire safety 
agencies, while well-intentioned, lack the specific content of the Northstar Fire Department 
and Northstar Fire Protection District. This observation is noted. The Northstar Community 
Services District/Northstar Fire Department (NCSD/NFD) would provide fire protection 
services to the MVWPSP, and as discussed in Impact 18-4 of the Draft EIR, the MVWPSP 
must comply with all ordinances, including those requiring fuel management.  The MVWPSP 
Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation Plan (EPEP) provides additional details about the 
defensible space and fuel maintenance measures that would be undertaken, and includes 
NCSD Ordinances 26-09 (Fuel Maintenance and Defensible Space) and 28-13 (Fire Code) as 
well as the CAL FIRE General Guidelines for Creating Defensible Space.   

2. Quality of report and data sources available for review. 

The comment criticizes the quality of the Final EIR, citing a typographical error, the 
commenter’s confusion about the role of Citygate Associates, and similarity to another 
environmental document. As indicated in the responses provided below, the comments to 
not provide evidence that the analysis provided in the Draft and Final EIR is inadequate. 

The comment states that Citygate is a consultant to the County.  This is incorrect. Rather, as 
stated on page 1 of its report, Citygate Associates was commissioned by the Northstar 
Community Services District, which includes the Northstar Fire District.   

The comment describes issues with regard to the timing of preparation of the Emergency 
Preparedness and Evacuation Plan, a memo by LSC (April 2016), and the Final EIR, the 
conclusions of each, and difficulty obtaining a copy of the LSC memo, but it is not clear to 
what the comment is suggesting or how it relates to conclusions about emergency 
evacuation. The Draft EIR includes a qualitative analysis of effects of the MVWPSP on 
emergency evacuation, and concludes that the MVWPSP would have a less-than-significant 
impact on emergency response and evacuation plans (Impact 18-3).  In response to 
comments on the Draft EIR, LSC prepared an analysis of the amount of time that would be 
required to evacuate MVWPSP residents and guests to the Tahoe-Truckee Airport, where they 
could safely stay until directed to the appropriate location.  That analysis did confirm the 
conclusions of the Draft EIR.  The analysis of evacuation time was conducted for both 
existing and cumulative conditions.  Regarding Brockway Campground, see Master Response 
2 of the Final EIR.   

The comment suggests that 1.5 hours is a long time in the face of a serious wind driven fire 
event, and suggests that multiple scenarios should have been evaluated.  The LSC memo 
analyzes the amount of time needed to evacuate the MVWPSP site on a peak summer day, 
when traffic levels on SR 267 would be high, and includes both existing and future conditions 
based on the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR.  The analysis focuses on the amount of time it 
would take for residents and guests to travel to the airport. The comment suggests that the 
analysis should assess the rate at which fires would advance, considering such variables as 
wind speeds, direction, humidity and fuel moisture content considerations, topography, time 
of day, and fuel loadings (including brush). Because of the number of variables involved in 
the behavior of any given fire event, the number of scenarios that could be defined would be 
so numerous that selection of any one or several would be speculative and not necessarily 
representative. The more tangible metric, and a reasonable indication of the effect of the 
project on emergency evacuation, is the time required for evacuation of the project itself, and 
the effect of the project on overall evacuation times, as described in the EIR.  
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The comment suggests that Synchro 8 is not well-suited to evacuation modeling and that 
Vissim probably would be the proper modeling tool.  As stated above, the LSC analysis 
focused on the amount of time needed to evacuate the MVWPSP under peak summer 
conditions. Vissim is appropriate for modeling complex traffic movements where they are 
affected by substantial pedestrian movements (such as closely spaced urban streets). 
However, at the key locations along the evacuation route analyzed between the project site 
and the airport area, pedestrian volumes are minimal, so this is not an issue. There is no 
reason to expect that VISSIM simulation would result in any substantial difference in the time 
required to evacuate the MVWPSP. 

Regarding the contribution of traffic on SR 267 from other communities, the analysis is 
based on a peak summer day under both existing and cumulative conditions. Therefore, 
traffic from other projects is included in the baseline.  The analysis is conservative, because 
it assumes 100% occupancy, which would occur seldom, if at all.  Note that in an evacuation, 
traffic from these other areas has access to routes other than SR 267.  For example, 
Northstar has an emergency access route through Martis Camp, so evacuees from Northstar 
would not necessarily use SR 267. 

The comment also identifies two specific situations that might happen—a family van towing a 
boat trailer that tips over and blocks the evacuation route, and someone at the end of a 
queue responding to embers and smoke drifting across the road.  These are speculative 
situations, one of a myriad that cannot meaningfully be incorporated into the quantitative 
analysis of time needed to evacuate the MVWPSP site. 

3. Access Issues 

Regarding congestion on SR 267 and the evaluation of evacuation times, please see 
responses to comments raised in Item #2, above. 

Regarding the cost of improvements to SR 267, the State of California has identified $25 
million toward improvements on SR 267 (to Brockway Summit), and the County has collected 
approximately $19.4 million, so nearly $45 million has been collected.1  The MVWPSP would 
contribute additional funds toward these improvements through payment of County traffic 
fees.  Because the timing of improvements is not known, the Draft EIR concludes that 
impacts on SR 267 would be significant and unavoidable (that is, mitigation could reduce the 
impacts, but there is uncertainty about when or if the improvements would be constructed).  
Nonetheless, given that the improvements are shown on both State and County 
programming lists and that the County is collecting fees toward the improvements, it is 
reasonable to assume that the improvements will occur at some time in the future, pending 
environmental review and approval. 

Regarding the Fibreboard Freeway as a second emergency access route, see Master 
Response 2 in the Final EIR. 

Regarding a provision of shelter in place, as a last resort, the EPEP requires that an HOA 
amenity be designed and constructed to serve as a shelter-in-place location, and that it be 
open to the public, not just owners, as an area of refuge (EPEP, page 4-8). 

Regarding fuels management and defensible space, please see above, and Section 4.4 and 
Appendix A of the EPEP.  For responses to the NCSD/NFD comment letter on the Draft EIR, 
please see Responses to Comment Letter LA2 in the Final EIR.  That comment letter does not 
refer to “community wild fire protection planning (CWPP), so it is not clear what the triggers 

1  Rich Moorehead, Engineering Manager, Placer County Public Works and Facilities, Engineering Division, July 7, 2016, statement to Placer County 
Planning Commission (page 14 of transcript). 
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and timing of activities related to a CWPP would be, and the BEAR comment does not provide 
any specific information that would allow further response.   

Regarding fees for trail maintenance and recreation activities, the comment does not 
indicate how these are tied to fire safety.  The suggestion that the CC&Rs include support for 
and certification under the National Fire Protection Association’s “Firewise” program is 
noted.  The Firewise Communities USA/Recognition Program provides recognition for 
communities that obtain a wildlife risk assessment from the state forestry agency or fire 
department, form a board or committee and create an action plan based on the assessment, 
conduct a Firewise Day event, invest a minimum of $2 per capita in local Firewise actions per 
year and submit an application to the state Firewise liaison.2  The activities that would be 
associated with the Firewise recognition would be similar to those activities already under 
the purview of the NCSD/NFD (such as providing evaluations of fire risk and recommending 
fire prevention measures3) and/or required by the fuel maintenance and defensible space 
ordinances and/or EPEP (e.g., use of Firewise construction materials, thinned vegetation4).  
Because mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR and existing ordinances and 
regulations would reduce impacts related to fire safety to a less-than-significant level, 
additional measures such as obtaining Firewise recognition would not be required. However, 
the MVWPSP Homeowners Association could elect to pursue such recognition. 

5. ISO (Insurance Services Office) Property Insurance Issues at Martis Valley West. 

The comment states that all MVWPSP parcels will be more than 5 miles from the nearest fire 
station, and would therefore automatically be rated “9” under ISO rules.  This is incorrect. 
The entire MVWPSP is within 5 miles of a fire station and several large portions of the plan 
area are within 5 miles of two stations (see Figure 5-6 of the MVWPSP). Therefore, the 
contention that the ISO rating for project development would automatically be “9” is 
inaccurate. 

The comment also states that it will be difficult for MVWPSP homes to obtain insurance 
regardless of defensible space, building fire hardening and/or the availability of water and 
refers to applications in the Lake Tahoe area that have not been able to renew insurance.  
The comment does not indicate why policies are not being renewed, so it is not clear that the 
MVWPSP homeowners would be similarly affected.   

PF13-9 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR’s analysis of alternatives is inadequate. See Master 
Response 10 regarding the alternatives analysis, which explains that the Draft EIR “permits a 
reasoned choice” by evaluating a range of alternatives that includes alternatives that range 
from no development to maximum development allowed under the Martis Valley Community 
Plan; alternatives to reduce impacts on key resources; alternatives that reduce all impacts, 
and alternative land use types and alternative locations. Regarding concern that the EIR did 
not consider a higher density clustered development alternative, please see Alternative 4 in 
the Draft EIR, which evaluated a reduced footprint hotel alternative on the West Parcel. 
Alternative 4 reduces the area zoned for development and has a higher density of units in a 
hotel. The EIR is adequate and meets CEQA requirements for development and evaluation of 
alternatives.  

PF13-10 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate cumulative impacts and 
claims that the EIR deferred cumulative analysis. The EIR did not defer cumulative analyses. 
The comment selectively quotes Cumulative Impact 5-6, which addresses the cumulative 

2 National Fire Prevention Association, A User Reference Guide to the Firewise Communities/USA Recognition Program, page 4.  
3 National Fire Prevention Association, A User Reference Guide to the Firewise Communities/USA Recognition Program, page 12.  
4 National Fire Prevention Association, A User Reference Guide to the Firewise Communities/USA Recognition Program, page 13.  
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alteration of present or planned land uses and cumulative conflict with relevant plans, 
policies, designations, or zoning. The full discussion of this cumulative impact, on page 5-29 
of the Draft EIR, thoroughly describes the project contribution to the cumulative condition 
and determines based on the full discussion that there would be no cumulative impact 
related to land use conflicts. 

The comment also provides a list of edits to the related cumulative projects in Table 4-2 of 
the Draft EIR. The approach to the cumulative impact analysis is described in Section 4.2 of 
the Draft EIR, explaining that probable future projects considered in the cumulative analysis 
are in the project vicinity and have the possibility of interacting with the MVWPSP to generate 
a cumulative impact (Table 4-2). The list of projects is based on the best available 
information from the applicable agencies at the time of preparation of the Draft EIR in 2015. 
All the project-specific details of each project in Table 4-2 are not listed; rather summaries of 
each project are provided to aid in understanding of the type/intent of the cumulative 
projects. The assumptions related to the cumulative projects used in the EIR analysis are 
accurate. The projects listed in Table 4-2 were considered in the development and analysis 
of the cumulative settings and impacts for most resource topics within the geographic scope 
of each resource topic (as listed in Table 4-1 of the Draft EIR). In addition, certain resources 
use a “plan” approach (air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and transportation) rather 
than a “list” approach to identify the cumulative setting. Past and present projects in the 
vicinity were also considered as part of the cumulative setting, as they contribute to the 
existing conditions upon which the MVWPSP and probable future projects’ environmental 
effects are compared. The cumulative impact analyses in each resource chapter of the EIR 
fully evaluate cumulative conditions and the project’s contributions to the cumulative 
impacts.  

PF13-11 The comment requests recirculation of the EIR. See response to comment PF13-2, above, 
and Master Response 1 of the Final EIR. 

 

242



 

CCEC 
California Clean Energy Committee 

North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 
P.O. Box 4 
Crystal Bay, Nv. 89402 
775-831-0625 
www.ntpac.com california Oean Energy Committee I 3502 Tanager Avenue, Davis, CA 95616· 7531 

Voice: 530·756-6141 1 Facsimile: 530·756·5930 

httn:t!wy.Jw.c;~lifomiaciP.nnenerov.oro/ 
•Helping preserve the natural beauty and rural character of North Lake Tahoe• 

June 3, 2016 

Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
Environmental Coordination Services 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, California 95603 

Re: Comments on Final Environmental Impact Report 
Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Project 
State Clearinghouse No. 2014032087 

Placer County Community Development Resource Agency: 

This letter will constitute comments by the California Clean Energy Committee and the 
North Tahoe Preservation Alliance on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Clean Energy Committee previously submitted 
comments on the draft EIRas part of the North Tahoe Preservation Alliance (NTPA) 
letter of December 21,2015. The defects in the EIR have not been corrected. 

The Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan (MVWPSP or project) would specify new land 
use controls for 7,428 acres of coniferous forest land located north of Lake Tahoe on both 
sides of SR 267. The proposed specific plan would convert 662 of forest land on the 
southwest side of SR 267 adjacent to the Northstar Resort to sprawl residential develop
ment by rezoning the land from Timberland Production Zone (TPZ) to Residential. 

The California Clean Energy Committee is a California non-profit corporation located in 
Davis, California, which advocates on behalf of the general public in California for energy 
conservation, greenhouse gas reduction, sustainable transportation, the development of 
clean-energy resources, and related environmental issues. The Clean Energy Committee 
actively supports the application of the California Environmental Quality Act ( CEQA) to 
energy conservation and related environmental impacts. Since 2008 the Committee has 
supported communities across California protecting and conserving valuable environ
mental resources. 

Over thirty (30) individuals in the North Shore area have joined the Committee's request 
that Placer County require robust energy conservation, forest resource protection, and 

PF14-1 
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environm ental stewards hip in the Martis Valley\1\Test Parcel Specific Plan. The Commit
lee do~s nol supporllhe project because it consists of sprawl development. Copies of the 
petitions arc enclosed. 

The North Tahoe Preservation Alliance (NTPA) is Nevada non-profit corporation formed 
in 2008 to ensure that North Lake Tahoe retains its natural beauty and eosy-going, life
style. l'ls Board of Directors is comprised ollong-lime T<1hoc residents and properly own
e rs. NTPA was originally formed to analy:.-;e a new 850,000 square fool d~velopmenl on 
North Sta.teline named Boulder Bay. When t he .Martis Valley West Project came up in 
2013, NTPA developed Lhe web-site: www.savetahoeforesls.com and laler began two 
petitions: (1) "Tahoe Regional Planning Agency: Establish Enforceable Ridgeline protec
tions in Tahoe Area;' which garnered L559 supporl and (2) "Placer County Board of Su
pervisors: Remove Tahoe Basin Portion of Martis Valley West Project," which received 
3327 supporte rs. 

All notices regarding this project should be sent to 3502 Tanager Avenue, Davis, C',a lifor
nia 95616-7531 and to North Tahoe Preservation Alliance, P.O. Box 4, Crystal Bay, NV 
89402. Please feel free to contact the undernigned for additional infmmation. 

!.\.ccompanying this letter there is a USB drive containing electronic copies of the docu
ments listed in the appendix to this letter in pdfformat. Please contact us if you have any 
difficulty displaying the documents. 

As has been pointed out in multiple comments on 'the draft EIR, there are a number of 
areas where the environmental impacts s hould be more carefully evaluated and where 
feasible mitigation measures should be adopted. The EIRshould be revised and recircu
lated. 

I. GHG Mitigation 

Recently, scientists have concluded that sea levels could rise nearly twice as much as 
previously predicted by the end of this century if carbon dioxide emissions continue una
bated. Such an outcome would devastate coastal communities in California and around 
the globe. Recent reports show that cordi reefs, which are cruci<~l incubators for the 
ocean's ecosystem, have been subjected to severe l1leacbing compounded by climate 
change. This year the U.S. EPA has released reports documenting the compelling public. 
hea lth case for action to limit climate change. In March, the Interior Department con
cluded in a public reporllhal dimate change will hasten existing waler supply oom.:crns in 
the Weste rn United States. Atmospheric temperatu res continue to increase unabated. 

With respect to the MVWPSP, the County has concluded that the project vmuld have a 
significant and unavoidable impacl on climate change. Table 12 - 2 of Lhe final F.IR esti
mated that at full build out annual GHG emissions resulting from project operation 

PF14·1 
cont. 
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would be 35,86,') metric tons (MT). Those emissions can be graphically illustrated as 
follows--

Operational GHG Emissions at Full Build-Out 

The county reached the erroneous conclusion lhat achievement of future GHG eflidency 
slt:t ndt~rds is lt:trgely dependent on regulatory controls t:tpplied to all sectors of Lhe Califor
nia economy and that it would not be possible to mitigate the GHG impacts of the project. 
However, local governments are ideally positioned for fighting global climate change. 
Major smtrccs of GHG emissions such as transportation and building emissions are sig
nificantly influenced by local government decisions. The county must identify feasible 
mitigation for t.hc GHG impacts of the projecl. 

The final EIR sets forth Mitigation Measure 12-2 which would apply only if a new GHG 
target or program is adopted by legislative or <.~dministrative <1dion. If such l:l target or 
plan were established, applicants for subdivisions within the project area would be re
quired to demonstrate that the proposed subdivision is consistent wilh the adopted target 
or plan. If the subdivision did not meet the target, then mitigation measures are to be 
incorporated into the project to reduce GIIG emissions. 

MM 12-2 docs not constitute sufficient mitigation for GHG impacts. The formulation of 
mitigation measures should nol be deferred to a later dale. The County must adopt spe
cific and enforceable GHG mitigation. If the design of a specific measure is to be de-
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ferred, the County must identify a performance standard. MM-12 is speculative and 
unsupported. 

CCEC recommends that the GHG impacts be mitigated by requiring solar water heating PF14-2 

on homes built as part of Martis Valley West. Solar water heating systems save consum- cont. 

ers money and can offset up to So% of the energy used to heat water for single-family and 
multifamily homes. Solar water heating represents a significant untapped potential for 
natural gas savings in California. Installing solar water heaters on the 760 dwelling units 
planned for Martis Valley West would save approximately 577.6 metric tons of C02e 
annually. 

Project Annual GHG Savings from Solar Hot Water 

GHG Savings per Dwelling 0.76 

Proposed Dwellings 760 

Annual GHG Savings (MT C02e) 577.6 

CCEC recommends installing ground source heat pumps (GSHP) to mitigate climate 
impacts. GSHPs reduce the need for natural gas for space heating in the winter and re
duce the amount of electricity required for air conditioning in the summer. GSHPs can 
equipped with a "desuperheater" for heating do
mestic hot water to fmther reduce fossil fuel use. 
GSHPs can reduce energy consumption--and corre
sponding emissions--up to 44% compared with air
source heat pumps and up to 72% compared with 
electric resistance heating with standard air
conditioning equipment. 

CCEC recommends that GHG emissions resulting 
from solid waste disposal be mitigated by imple
menting a "green bag" or similar program for the 
project in conjunction with the popular green bag program operated by Tahoe Truckee 
Sierra Disposal (TTSD). TTSD is the waste hauler for the Town of Truckee and for the 
project site. According to the Town of Truckee, residents purchase special green bags for 
yard trimmings. Four green bags will be picked up for free with regular residential refuse 
and recycling service. Yard waste collected through the green bag program is sent to a 
biomass center to generate electricity or is chipped and resold as ground cover. This 
process reduces the amount of green waste that enters the landfill, reduces the amount of 
organic material decomposing anaerobically in the landfill, and reduces landfill gas emis
sions. Landfill gas contains high levels of methane which is a potent greenhouse gas. The 
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County should analyte and adopl miligaUon to fund TTSD Lo extend Lhe green bag service 
from Truckee to include the project site. Project residents could be charged for any addi
tional cost as part of their regular refuse service. 

CCEC recommends Lhal U1e County evaluate and adopt narrow streets and reduced park
ing for the project to mitigate GHG emissions from bolh construction and operation of 
the project. Energy-efficient street design reduces the amount of heat absorbed by streets 
which translates into cooler neighborhoods and 
less air conditioning use. Energy efficient 
streets are narrower and better shaded. Nar
rowing road widths reduces the energy required 
for building air conditioning and reduces the 
need lo demolish sequestered carbon. Narrower 
streets a lso calm traffic, reduce development 
costs, and maintain a human scale that encour
ages cycling and wallcing which furlher miUgates 
G IIG emissions. 

CCEC recommends upgrading building energy 
dc!:>igns beyond Title 24, Parl 6, requirements Lo 
miligdle GI IG impacts. Al1 buildings in lhe projecl should be designed to Energy Star 
standards or better to mitigate Gl lG emissions. Upgrading building insulation through
out the building envelope reduces lhc amow1l of energy rc>quired for building healing and 
cooling and U1ereby miligates GHG emissions and saves money. Homes should be ori
ented to the path of the Sw1 to reduce the energy required for heating and cooling, result
ing in lower energy bills and increased indoor comfort. Energy efficiency can be in
creased by requiring the use of energy-efficient I .ED lighting and day-lighting to bring 
sunlight inlo the building. A mmmissioning agency should be used lo ensw-e lhal the 
buildings achieve energy conservation requirements. 

GHG emissions should be mitigated by requiring the installation of solar PV on all build
ings as the project is built. Making buildings solar ready does not mitigate GI IG emis
sions. The additional cost of moving from solar ready to installing solar during the course 
of construction is not large and is cost effective. Buildings should be designed to optimize 
rooftop orientation and rooftop space available for solar PV con.sisLent vvilh anticipated 
building electric load and cosl-dfeclive design. The counly should evaluale and adopl 
renewable energy for the project as mitigation for the greenhouse gas impact.<;. 

CCEC recommends reducing GHG emissions further by building the project in a more 
t:ompad form so that fewer trees need lobe removed thereby reducing the amount of 
sequestered carbon that must be destroyed to develop the project and making the project 
more walkab1e to reduce reliance on automobiles. 
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GHG anissions from the project shOI,I!d further be reduced bypl.l{chasing foresttyoffsets 
or other types of carl>on offsets. W'nh resp.ect to for-ests, the Calliornia Air ,Resources 
Board h as adopted 2 Forest Protocol th:rt provides requirements and meth-:xls for quanti-
fying the net climate benefits of acthlies that sequester ciirbdn on imestland , P'F~-2 

CCEC h as also recommend to the County a number of measures to xeduce :he 'V1ihicle 
trips generated ITt the project O!!d the .,.bide miles tta~ed (VMI) in the Lake Tahoe 
Bum ... a ~JIW'd - hid> should a is'> be :u3opt...l..t« mitigat~ th .. G~_p:u:::ts <>fth~!!'""'· 
j ect, 

2, Tran·snortafion 

The transportation analysis a.ssumes that 6.6 acres ofthe overa11 si::e "ill he d .....Xed to 
bui!dmg 34,soo s quare feet of commercial uses. Based on that commercial dev;elopment, 
the coun t,y oc;ncludes that the-trips gen · 
erated from residential dwellings that 
accessroadvrays e>~remal to tl!ep~ 
site ..UI he reduced by 10percent . The 
iissumption is inaccurat~ th~project ~ 
largely second home residences that will 
often be vacant, and it knot pf sufficient 
size or at a suitable location to support 
.the lev.;! of commercial development 
projected. The development of commer · 
cial is unlikely to occur and would there · 
fore not s erve to rceduce transportat:Dn 
impacts. 

Fuxther, ifsj>me commercial were built, nothing ensures that th .. cype of=merP.,I by.~t 
would attract a significant number of trips or that n wouJdbave.any 1mpac: on r.-x!ent 
tra""l to Reno, Truckee, Kings !ieach, or Tahoe City for ordinary errands. The traffic 
impact analysis should be revised aCCO£dingly.. 

The E:IRshould evaluate the additiom! v~icle.miles traVl'lled (VMT) that will result from 
the gr.oject being p reponderantly.seoond homes . As b as already been pom:ed otit , second 
homes on thepro.)ed sitewill entail ronsidel:able traYel from distant locations including 
trips from the Bay Area, from Southern California, and form other states and-countries by 
.individu als wbo P>'lll secoJJd homes at Lake Tahoe. O 'i<Ilers of second homes at Lake 
Tahoe will be required to t ravel considerable distances to visit their home at Lake Tahoe: 
The additional long-distance travel is a potentially significant impact that m tist beer.~lu· 
a ted. 

-:ant. 
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CCEC recommends lha l Lhatthe County mitigate transportation and GHG impacls by 
providing signage on SR 267 and by funding marketing efforts to inform travelers that SR 
267 c01mects the area with Amtrak at the Truckee Depot and encow·aging travelers to use 
Amtrak to avoid taking their cars on vacation. Coupons or other discounts should be 
provided Lo Lravelers who use Amlrak. Lo reduce travel by car. 

CCEC recommends that the County mitigate transportation impacts by requiring that the 
project prepare and the county approve a transportation demand management (TDM) 
program that would reduce the cxpeded peak period motor vehicle trips by a relatively 
aggressive target number. 

The TOM program should be designed ·in coordination with Tahoe Area Regional Transit, 
the Trucke-e North Tahoe Transportation ManagemenLAssociation (TNT /TMA), and 
olher appropriale 
agencies. It 
should use zone of 
benefit Junding, 
developer fees and 
other appropriate 
mechanisms to 
fund lheTOM 
programs. It 
should provide for 
annual monitoring 
and contain en
forcement mecha
nisms or penalties 
U1al accrue if 
targets are not 
met. 

The TOM plan 
should include a 
package of mitigation measures funded by the project that reduce transportation and 
GI IG impacts by increasing lransit usage on SR 267 and on other roads served by TART. 
Il should indude increasing service frequency, redueing Lravel time, improving reliability, 
and modifying schedules to match service with demand. 

The TOM plan should be coordinated with Amtrak schedules and connecting transit 
roules as appropriate. The TDM plan should include discounled or free b:ansit passes for 
West Martis residents, employees of businesses along SR 267, guests, and others using SR 
267 such as Northstar patrons. The program should also include a "clean air cash" com
ponent where lhose choosing lo commule via TART would receive a cash payment as 
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appropriate. The plan should include programs for promoting sustainable transportation 
choices and reducing use of automobiles among people vacationing or recreating in the 
North Lake Tahoe/Truckee area including on-going marketing programs and signage as 
appropriate. The TOM plan should include funding for transit stop upgrades to encour
age travelers to use transit r·educing traffic, transp01tation infrastructme development 
costs, road maintenance costs, and GIIG impacts as appropriate. 

The specific plan provides that there 
will be a bus shelter located near the 
entrance to the project that will ac
commodate re,hriOnaltransit vehicles 
without extensive off-route travel. As 
designed the entrance area of the 
project where Lhe lransil slop would 
be located is separated from most of 
the project. The specific plan should 
encourage transit use and mitigate 
transportation impact<; by arrange
ments with the TNT /TNIA to fund a transit stop located in the project where it wouJd be 
most convenient for resident.<;, guests, and employees and would maximize ridership. The 
possibility of a shuttle being implemented after 340 homes have been built as discussed 
in the specific plan would not provide service beyond the project area and would not be 
enforceable as there are no provisions assigning responsibility for implementation, fund
ing or management of the shuttle. 

CCEC recommends mitigating transportation and GIIG impacts by contributing funding 
to some of the numerous bike facility projects in North Lake Tahoe that could be funded 
by the project in order to increase bicycle usage in the North Tahoe area and to offset the 
project's contribu
tion to vehicle miles 
travelled and GHG 
emissions. Among 
other items, the 
T(:lhoe Regional 
Planning Agency 
(TRPA) and the 
Placer County Re
gional Bikeway Plan 
recommend a Class 
11 bike lane on SR 
:!67 from Truckee to 
Kings Beach. We 
surveyed SR 267 and 
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paved shoulder already exist beyond the traffic lane along most of the route that woulo 
fat.:ilitate cost-effe<.:Live implementation of a Class II bike Jane. Alternatively another 
improvement area could be selected. PF14-3 

Further, the emergency vehicle access route for Martis Valley West should be designed 
and signed to pi'Ovide routing for I'Oad bikes tl'aveling from the project to North Lake 
Tahoe via SR 267. The existing project ucsign le~:~ves cyclists beaded for Lake Tahoe going 
down a sleep incline to SR 267 and then climbing back up to Brockway Summit making 
the trip considerably longer and steeper. Appropriate signage ins ide the project should 
be implemenleu in coordination with other improvements to encourage the use of bikes 
to ride to Kings Beach and to Truckee from the pt'Oject. 

3. Energy Analysis 

There is no support for the conclusion thallhe project will redu~ per capita energy con
sumption. Since So percent of the homes in the project are expected to be second homes, 
the EIR is effectively saying tbat owning and commuting to a second home in Lake Tahoe PF14-4 

will reduce a person's annual energy consumption. Clearly, a person using two homes 
Would have many energy uses continuing in both their first home and their second home 
u'l Lhe same Lime. Furthermore, additional energy would be consumed traveling between 
the two homes. 1laving two homes is an inefficient energy -practice and it should be iden-
tified an analyzed as such. 

The design of the project, which would place a relatively small number of homes over a 
large land area, is energ.y ineffident and should be analyzed and reported to the public as 
a significant adverse impact to energy. The project's sprawling layout encourages people 
Louse cars Lo gel around v.rithin the project, l"alher than using efficient modes such as 
biking or walking. 

'the energy ant::1lysis provides the gross energy usage for the project but it contains no 
meaningful breakdown of the energ_y information by dwelling or by usage. The gr{)ss 
energy usage without a threshold or comparative infonnation provides the public and 
decisionmakers no useful analysis or information on the energy efi'iciency of the project. 
Energy consumption cannot be understood in a meaningful way without a breakdown by 
ca tegory of use based on whal would be lypical of homes or commercial properties in the 
t·egion and without a standard or measure to determine energy efficiency. Stating that 
"operation of the proposed project would be typical of residential and commercial uses 
requiring electricity and natural gas" is of no value to the public or decisiomnakers. The 
ana lysis is well below the professional standards. The typical home is not energy effi
cient. 

The projecl does nothing that would result in exceeding Tille 24 standards. The project 
does nothing that would result in the buildings being oriented or designed to effectively 
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use day-lighting or building massing or fenestration to reduce lighting or space condition
ing loads. Structures built to meet the minimums of Title 24 fail by a considerable margin 
to implement all cost -effective energy efficienct design opportunities. The EIR does not 
demonstrate that the project would be energy efficient. 

The EIR reports that 20 percent of the energy supplied by liberty Utility is derived from 
renewable resources. There is no support for tlris proposition and nothing is said about 
how or where the remainder of the energy supplied by liberty is generated. The full 
nature of liberty Utility supplied electric power should be disclosed, and if liberty relies 
on fossil fired power, such as coal-fired power, that should be disclosed, analyzed and 
identified as a significant energy impact. 

The EIR should analyze methods for reducing the fossil fuel consumption of the project 
such as solar energy. The EIR should analyze and determine that the failure to imple
ment solar water heating and the failure to implement solar photovoltaic generation as a 
part of the project result in a significant impact to energy conservation. The statement 
that tl1e project would encourage the use of renewable energy resources is unsupported. 

4. Tree Mortalitv Impact 

The EIR purports to provide a cumulative analysis of the impact to conversion of for-· 
estland to non-forest use. The analysis concludes that the 651.5 acres of forest that would 
be converted would be small and less than one percent relative to the 40o,ooo acres 
available in the area. This does 
not constitute an adequate anal
ysis of cumulative impact. the 
county must determine whether 
the combined impact of the 
project and other conversions of 
forest land are significant. Fur
ther the analysis include the 
conversion of forest land result
ing from climate related influ
ences such as drought, wildfire, 
and bark beetle, and the analysis 
should not rely for its baseline 
on comparing the proposed 
project to the potential build-out 
of the East Parcel under the 
Martis Valley Community Plan. 
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5. Alternatives 

Alt(:lrnative 1 assumes that np new develppmentoccurs on C:lither the West Parcel o rthe 
East Par·cel Alternative 2 assumes devel'opment of the East Parcel in aceordance with the 
existing Martis Valley Community Plan. (MVCP). Neithel' of these achieves the basic 
project objectives and neither constitutes part of a reasonable range of alternatives. 

Alternative 3·, which the EIR describes as a "reduced density altetnative," would eli ininate 
342 residential units from the pt·oject thet·eby reducing the. number of units by 45 per
cent In all other respects the project would remain the same including the zoning of 662 
act'es of fot'est land to residential use. Aftet· analysis, the County concluded that Alterna
tive 3 would meet the basic project objectives. Further the County concluded that Alter
native 3 would result in fewet· vehicle trips than the proposed MVWSP. The County 
should adopt Alternative 3 be.cause itwould meet the project's objectives and would sub
stantially lessen the environmental impacts. 

The EIR described Alternative 4 as the ''re
duced footprint, hotel altet·native." Und:er 
Alternative 4 the no mber of residential units 
to be built would be red~d by 260 to a total 
of 500 units and a 100-unit resort hotel and a 
150-space parking lot would be added to the 
project. Acco:rding to the. county,Aiternative 4 
was evaluated in the EIR due to its potential to 
"reduce impacts t•esulting from surface dis
turbance an:d consumption of forest land." 
However, the EI R concludes that after mitiga
tion there would be no significant and una
voidable impact to "surface distut·bance and 
consumption offorest land." The county's 
reason fot· evaluating this altemative was 
fundamentally flawed. 

CCEC and NTPA have prepared two alternatives which meet the project o'bjecti:v.es and 
substantially reduce impacts to transportation, GHG emissions, aesthetics and other 
natural resources. These alternatives are attached to this rort'espondence along with the 
supporting analysis. We urge the county to adopt one of these alternatives to reduce 
project impacts. 
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The County has not examined a reasonable range of alternatives. A smart growth alterna- cont. 
live such as lhe ones submitted would reduce lhe significant and unmiligaled impacls. . 

~ ~~ 
Eu ne S. Wilson Ann Nichols 
Ca ifornia Clea n P.nergyCommittee N01th Tahoe Preservation Alliance 

Enclosures 
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Petition for Resource and Energy Efficient 
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of Martis Valley West Draft EIR 
Page _ \ _ of __ 

We, the undersigned, support t he efforts of the California Clean 

Energy Committee that Placer County require robust energy conservat ion, 

reduced forest impacts, and environmental stewardship in the Martis Valley 

Specific Plan project: 

- - - - - -----------r- -----, 
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We, the undersigned, support the efforts of the California Clean Energy 

Committee and require Placer County to: 

1. REDUCE forest impacts and soil disturbance 

2. HAVE NO ADVERSE biologic impacts 

3. REQUIRE ANY development be located well below ridgelines in order that it NOT 

IMPACT scenic resources from Tahoe or Truckee 

4. HAVE NO additional traffic. and circulation impacts 

5. HAVE NO negative impacts on the public's ability to evacuate the area in case of 

a fire or emergency. 

6. PROVIDE Environmental stewardship and robust energy conservation in the 

Martis Valley Specific Plan Project 
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We, the undersigned, support the efforts of the california Clean Energy 

Committee and require Placer County to: 

1. REDUCE forest impacts and soil dJsturbance 

2. HAVE NO ADVERSE biologic impacts 

3. REQUIRE ANY development be located well below ridgelines in order that it NOT 

IMPACT scenic resources from Tahoe or Truckee 

4. HAVE NO additional traffic and circulation impacts 

5. HAVE NO negative impacts on the public's ability to evacuate the area in case of 

a fire or emergency. 

6. PROVIDE Environmental stewardship and robust energy conservation in the 

Martis Valley Specific Plan Project 

Address Email 
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Committee and require Placer County to: 
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6. PROVIDE Environmental stewardship and robust energy conservation in the. 
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1. Reduced forest impacts and soil disturbance 
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Plan project: 
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~ University of Colorado 
~ Denver 

June 2, 2016 

Ann Nichols 
North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 
P.O. Box 4 
Crystal Bay, NV 89402 

Eugene S. Wilson 
California Clean Energy Committee 
3502 Tanager Ave. 
Davis, CA 95616 

Dear Ms. Nichols and Mr. Wilson: 
This letter is in response to your request that we explore and propose an 
alternative design for the West Martis Valley Specific Plan that would reduce PF14-7 

the significant environmental impacts of the project. Our credentials are set 
forth in t he curriculum vitae accompanying this letter. (Appendix A) 

Alternative Development Proposals for Martis Valley West 
The M artis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan proposes to develop 662 acres 
Within 1,052 acres on the West side of SR 267 while preserving 6,'376 acres of 
land as open space on the East side of SR 267. The site is located midway 
between Truckee and the shore of Lake Tahoe. It is adjacent to the Northstar 
California Resort which sits to the Northwest of the proposed project. The 
development proposal calls for a mix of residential and commercial 
construction. 
The proposed specific plan provides four land use goals and policies fo guide 
the project: 

• Goal LU-1: Create a resident ial community consistent with the vision, 

goals and pol icies of the Martis Valley Community Plan 

GMT)puc Bo• 12S 1 PO «o> 173364 1 Oonv&r CO 80217-3384 

f'hont ::lOS ::11 ~ 1 ~00 1 fox ~~ ; I & 1 OGO 1 lody.t>eck@uc·;Mver.edll au,tin.troy@ucdevor.odu 1 http://coo,\l«<fllV<r .. du 
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• Goal LU-2: Preserve natural resources ·and features through dedication and 

protection of open space and development practices that are sensitive to 

the natural environment 

• Goal LU-3: Maintain the quality of scenic vistas and minimize adverse 

effects on existing communities 

• Goal LU-4: Maintain and enhance existing natural and recreational 

resources accessible to the public 

(MVWPSP, Chpt. 3, pp 24-25.) 

While the dedication of open space on the East side of SR 267 is admirable, the 

development as proposed on the West Parcel has impacts on the environment 

and the local population which are not necessary that can be mitigated through 

the imp'lementation of design strategies based on clustered development and a 

wider range of housing typologies. The alternatives presented herein carry out 

the land use goals more effectively while offering significant improvements to 

project performance in terms of aesthetic impacts on the Lake Tahoe basin, the 

potential for trip reduction along SR 267 and reduced environmental impacts 

Including greenhouse gas emissions. 

Introduction t o Alternative Proposals 

The Lake Tahoe region is an ecologically sensitive area that is widely enjoyed for 

its scenic beauty and relatively undeveloped character. We believe that the 

beauty and character of the area can sustain limited development Which 

minimizes resource usage and environmental impacts while maximizing the area 

of undeveloped and publicly accessib le land. 

This report describes a series of four alternatives to the development proposal 

described in the Martis Valle.y West Parcel Specific Plan all of which achieve 

improvements in the aesthetic, trip generation and environmental performance 

of the project- including a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and an 

increase in the carbon sequestration capacity of the site. Protecting the viewshed 

to Lake Tahoe and developing a walkable transit-oriented development are the 

primary tools used to achieve these improvements. These tools set our proposed 

development area boundary and generated a clustering concept for the project. 
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Aesthetic Performance of Alternative Proposals 

We began our analysis by performing a vjewshed analysis. Viewshed analysis is 

line-of-sight analysis using the topography of the site to describe viewshed 

boundaries for the site based on allowable heights for the potentia l building 

typologies. 
PF14·7 

Using this analys is we marked 75' vi ewshed and SO' viewshed lines on the cont, 

drawings in keeping with the goals of the MVWPSP for scenic views and setbacks 

from ridges. (MVWPSP, App. B, pp. 5 & 9.) 

While the original design as indicated in the MVWPSP and the associated EIR 
remained outside of the TRPA boundary, this does not mean that the 

development would not be visible f rom wit hin the basin. Performing a vlewshed 

analysis such as the study Which informs our proposal is the most rigorous way to 

address visibility. 

The viewshed lines shown on the drawings indicate areas where buildings of 50 

feet (lnd 75 feet, placed to the North oft he lines, will not be visible from the 

viewpoints in the basin as indicated on the map in Appendix B which describes 

the viewshed analysis methodology. 

All of the proposed alternatives restrict development to the area within the 

Indicated boundaries in order to improve the aesthetic performance of the 

project by protecting the view from Lake Tahoe from any intrusion by 
development. 

In addition, restricting development to the area within the boundaries defined by 

the viewshed analysis keeps construction one-half mile from the Rim Trail. 

Alternative Proposals 

Our first attempt to f it the proposed development within the viewshed protected 

area can be seen on Sheet 1, wh ich is not likely to be satisfactory to anyone 

involved including the. developer, community members or future residents. 

(Attachment A, sheetl.) 
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Following this exercise, we developed two site layout strategies that we feel 

better address the community form concept set forth in the proposed MVWPSP--

The MVWPSP community is envisioned as a high quality environment 

that accounts for respect for the site and its natural resources, 

connects to the outdoors, and incorporates recreation programs. 

New development will provide direct access to hiking} biking} cross

country trails, as well as an outdoor lifestyle. An assortment of on-

site recreational community facilities will be sited appropriately to 

provide access to the differing terrain within the plan area. 

(MVWPSP, App. 6, p. 5.) These strategies also better serve the MVWPSP guiding 

goals regarding trails and recreation space {MVPSP, Chpt. 21 p. 18.} than either the 

design concept in the MVWPSP· as elaborated in the EIR as shown in Appendix{: 

or the development plan shown on Sheet 1 in Attachment A. The two site 

strategies that we developed are each presented in two permutation. 

Alternatives lA and 2A provide 760 units while Alternatives 16 and 26 each 

provide 418 units. {Attachment A, sheets 2A, 26, 3A and 36} The 760 unit 

versions are consistent with the project proposal while the 418 unit versions are 

consistent with the reduced density alternative discussed in the EIR. 

All four versions demonstrate that clustering development decreases 

environmental impacts and meets the community character goals as stated in the 

MVWPSP better than does the sprawling single family development as 

envisioned. (MVWPSP, App. 6, p. 6.) Our goal was not merely to reduce the scope 

of development on the site but at the same time to generate site strategies that 

provide a quality of life which would be attractive to people who valued the Lake 

Tahoe region. Not only do these site st(ategies have the positive impacts on 

project's environmental performance listed above and described in detail below, 

but they also provide residential sites that have more immediate access to large 

undeveloped areas for recreation-the presumed reason that people are coming 

to spend time in the area. 

In addition, the residential units of the typologies included and in the layouts 

proposed generate less stormwater, require less soil disturbance, have lower 

embodied green-house gas emissions and do not impinge on the view from Lake 

Tahoe. 
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Site Design St rategies 

The design team developed two distinct strategies for the additional forest land 

that would be preserved. Alternatives 1A and 18 locate most of the preserved 

land to the South and East of the residential area while maintaining an internal 

forest-park which would be a significant amenity for the residents . It is imagined 

that the residential units in these option would be designed so that residents 

would park their car on the auto-oriented side of the residence but primarily use 

the forest-side entrance which would open directly to this shared amenity while 

at home. This internal forest-park would have hiking and biking trails in the 

summer and space for cross-country skiing in the winter, both of which would 

connect directly to the Rim Trail. 

Alternatives 2A and 28 take a different approach and maintain the additional 

preserved open space as a large Internal forest rather than preserving it at the 

perimeter. While this option takes up more of the perimeter of the site within 

the 75' and SO' viewshed lines, it has the advantage of giving residents a larger 

semi-public space and separates the residential clusters from each other by 

greater margins. Alternatives 2A and 2B would have the same access to 

recreational trails as 1A and 18 but individual units would have less immediate 

access. 

M ix of Housing Typologies Considered 

As demonstrated by the project layout on Sheet 1, the aesthetic experience of 

fitting 760 single family into the proposed viewshed protected boundary based on 

our viewshed analysis is unappealing. Based on this initial exploration and on 

other adverse environmental impacts projected by the EIR, we explored 

alternatives based on reducing the number of units on site and changing the unit 

mix of the project. We are p~roposing two walkable cluster-oriented development 

strategies with a higher percentage of condominiums, townhomes and cabins. 

Each of our two strategies has been designed for 760 units (a lternatives lA and 

2A) and 418 units (alternatives 18 and 28). Instead of using the range of probable 

unit mixes given in table 3.2 (p. 27 of the MVWPSP), we decided that an equal mix 

of condominiums, townhouses, cabins and single family homes would best meet 

the project goals. While there is some flexibility in the mix of unit types, the 
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dominant housing type cannot be large-lot single family homes without sacrificing 

the benefits of the options presented here. We realize that the developer will 

have to maintain some control over the final unit mix on the site a's a whole, but 

the changed unit mix is unavoidable if the project is to achieve the improvements 

in project performance discussed here. This control will need to be achieved 

through restrictions on the site which would attach to any conveyance of 

property on the site to subdevelopers and other potential purchasers. 

We have made the following assumptions about unit characteristics and have 

assumed that all housing typologies would be built to their maximum code-

5pecified height as specified in the proposed MVWPSP. 

We have not followed the MVWPSP proposal of two parking spots per unit plus 

up to two visitor spots per unit. (MVWPSP, App. B, p. B11) We feel that th is is an 

excessive amount of parking and would result in far more paving on site than is 

warranted given the desire to remain sensitive to the natural environment as 

stated in project goal LU-2 (MVWPSP, Chpt. 3, pp 24-25.) - especially when only 

twenty percent of the units are projected to be permanently occupied. We also 

don't expect that parking will realistically be placed underground given the costs 

and spatial implications of doing so and so have shown all parking as surface 

parking. 

The following t able represents the residential unit sizes on which our analysis is 

based. 

Footprint Number of Unit Size Parking Spaces 
Stories 

MVWPSP SF 2,500 s.f. 2 5,000 s.f. 3 (.avg) 
Single Family 2,500 s.f. 2 5,000 s.f. 2 
Cabin 1,500 s.f. 2 3,000 s.f. 2 

Townhome 750 s.f. 2 1,500 s.f. 2 

Condominium 9,450 s.f . 3 28,350 s.f. 1.5 (avg) 

(30 units) (315 s.f. avg) (1 ea) (1,000 s.f. 
ea) 

table 1 
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Trip Reduction Potential of Alternative Proposals 

Organizing the project around clustered development to increase the potential 

for successful transit use was our second significant design concept in addition to 

viewshed protection. Since traffic congestion on SR 267 is an important local 

issue and a significant adverse impact of the proposed MVWPSP, we felt that trip 

reduction should be a gu1ding principle in the design. (DEIR, p. 10-43.) 

It is unlikely that the project, if built out with predominantly large-lot single family 

homes, would successfully encourage the use of transit, even With the inclusion of 

the bus stop adjacent to SR 267. It seems improbably that people would pack up 

their gear, drive their private cars a very short distance to the transit stop at the 

entry to the development, park, unpack and wait for the bus. In al l likelihood, 

they would stay in their car once packed for the day and simply drive to their 

destination. 

Therefore, transit is more likely to be successful if people can reasonably walk to 
the transit stops. For this reason, we are proposing that a transit stop should be 

included in the development itself, replacing or augmenting the transit stop 

shown at the project entry. In addition to the main transit stop as shown, all 

residential units are clustered such that they are one-quarter of a mile or less 

from the main road and potential additional supplemental transit stops. 

We envision these transit stops being served by either the public bus which 

makes a trip into the development on its standard route or by a shuttle. A shuttle 

option is currently written into the MVWPSP, though it is indexed to reaching 

approximately fifty percent build out of the project. (MVWPSP, Chpt. 4, p. 38.) 

The proposed shuttle route is not established however and needs to either be 

tied t o the bus schedule along SR 267 or circulate between appropriate seasonal 

destinations, or- ideally- both. 

We feel that this organization around the possibility of walkable transit options is 

particularly essential given the low probability that any commercial development 

will be successful in Martis Valley West. In our analysis, there is little if any 

likelihood that the limited commercial activity that may occur within the 

development will generate any internal trip capture. Given the low total number 

of residences and the acknowledgement that even the estimate of 20% 

permanent residency is high (DEIR, p. 10-21.), there are not enough people in the 
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development to support retail or commercial uses that will likely allow any local 

trip capture. 

Based on typical retail outlet ratio to population in California, twenty percent 

permanent occupation plus fifty percent occupation of the seasonal or part-time 

residences will support only one restaurant and no other commercial or retail 

including grocery stores, drug stores or food and drink outlets. The expected 

permanent residents, even at twenty percent of the total, will not support any 

restaurant or any commercial or retail development. (see Appendix D for 

additional analysis and 'information regarding commercial potential within this 

development) 

Another option to reduce traffic on SR 267 is a transverse lift from the project to 

the Northstar California Resort. Our alternative proposals have located the main 

transit stop internal to the project adjacent to any potential restaurant that would 

open on site along the edge of the project where such a transverse lift could 

originate. This possibility, along with the clustering of residential units within the 

development and the potential for an on-site shuttle, would give at least some of 

the units ski-in I ski-out access. 

Should neither the public bus stop shift to our proposed location nor the shuttle 

option materialize, it should be noted that the proposed transit stop along SR 267 

would have more potential to reduce traffic on SR 267 than would not having 

one. Additionally, should the transit improvement suggestions not materialize, 

the clustering of homes as indicated still makes sense based on the associated 

aesthetic performance improvement and environmental benefits. 

Environmental Benefits of Alternatives 

In addition to the benefits that these designs offer with regard to protecting the 

viewshed of Lake Tahoe, for trip reduction on SR 267 and for enhanced shared 

outdoor amenities for residents, these layouts also have significant and positive 

impacts on the environmental performance of the site. Reducing the residential 

footprint of the development and proposing a denser settlement pattern with a 

higher percentage of joined units and fewer parking spots improves the 
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environmental performance of the project with regard to carbon sequestration, 

habitat preservation, greenhouse gas emissions and stormwater generation. 

Table 2 describes t he difference between alternatives 1A, 18, 2A, 28 and the 

original MVWPSP plan in terms of total acres dedicated to residential zoningJ total 

road length and total built floor area. 

Resident %of Road %of Total %of 
ial zone MVWP lengt h MVWPSP built floor MVWPSP 
(acres) SP (miles) road area (s.f.) total built 

acres length floor area 

MVWPSP 
plan 621 100% 10.5 100% 3,800,000 100% 

OptionlA 497 80% 9.4 89% 2,004,000 53% 

Option 18 405 65% 6.7 64% 1,094,000 39% 

Option 2A 429 69% 10.1 96% 2,004,000 53% 

Option 28 392 63% 8.1 77% 1,094,000 39% 

table 2 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction 

There are several sources of greenhouse. gas reduction associated with the 

alternative project proposals. The most significant reduction In greenhouse gas 

emissions associated with the project is related to the embodied greenhouse gas 

emissions associated with construction. Seattle has released a spreadsheet for 

calculating embodied greenhouse gas emissions to facilitate compliance with the 

Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA}. The following estimates of 

embodied greenhouse gas emissions per housing typology included in this 

proposal are as folloWs: condomin iums, 33 MTC02/unit; townhomes, 54 

MTC02/unit; cabins and single family homes, 38.7 MTC02/1000 s.f. 

In addition, there are significant greenhouse gas emissions related to road 

construction. The reduction in paved area also provides a significant reduction. 

The SEPA worksheet estimates that there are 50 MTC02/1000 s.f. paving. 

The embodied greenhouse gas emissions associated with the four project 

proposa ls and the plan from the MVWPSP are as follows. 
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Embodied Embodied Total %reduction 

MTC02, MTC02, roads embodied relative to 
buildings MTC02 MVWPSP 

MVWPSP 147,060 116,954 264,014 00/o 
1A 75,767 81,304 157,071 41% 

lB 41,339 89,692 131,031 50% 
2A 75,767 92,516 168,283 36% 

2B 41,339 95J67 137,106 48% 
table 3 

In addition, there will be reductions in greenhouse gas emissions to the degree 

t hat the transverse lift and the transit options reduce car trips on .SR 267. These 

reductions can be described qualitatively. Increasing the use of shared transit 

options to reach nearby destinations and the use of a transverse lift for direct 

access to Northstar Will both reduce automobile trips and therefore reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions. Similarly, there will be ongoing energy usage 

associated with the residential occupancy. There will be some level of energy 

demand, and therefore associated greenhouse gas emissions, for all resident ial 

units whether occupied permanently or seasonally. Reducing the total area of 

construction in the project will reduce t he energy demand associated with 

maintaining these residences, and in particu lar the energy required by climate 

contr ol systems. 

Stormwater Reduction 

The combination of a unit mix we have selected, a clustered development 

strategy which reduces road length, ·and a reduct ion in t he number of parking 

spots expected per residential unit have significant positive impacts on the 

percentage of the site which is covered with impervious surfaces. 

10 

PF14· 7 
cont. 

277



 

...... 
c 
·;: 
a. .... 
0 
0 
u.. 
g;o 
"U-
"5 ~ 
co~ 

VI 
::J 
0 ·;; ... 
Q) 
a. 
f 
._ 
Q)
.£:~ 
...... 0 

0~ 

(I) 

::J 
0 ·;; ._ 
Q) 
a. 
f 
ro..... .....:: 0 0 

~--~ 

MVWPSP 1,670,280 1,900,000 668,800 4,239,080 

lA 1,062,810 968JOO 563,264 2,594J74 

lB 1,484,370 530,350 309,472 2,324,192 

2A 1,287,060 968,700 563,264 2,819,024 

2B 1,605,870 530,350 309,472 2,445,692 
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This reduction In impervious surfaces translates into significant and positive 

tmpacts on storm'water management. In addition, the reduction in stormwater 

generation also reduces the potential for erosion. 

Avg Days per %wet Smallest Largest Max 
annual Yearw days rainfall rainfall rainfall 
runoff Runoff retained with runoff without retained 
(in) (in) runoff (in) (in} 

MVWPSP 3.62 11.39 83.39 0.70 0.80 4.81 
1A 2 .07 4.10 94.01 1.25 1.20 5.14 
lB L81 2.80 95.91 1.43 1.50 5.20 
2A 2.33 5.30 92.26 1.10 1.10 5.09 
2B 2.07 4.10 94.01 1.25 1.20 5.14 

table 5 
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Carbon Sequestration 

Forests sequester significant amounts of carbon and removing trees Is not the 

only impact of developing land for residentia l use. This development releases 

_carbon into the atmosphere and, perhaps more importantly, reduces the capacity 

of the site to act as a carbon sink. Without further study and much more detailed 

designs, the impact of these proposals on each of the categories of carbon 

sequestration in forests cannot be individually ascertained. Th is report uses the 

percentag,e of removed trees by land use as specified in Appendix E, West Parcel 

Development Area Tree Summary, to establish a percentage of carbon 

sequestration loss to apply to these development proposals. This appendix 

estimates that 47% of the existing trees will be lost to development under the 

l\t1VWPSP proposal, and we are applying that ~0 all of the design proposals. 
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The Lake Tahoe region is an attractive area and development is expected to 

continue in the region. While any development will have adverse impacts, these 

can be mitigated with quality design. Qualrty design should take into account the 

overall resource usage implications of the project as well as the site-specific 

impacts on both human and natural systems. 
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The design proposals put forward in this report offer significant performance 

improvements over the proposal in the Martis Valley West Parcel specific plan. 

These improvements are achieved by including a mix of housing types that is not 

heavily weighted toward large-lot single-family homes and by implementing a site 

layout based on a clustering strategy rather than dispersed lots. 

Not only do these site proposals offer significant aesthetic improvements with 

regard to visibility from the Lake Tahoe basin, the potential fat trip reduction 

along SR 267 and noteworthy improvements in environmental performance in the 

form of reduced GHG emissions1 reduces stormwater generation and increased 

carbon sequestration but they also offer significant amenities in the form of large 

open spaces which can remain in their wooded state which are woven into the 
residential fabric of the site- providing more immediate access for project 

residents to the environment of the Lake Tahoe region. 

It is our belief that these proposals offer a balanced approach to allowing for 

development. and quality residential experiences while respecting the local and 

global environment as well as the existing (esidents of the region. 

Jody Beck, Assistant Professor, Department of Landscape Architecture 
University of Colorado Denver 

Austin Troy, Professor, Department of Planning and Design 
University of Colorado Denver 
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Jody Beck, Ph.D. 

College of Architecture and Planning 

University of Colorado Denver 
Campus Box 126, PO Box 173364 

Denver, CO 80217-3364 

2636 East 11th Avenue 
Denver, CO 80206 

Education 
2009 

1995 

Doctor of Philosophy, Un iversity of Pennsylvania, Architecture 
Dissertation: "John Nolen and the Political Ordering of Landscapes" 
Ba chelor of Architecture, Rice University, Architecture 

Professional Experience 
2016- present PhD Program Director, College of Architecture and Plannmg, UC Denver 
2011- present Assistant Professor: Department of Landscape Architecture, College of 

Architecture and Planning, UC Denver 
1999- present Jody Beck: Registered Architect 
2004 - 2007 Research Assistant: Center for Innovation in Affordable Housing, 

Praxis, University of Pennsylvania School of Design 

production of monthly affordable housing design newsletter 
2003 - 2001 Research Architect: Center for Architecture and Building Science Research, 

New Jersey Institute of Technology 
www.rehabac(v;sor.org, project oversight of HUD funded research 
www.designadvisor.org, support for Demystifying Density lectures 

Publication - Peer Reviewed Book 
2013 John Nolen and the Metropolitan Landscape 

Funded Grants and Grant Applications Submitted 
Apri! 2014 Pilot study: Inventory of the Urban Agricultural Potential for the Denver 

Metropolitan Area; University of Colorado Denver, Office of Research Services 

$3,000 requested 1 $2,500 funded 
student research assistant Brittain Alison 

March 2014 Inventory of Urbarr Agricultural Potential for the- Denver Metropolitan Area 
University of Colorado Denver, Center for Faculty Development 
$10,000 requested, not funded 

2006 Grosser Research Fund in Urban Land Use, University of Pennsylvania 

Publications: Non-Peer Reviewed 
2011 Beck, Jody. ''When the Wells Run Dry," Landscape Architecture New Zealand, 

(Autumn 2011); n.9: p.l0-12 
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2010 

2004 

Beck, Jody. " Landscape and Sustainability," Topos: The International Review 
of Landscape Architecture dnd Urban Design. 70 (2010):104-105 

Beck, Jody and Evans, Deane. "Good Design: The Best Kept Secret in 
Community Development," pamphlet distr ibuted by the Local Initiatives 
Support Corporation 

2004 - 2006 Beck, Jody and Eva ns, Deane. "Design Updates," Campaign for Excellence in 
Affordable Housing, distributed monthly by e·mail to over 10,000 individuals 
involved in community design 

Presentations at Meetings and Conferences: Peer Reviewed 
Sept . 2015 "Food Sovereignty, Diet and Land Use Patterns", paper presented 

Fourth International Conference on Food Studies, Blacksburg 

Mar:ch 2015 "Radicalizing Land Suitability Studi es for Urban Agriculture, paper presented 
Council of Educators in Landscape Architecture annual conference, Kansas 

March 2014 "Research as Service Learning: Food on the Front Range," paper presented 
Council of Educators in landscape Architecture annual conference, Baltimore 

Nov. 2010 "Local Food Networks: A Source of Place-Based Commun ity,'' paper 
presented, 48th Annual Making Cities Liveable Conference, Charlotte 

Memberships and offices held in professional societies and associations 
2014 - present Architects, Designers and Planners for Social Responsibility 

Member of Board of Direct ors and Board Secretary for three year t erm, 
by invit ation and confirmation of board 

2001 -2009 Association for Community Design, Vice President 

PhD Dissertation Supervision 
enrolling 2016 Nermeen Dalgamoni. College of Architecture and Planning PhD program, 

"Food Sovereignty in the Middle East: A Framework for Coopeta.tion between 
States '' 

PhD Dissertation Committee Membership 
grad . 2011 Robert Kraus; Lincoln University, Dept. of Env. Management 

''All for Naught; Zero Waste Init iatives by Local Governments In 
New Zealand" 

Master's Thesis Supervision 
grad . 2015 Atalya Kozak, UC Denver, Department of Landscape Architecture 

"Urban Agriculture in Shanghai" 
grad. 2011 Matt Durning; Lincoln University, Dept. of Landscape Architecture 

'The Urban Agrkultural Potential of Christchurch v 

grad . 2010 Rebecca Fifie ld; Lincoln University, Dept. of Landscape Architecture 
''An Integrated Stormwater System for the Avon River" 
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Austin R. Troy, Ph.D. 
Professor and Chair, University of Colorado Denver, Dcpmtment of Planning and Design 
Auslin.trov@ucdenver.edu. 303-315-1006. 

Educational Backgmwtd: 
University vfO..lifo111ia, Berkeley, Department of Environmental Science, Policy and Maoagemenl 

Ph.D. in cnvironmcnta l policy and economics, 2001. 
Yale School of }'orestry and Environmental Studies: Master of Forestry, 1995. 
Yale University: B.A 1992; major in anthropology. 

Academic A ppointment.s: 
August 2013- CliiTCI)t : Professor and Chair, rnivcrsity of Colorado, Denver. Department of Planning and 

Design (Associate Professor from 2013-2015). 
September2001 - August 2013: Assistant and A~sociate Prol't:ssor, University ofVermonl. Rubenstein 

School ofEnviromncnt and Natu1·al RcJJources. 

Professional and Consulting Experience: 
12/99- present: Principal and Co-Founder, SvntJalJn(omwtics Group. LLC tS!GJ. San Leandro. CA. As 

a co-found"t:r and Principal, I havt: been involved in over a dozen consulfing projects lor clients in the 
private, NGO and governmental sec!of$, with emphases on ecosystem setvice evaluation and mapping. 

Selected Relevant Peer Reviewed Public:ttions 
C. Harvey, T •. Aultman-Hal I, S. Hurley and J\. Troy. Accepted. Streetsc<tpe skeleton measurement and 

cL1ss.ifica.tion. Environment and Plamting B. 
A. Troy, A Nunnery and J.M. Grove. 2016. The relationship between residt:nlial yard management and 

neighborhood crime: An analysis from Baltimore City and County. Landscape and Urban Planning. 
147:78-87. 

C. Harvey, L. Aultman-Hall, S. Hurley and A. Troy. 2015. Effects of skeletal streetscapc design on 
perceived safety. Landscape and Urban Planning. )42: 18-28. 

K Bagstad~ J. Reed, D. Setml1CUS, B. Sherrouse, and A. Troy. 2015. Linking biophysical models and 
public prefereno~ for ecosystem setvice assessments: A case study for the Southern Roc1.·y 
Mountains. Regional Fnvironmental Change. 1-14. 

C. Morse,. A. Strong, E. Mende7, S. Lovell, A. Troy, W. Morris. 2014. Performing a New England 
Landscape: Viewing, Engaging, and Belonging. Journal of Rural Studies. 36: 226-236. 

D. 1\zaria, A. Troy, B. Lee, C. Ventriss, and B. Voigt. 2013. Modeling the effects of an urban growth 
boundary on vehicle travel in a small metropolitan area. Environment and Planning B. 40(5): 846-864. 

A. Troy. 2012. TI1e Very Hungry Gitv. New Haven: Yale University Press. 384 pp. 
A.Troy1 D. Azari a, B. Voigt and A. Sadek. 2012. Integrating a traffic router antlmi~:rusiniU I :ltor into :1 

land use and travel demand model. Transportation Planning and Technoloey. 35(8): 737-75 1 
A. Troy, J.M Grove and J. O' Neil-Duru1e. 2012. The Relationship between Tree Canopy and Ct'ime 

Rates across an Urban-Rura l Gradient in the Greater Baltimore Region, Landscape and Urban 
Pl;mning. 106: 262-270. 

D. Locke, J.M Grove., J.W. Lu, A Troy, J.P. O'Neil-Dunne, and B. Be~. 2011. Prioritizing preferable 
locations for Ulct•easiug lll'ban tree canopy in New York City. Cities and the Envit·orunent. 3( 1 ). 

S. Liu, R. Costanza, A. Troy, J. D' Agostino, and W. l'vlales. 2010. Valuing New Jersey's Ecosystem 
Services and Natural Capital: a Spatially Explicit Benefit Transfer Approach . En.viroruncn.tal 
Mana2ement. 45(6): 1271-1285. 

S. Liu, R. Costanza, S. Fat·ber and A. 'lhy. 20 I 0. Valuing ecosystem services: theory, practice and U1c 
need for trunsdisciplinary syntl1esis. Annals of the N~w York Academy of Science. 1185:54-78. 

W. Zhou and A. Troy. 2009. Development of an object-based framework for classifying and 
inventorying human-dominated forest ecosystems. lntemational Joumal of Remote Sensing. 
30(23):6343-6360. 
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A. Troy and .J.M Grove.-:2008. Property Values, pat'ks, and crime: a he~oruc analysis in Baltimore, MD. 
I .and~cape and Urban Planning. 87:233-245. 

W. Zhou, and A. Troy. 2008. An Object-oriented Approach for analyzing and characterizing 1u·ban 
lamlscape 11ttne parct:llevel. International Journal of Remote Sensing. 29 {II ):3119-3135. 

W. Zhou, A Troy and J.M Grove.2008. Modeling residential lawn fertilization practices: Integrating 
high resolution remote sensing with socioeconomic data. Environmental Management. 41(5):742-752 PF14·7 

A. Troy, J.M. C'rrove. J. O'Neil-Dunne. M. Cadenasso. a.nd S. Pich:tt. 2007. Predicting opportunities for cont. 
greening and patterns of vegetation on private urban lands. Environmental Mana~menl. 40(3): 394-
412. 

A. Troy. 2007. 'l11e evolutioll of watershed tunnagement in the United States. In: J.Erickson (ed.), 
Susuinable Watershed )Vfanagement in Theon' and Practice. Amsterdam: Elsevier Science Publishers. 

A. Troy. 2007. A tale of two policies: California programs thai unintentionally promotedevelopmcut in 
wi ldland lire hazard zones. In : A. Troy and R. Kennedy (eds,), Living on the Edge: Economic. 
lJ:1stitutional and Management Perspectives on Wildfire Hnzard in the Urban Intedilce. Amsterdam: 
Elsevier Science Publishers. Pp. 127-142 

A. Troy and J. Romm. 2007. The effects of wildfire disclosure and oceurrcn.cc on property markets in 
California. In: A. Troy ;md R Kennedy ( eds.), Living on the Edge: Economic. Institutional and 
MatJ<~gement Perspectives 01.1 \Vtldfire Haz~rd in tlte Urban Interface. Amsterdam: Elsevier Science 
Publishers. Pp. lOl-120. 

A. Troy and M. Wilson. 2006. Mapping ecosystem services values: Practical challenges and 
oppo11unities in bridging GIS and value transfer. Ecological Economics 60: 435-449. 

J. M. Grove, A. Troy, J. O!Neii-Dunne, S. Pickell and M. Cadenasso. 2006. Mulh-dimc::nsional 
charactcJ-istics of urban households and jts implications for the vegetative stmctw·e of urban 
ecosystems. Ecosvstems. 9(4): 578-597. 

S. Farhc.r, R. Costanza, D. Childers .. .T. Erickson, K. Gross .• M. Grove, C. Hopkinson,. J. Kahn, S. JlincctL 
A. Troy, P. Wa11·eu and M Wilson. 2006. Linking ecology and economics tbr ecosystem 
managt:ment: A services-based appmach with illustrat ions 1tom LTER sites. Bioscience. 56(2): 121-
B4 . 

. \ . Troy, A. Strong, T. DohOvan. S. Bosworth, N. Buckley, and M.L. Wilson. 2005. Fa1mcr attitudes 
towa-rds bird-fi'iendly hayfield management practices. Wildl1fe Societv Bulletin. 33(2):528-538. 

A. Troy and .f. Romm. 2004. The Role of Disclosure .in U1e tlood zone: Assessing the price effects of the 
Ca lifom.ia NatnraJ Hazard Disclosure Law ( L\B 1195 ) . .Journal of Environmental Plam1ing and 
Management. 47(1): B7-t62. 

M. Wilson. A. Troy, and R. Costanz.1. 2004. The Geography of ecosystem services: tvfaxin1izing the 
value ol' l and~capes in land use conservation. In: M. Dietrich andJ. van der Straaten (ed~). Cultural 
Landscapes. Dordrecth, Netherlands: Klu,wer Academic Publishers. Pp: 69-94 

Selected Rest>~trch Grants 
llniversily of Vermont Transportation Center/ US Department of Transporta tion. A. Troy, Principal 

Investigator. 2007-2013. $371.747. Tntegrated Lalld-Use. Transportation and Environmental Modeling: 
Complex S)'l! tems Approaches and Advanced Polley Applications 

USDA Forest Service cooperative agreement. A. Troy, Principallnvestigator.1.006-20 11 . $423,000. 
Development of adVIU\ced spatial analyses for examining the relatiotlShips among social groups, land 
management, and vegetalion structure and processes at U1e pa.rc.ellevel in urban areas. 

US Department of 'frausportation, Federal Highway Administration. A. Troy, Principallt1vcstigator. 
2006-2009. $250,500. Dynamic Transportation and Land Use Modeling. 

State of New Jersey. A. Troy, Co·Prineipaluwestigator (PI: Robert Costanza ). 2004-2005. $160,000. 
Valuing New Jersey's Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services. 

US EPA STAR Watershed Classification Grant. A. 'fl'oy, Co-PrincipaJ Investigator (PI: Mary Watzin). 
2003-2006. $664.000. J Jinking I .and Use Ounge, Stream Geomorphology, and Aquatic Biodiversity 
in a HierarchicaJ Classification Scheme. 
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Methodology for Site Parameters 

Streams 
Stream corridors shown on site were determined by a flow accumulation analysis 
of a USGS National Elevation Dataset (USGS NED n40w1211/3 arc-second 2013 1 
x 1 degree Arc Grid) through the use of ArcGIS software. Of the streams 
determined through this assessment, there are only two which are classified 
within the USGS hydrography dataset as an intermittent stream (accessed 
02/19/2016), West Martis Creek on the south side of the the basin, and Martis 
Creek on the north side of the ridge. 

Placer County Code §17.54.130 (D}{l-4) outlines required setbacks from 
watercourses .. Any watercourse shown on a USGS topographic map requires a 
fixed setback depending on the classification of the stream (permanent vs 
intermittent). Permanent streams require a minimum setback of one hundred 
feet from the centerline of the watercourse, intermittent streams require a 
setback of fifty feet from the high-water line of respective watercourse. 

Trails 
All trails Were digitized through observation of National Agricultural Inventory 
Program aerial photographs dated December 3, 2014. Changes in vegetation 
cover, seasonal use, and trail users can impact how visible a hiking, biking, or 
snow-mobile trail is within aerial photographs. It is possible that trails exist on the 
site that were not picked up through this digitizing rnethod. Site confirmation of 
trail locations is recommended. 

Viewshed 
Viewshed analysis was conducted using USGS Nataional Elevation Dataset, Digital 
Elevation Models (USGS NED n40w1211/3 arc-second 2013 1 x 1 degree Arc Grid 
and USGS NED n40w120 1/3 arc-second 2013 1 x 1 degree Arc Grid). Final 
assessment based on observer point analysis assuming a five foot, nine inch 
observer height at a series of ten selected locations. This analysis was repeated 
twice, once for an assumed fifty-foot structure, and again for an assumed 
seventy-five-foot structure. This method of analysis does not take into account 
any screening provided by adjacent vegetation or any additional angular 
screening provided by the curvature of the earth. 
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Slope 
Slope analysis conducting using USGS National Elevation Dataset (USGS NED 

n40w1211/3 arc-second 2013 1 x 1 degree Arc Grid) through the use of ArcGIS 
software. Assumed breaks at 25% grade and 12.5% grade. Specific setback and 
development limitation standards· can be found within the Placer County Zoning 

Code. 
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6 . 

Tehoe Project Draft Viewshed Analysis 

Viewshed analysis based on standing height indMdual 
in ten selected locations a long fhe shore and OIJ t on 
Lake Tahoe. Contours shown at 100 font interval. 

Green highlighted area indicates region of site that a fifty 
foot structure would not be visible from any of 
the selected Viewshed locations. 

Assessment does not toke hto account any 
screening provided by vegetation or odditionol angular 
screening provided by the curvature of the Earth. 

Observation point #7 is located on the surface of Lake 
Tahoe another seven milesJouth of the pottom of this 
·maP extant. 
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Viewshed lines added for analysis 
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It is unlikely that ~ignificant commercial deVelopments will be ~uccessful in the Martis Valley West 

development and furthermore that it is even more unlikely that any commercial development would 

reduce trips to any significant degree. 

There are two options under consideration for total unit build-out in the Martis Valley West 

development, 760 and 418 housing units. The EIR for the project assumes 2,5 people per dwelling unit 
which calculates to 1900 people for the larger development proposal and 1045 people for the smaller 
development. However, the EIR also assumes that only 20% of the housing units would be occupied by 

full-time residents and that the other 811'1<> would be seasonal or fractional units. The larger 

development proposal will generate only 380 permanent residents and the smaller development 
proposal will generate only 209 permanent residents. There is not significant data to project the 

number of people who will be occupying the seasonal or fractional units at a given time, so we will 

analyze population at permanent residents only, 50% seasonal units occupied in addition to permanent 
residents and fuli occupation. 

Permanent residents (20%) Permanent residents (20%) + Full occupancy (100%) 
Y. Seasonal (40%) [60% total] 

760units 380 1,140 1,900 
418 units 209 627 1,045 

We have used U.S. census data to determine the number of establishments per capita in California for a 

selection of commercial establishment types that would potentially capture auto trips. This is not meant 
to be an exhaustive list of potential commercial, merely a representative list of establishments that we 
felt would represent the highest potential for local trip capture. Establishment per capita statistics at 

the state level indicate a reasonable expectation for population required to support commercial 

establishments by type. 

Establishment Tl£~ # Establishments in CA Establishments ~r ca1;1ita 

Restaurants and Other Eating Places 65,013 585 

Food Services and Drinking Places 71,989 528 

Dri nking Places (Alcoholic Beverages) 3,197 11,899 

Supermarkets and Other Grocery Stores 8,076 4,710 

Food and Beverage Stores 16,864 2,256 

Convenience Stores l ,301 16,533 

Gasoline Stores 8,041 4,731 

Pharmacies and Drug Stores 4,431 8,585 

Book Stores and News Dealers 768 49,533 

As is clear from comparing the two tables above, there are not enough permanent residents in either 

development option to support any commercial establishments. 60% of the total build-out capacity of 

the smalfer development will support one restaurant. Full build-out of the smaller development 

proposal or 60% of the total capacity of the larger development would be required to support two 

restaurants, Full occupancy of the larger development will support three restaurants. There Is no 
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scenario that will support a grocery store of any size, a drug store, a drinking establishment, a gasoline 

station or a book store. 

Furthermore, these population numbers are based on complete wnstruction of the projected number 

of units. The developer proposes that this project will build out over the next twenty years, further 
decreasing the likelihood of successful commercial development within Martis Valley West ln the near 

future. Since the developer is not going to be building the commercial property themselves, but rather 
selling property to a commercial property developer it is highly unlikely that even a single restaurant 

would materialize in the near future. It is also unlikely, given the number of dining options that are 

within the region, that a restaurant- or even two restaurants- would be able to keep people within the 
development on a regular basis. 

It is possible to imagine a scenario ·in which commercial development within Martis Valley West would 

draw enough customers from the surrounding area to support itself and thereby generate commercial 

development that would provide local trip capture for the development. Even if we leave aside the 
obvious conflict between counting on commercial occupancy to generate local trip capture and the fact 

that this increased use of the site would increase trips along 267 from other areas, this is an unlikely 
possibility. According to a recent survey of the area, there is significant commercial vacancy in Truckee, 

the nearest commercial center, indicating that there is not a lack of commercial establishments in the 

area. This is compounded by the fact that additional commercial space is planned for two upcoming 
developments as weii-Joerger Ranch and the Truckee Railway Master Plan. 

In conclusion, it is our estimation that successful commercial development within the Martis Valley West 

development is unlikely, that it is even more unlikely to occur in the near future given the expected time 

to build out the project, and that it is extremely unlikely that even the commercial that may be imagined 

rn the distant future would be o f a type that would generate any appreciable local tr ip capture for the 

development. Therefore, local trip ca.pture should not be considered to provide any reduction in traffic 

1m pacts on 267. 

PFl4-7 
cont. 
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AR.P-pendix E 

Methodology for calculating stormwater impacts, GHG emissions and carbon sequestration 

Storm water 

The storm water impact numbers were generated using the National Stormwater Calculator from the US 
EPA: https://www.epa.gov/water-research/national·stormwater-calculator. The technical fact sheet 
w jth all the assumptions can be found at http://neois.epa.gov/Adobe/PDF/PlOOHD41.pdf. 

GHG emissions 

Embodied GHG emissions associated with building and road construction was calculated Using the base 

data for housing typology and road construction induded in the SEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Worksheet available here: http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/permits/forms/ 

Carbon Sequestration 

Base program used: Forest Carbon Xplorer 

-http:/ /forestcarbonx.umn.edu/11 

GIS data source 

-http://www. fs.usda .gov I rds/a rchive/Product/RDS· 2 013-0004 
-Service layer Credits: Copyright:© 2013 National Geographic Society, j-cubed 

-GIS projection: NAD 1983 HARN StatePiane California II FIPS 0402 (US Feet) 
GIS Process 

A GIS basemap la.yer (Service layer Credits: Copyright© 2013 National Geographic Society, i"cubed) 

was also used. The autocacl drawings were then converted to images and georeferenced into GIS, using 

the basema1> for reference. 

The extents of housing development as per each alternative was traced in GIS. Using the 'clip raster' 
tool (Data Managment Tools - Raster · Raster Processing· Clip), the forset carbon rasters were clipped 

to the drawn extents. 

The " Use Input Featlires for Clipping Geometry0 toggle button was clicked on When using the tool. The 
''Raster to Point" tool (Conversion Tools - From Raster· Raster to Point) was then used to generate point 

data, one point (in mega grams) per hectare estimates for a pixel (as per source meta data). From points, 

s-tatist ical numbers could be generated from the attribute table. These statistical numbers yielded mean 

data and sum data, corresponding with the Forest CarbonX generated information of Density/hectare 

and Tonnes respectively (as per a brief phone conversation with 'the software developers on 
05.27.2016). This process w.as repeated for each of the eight forest carbon raster layers and for each of 

the five alternatives. 

PF14·7 
cont. 
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PF14 
Eugene S. Wilson, California Clean Energy Committee 
Ann Nichols, North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 
June 3, 2016 

 
PF14-1 The comment provides information about the California Clean Energy Committee (CCEC) and 

the North Tahoe Preservation Alliance (NTPA) and states that defects in the EIR noted in 
previous comments (form NTPA dated December 21, 2015) have not been corrected. 
Responses to previous comments from NTPA are included in the Final EIR under Letter IO31. 
The comment notes petitions in opposition to the project as it is currently proposed. 
Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to 
the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration.  

Finally, the comment states that the EIR should be recirculated. See response to comment 
PF13-2 and Master Response 1 of the Final EIR.  

PF14-2 The comment suggests that Mitigation Measure 12-2 is not sufficient to address GHG 
impacts, and that such measures should not be deferred to a later date, and should identify 
feasible mitigation for GHG impacts of the project.  Due to uncertainty that exists with future 
GHG reduction targets and project-level thresholds, and in response to Center for Biological 
Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Mitigation Measure 12-2 requires that 
any subdivision maps submitted under the project (i.e. before and after 2020) be required to 
reduce, to the extent necessary and feasible, GHG emissions such that the project operates 
within the targets or adopted plan established at the time the map is submitted for approval.  
This means that every subdivision map submitted for approval will require further scrutiny 
and analysis and will need to demonstrate whether that portion of the project will exceed 
applicable operational thresholds.  Mitigation Measure 12-2 outlines a number of potential 
actions that the project could take to meet applicable thresholds and requires that each 
action chosen be calculated for GHG reduction potential.  This list of potential actions is not 
intended to be limited or all-inclusive and may be supplemented with other measures such 
as actions that may not be technologically feasible at present but may be feasible at the time 
of a future subdivision map submittal, as well as measures recommended in this comment. 
As long as the project demonstrates that future subdivision maps would comply with 
applicable GHG thresholds, other actions may be proposed at the time such maps are 
proposed.    Finally, the Final EIR includes the provision for carbon offsets in the event that 
the GHG thresholds cannot otherwise be met through onsite mitigation. This offset 
requirement assures that, even if sufficient reductions are not feasible within the project 
(and no information suggests this at this time), that the applicant will still be required to 
reduce GHG impacts to levels below established targets. 

The comment also suggests that Mitigation Measure 12-2 would only apply if a new GHG 
target or program is adopted by legislative or administrative action. GHG impacts of a project 
need to be addressed under CEQA and Mitigation Measure 12-2 establishes the parameters 
for analysis of each subdivision map. The absence of an adopted target at the State level 
would not preclude this project-level analysis. Moreover, the California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) is working on a Scoping Plan to address the 2030 GHG reduction target put forth 
under Executive Order B-30-15. The target established under ARB’s plan would be one 
example of the information referred to in Mitigation Measure 12-2.  

The comment then outlines a number of mitigation measures recommended by the CCEC, a 
number of which are similar to those recommended in Mitigation Measure 12-2 (e.g., 
requiring that all buildings exceed Title 24 energy-efficiency requirements by 15 percent, 
enacting design features that reduce building energy requirements) and/or in the MVWPSP.  
As indicated above, subsequent projects may use a variety of measures to meet applicable 
standards, and could opt to use, for example, solar water heaters as one measure. Other 
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measures, such as funding a “green bag” program for yard trimmings, cannot feasibly be 
implemented on a project level and are more appropriate for the County to consider on a 
larger scale.   

PF14-3 The comment suggests that the project is not of sufficient size or at a suitable location to 
support the level of commercial development projected. See response to comment PF14-7 
regarding the viability of proposed commercial development on the project site. The 
comment states that the EIR should evaluate the additional vehicle miles traveled that will 
result from the project being predominately second homes. See Master 6 in the Final EIR 
regarding project-related VMT. The comment recommends preparation of a transportation 
demand management program and suggests that it be designed in coordination with Tahoe 
Area Regional Transit District and the Truckee North Tahoe Transportation Management 
Association. See responses to comments O18-30, IO41-49, and IO47-2 regarding the 
project’s membership into the TMA.  

PF14-4 As explained in Final EIR response to comment IO31-36, Impact 16-4 in the Draft EIR 
addresses the project’s energy usage to determine if the project would result in inefficient or 
wasteful consumption of energy. In accordance with MVWPSP Policies ER-AQ4, ER-AQ5, ER-
AQ6, ER-AQ7, ER-AQ9, ER-AQ13, ER-AQ15, and ER-AQ16, the proposed project would 
incorporate energy efficiency requirements and would include additional energy conservation 
and efficiency features. This impact was determined to be less than significant, and no 
additional measures are required. The MVWPSP policies would reduce per capita energy use, 
thereby providing a relatively energy efficient residential and commercial project, and would 
encourage use of renewable energy sources and alternatives to travel by personal vehicle. 
With the implementation of various energy conservation code requirements and energy 
conservation policies included with the MVWPSP, the proposed project would not result in an 
inefficient or wasteful consumption of energy.  In addition, response to comment IO41-60 in 
the Final EIR discusses why the Draft EIR could not meaningfully include a quantitative 
analysis of GHG efficiency, including energy usage.  

PF14-5 Draft EIR Cumulative Impact 5-8 provides an adequate analysis of the project’s contribution 
to the cumulative loss forested lands and the cumulative conversion TPZ. Estimating climate-
related forest loss due to drought, wildfire, or bark beetle, as suggested, would be 
speculative. The EIR used the Countywide General Plan EIR and reasonable assumptions 
regarding anticipated ongoing forest conversion in the area to determine whether the project 
contribution to cumulative forest conversion would be significant.  

See Final EIR Master Response 3 regarding the baseline environmental conditions used to 
determine environmental impact conclusions in the Draft EIR. As discussed in Master 
Response 3, the baseline conditions for the MVWPSP Draft EIR are the physical, 
environmental conditions as they existed at the time that the March 2014 NOP was 
published. The Draft EIR does not compare impacts to a hypothetical full buildout of existing 
plans. However, as a planning document that would supersede the MVCP for the plan area, 
the MVWPSP would result in a shift of allowed residential and commercial development from 
the East Parcel to the West Parcel. Therefore, a discussion of the existing land use 
designations, the development potential, and the estimated associated population under the 
MVCP on the East Parcel is necessary in disclosing the existing setting and the effects of the 
project (see Master Response 3 for additional details). 

PF14-6 The comment addresses the alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR. See response to comment 
PF13-9 and Final EIR Master Response 10 regarding the alternatives analysis. 

PF14-7 As an attachment to its comment letter, CCEC and NTPA offered several alternatives to the 
MVWPSP drafted by the University of Colorado Denver.  
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Proposed Alternatives 
The University of Colorado Denver (UCD) proposes several alternative site layouts for the 
MVWPSP on behalf of NPTA and CCEC.  According to the letter, the “alternatives presented 
herein carry out the land use goals more effectively while offering significant improvements 
to project performance in terms of aesthetic impacts on Lake Tahoe basin, the potential for 
trip reduction along SR 267 and reduced environmental impacts, including greenhouse gas 
emissions.” (page 2).  However, as discussed in detail below, the alternatives proposed 
would either not be feasible, would not meet project objectives and/or would not 
substantially reduce the impacts of the MVWPSP.   

Four alternatives are presented.  Alternatives 1A and 2A provide for up to 760 units, the 
same as the proposed MVWPSP, but each with a particular layout and unit mix.  The 
remaining two alternatives, 1B and 2B provide for up to 418 units.   These alternatives are 
assumed to have a higher percentage of townhomes, condominiums, and cabins than the 
MVWPSP (page 5).  This would be achieved by having an equal number of each type of 
housing unit.  While the comment is correct that this mix would have more townhomes, 
condominiums, and cabins than the probable mix of units for the MVWPSP (page 27), the 
MVWPSP allows for a range of each type of development, including a unit mix with 420 
multifamily units (townhomes and condominiums), which would be more multifamily units 
than the 380 units provided by Alternatives 1A and 2A.  And, as discussed below, the 
limitation on the number of single-family homes cited in the comment would not substantially 
lessen the significant effects of the MVWPSP.  

The proposed alternatives also provide for less parking than required by the MVWPSP.  The 
comment states that the two parking spots per unit plus up to two visitor spots per unit 
would result in an excessive amount of paving (page 6).  The comment further states that 
parking is not expected to be placed underground given the costs and special implications, 
so the comment assumes that all parking will be surface parking.  The comment therefore 
greatly over-estimates the amount of paving associated with the parking requirements.  The 
two spaces per unit for single family homes would be located within garages, so no additional 
paving would be required.  One or more guest spaces may also be located in garages.  For 
townhomes and condominiums, it is likely that a large proportion of parking will be located in 
structures, as is the case with other Sierra developments, such as the Ritz, Northstar and the 
Village at Squaw Valley.  Furthermore, the MVWPSP parking requirements are based on the 
County’s parking standards. 

According to the introduction, the four alternatives would improve the aesthetic, trip 
generation, and environmental performance of the project and reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHG) and increase the carbon sequestration potential of the project site.   

Several impact analyses and planning considerations are presented, comparing the 
proposed alternatives to the MVWPSP. As discussed in more detail, below, these analyses 
were based largely on federal models and nationwide or statewide data, rather than site-
specific information, such as the numerous studies prepared for the MVWPSP and EIR.  Nor 
did the UCD staff who prepared the proposed alternatives and analyses appear to have 
conducted a site visit and/or discussed any aspect of the site or MVWPSP with County or 
applicant staff or consultants.    

It should be noted that proposed Alternatives 1B and 2B would not be financially feasible, for 
the same reasons as MVWPSP Draft EIR Alternative 3, Reduced Density Alternative, which 
was found to be financially infeasible (Goodwin Consulting Group, July 2016).  Like proposed 
Alternatives 1B and 2B, Alternative 3 provides for up to 418 units.   

As discussed in more detail below, the proposed Alternatives 1A and 2A would not 
substantially reduce the significant impacts of the proposed MVWPSP. 
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Aesthetics 
For their aesthetics analysis, UCD prepared a line-of-sight analysis using the topography of 
the site to establish the viewshed boundaries and the allowable building heights.  This 
viewshed analysis is focused solely on potential views from the Tahoe Basin.  An exhibit was 
prepared showing the 75’ and 50’ viewshed lines.  The proposed alternatives then restrict 
development to those areas within the viewshed lines in order to protect views from Lake 
Tahoe from development and keep construction one-half mile from the Tahoe Rim Trail (page 
3). 

The UCD viewshed analysis uses the same type of geographic information used in the 
MVWPSP Draft EIR.  The UCD used GIS for their visibility study. It did not integrate tree 
information and also did not indicate from which of the viewpoints they detected visibility.   

According to Appendix B of the UCD letter, 100-foot contours were used in their analysis, 
while the topographic information used for the MVWPSP Draft EIR was accurate to 10 feet.  
This information was used in the initial study for the MVWPSP Draft EIR to help map visibility 
from the basin, particularly from points near the north shore. The MVWPSP Draft EIR analysis 
further refines the visual analysis by taking additional refinements by layering additional 
context and project specific information on top of the topographic information. A forest model 
based on aerial photography of the area was layered onto the terrain model. Structures 
specific to the project concept plan were placed on it at the highest grade points. 

The terrain model did show that, without accounting for vegetation, including 70-foot tall 
trees, a portion of the commercial structure would extend over the ridge and have a direct 
sightline to points on the south shore of the lake. However, the MVWPSP would not be 
developed under a bare earth scenario, and the area is covered with 70-foot tall trees. 
Although there may be a direct sightline from points near the south shore of the lake, 
MVWPSP development will not be discernable at almost 20 miles away through a thick cover 
of trees. The photography in Comment 13-7 is an excellent demonstration of this. 

Please see Master Response 4 in the Final EIR for a detailed discussion of the Draft EIR 
visual analysis.   

Trip Reduction 
The comment states that organizing around clustered development would increase 
successful transit use and that it is unlikely if the MVWPSP is composed predominately of 
large-lot single family homes that it would successfully encourage the use of transit.  The 
comment goes on to state that it “seems improbably that people would pack up their gear, 
drive their private cars a very short distance to the transit stop at the entry to 
development…and wait for the bus.”  Rather, they would stay in their car once it is packed for 
the day and drive to their destination.  The comment proposes that a transit stop be provided 
within the development, replacing or augmenting the main transit stop, and that all 
residential units be clustered within one-quarter mile or less from the main road and 
potential additional supplemental transit stops. 

While it is reasonable to assume that people are more likely to use transit when it is close 
and convenient, the comment does not provide any evidence that locating all homes within 
¼ mile of a shuttle stop would substantially reduce automobile use compared to the 
proposed MVWPSP.  The contention that people who have gear to carry would be less likely 
to use transit if they first had to load the gear into a vehicle is not supported.  It could be that 
those who were taking more items than could easily be carried would choose to drive in any 
case.  Conversely, those who could easily carry everything they needed for their outing might 
be more influenced by the availability of parking and convenience of transit at their 
destination.   
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The MVWPSP calls for implementation of a shuttle at the 340th residential unit (page 42 of 
the MVWPSP).  Contrary to the statement on page 7 of the comment, the MVWPSP shuttle is 
required, not optional.  It is true that the route has yet to be established, but it would be 
tailored to the needs of residents and guests, which would be the most effective way of 
ensuring that the shuttle is used.   

The comment states that the proposed transit stop along SR 267 would be better than no 
transit stop.  It should be noted that the MVWPSP proposes to have a transit stop within the 
plan area so that riders do not have to cross SR 267 to access the bus.  

The MVWPSP includes a number of transportation management measures that are intended 
to reduce vehicle trips (page 42 of the MVWPSP).  In addition to the shuttle, neighborhood 
commercial uses and recreational amenities would enable residents and guests to meet 
many of their needs onsite.  Trails for cross-country skiing, hiking and biking will provide links 
between homes, commercial establishments and recreational amenities.  In addition, the 
MVWPSP would support regional access to transit by providing a bus stop onsite, working 
with local transit providers to support transit services and providing financial support to local 
transit, including a one-time payment of $59,700 and annual payments of $68,000 
(projected total of approximately $1.4 million before adjustment for inflation), which are 
above and beyond the transit fee required by Mitigation Measure 10-5a.  As required by 
Mitigation Measure 10-5b, the MVWPSP would also maintain membership in the Truckee-
North Tahoe Transportation Management Association.   

Viability of Commercial Development 
The comment states that walkable transit is particularly essential given the low probability 
that any commercial development would be successful within the MVWPSP because of the 
low total number of residences and because the number of permanent occupants would be 
low (page 7).  This statement is based on typical retail outlet ratios for California as a whole 
(page 8), and estimates of seasonal occupancy made by the commenter.  The comment then 
concludes that at 60% occupancy, the MVWPSP would support only one restaurant, and that 
at full occupancy, it would support three restaurants.  Further the comment claims that there 
is no scenario that would support a grocery store of any size, a drug store, a drinking 
establishment, a gasoline station or a book store (see page 1 of Appendix D of the 
comment). 

The conclusion that the MVWPSP would not support commercial establishments is based 
solely on statewide averages, which ignores the variations that underlie those averages.  For 
example, Appendix D shows that on average within the entire state, there are 585 people per 
restaurants and other eating places.  Presumably, this average is made of instances when 
there are fewer and more than 585 people per restaurant, but no ranges are reported.  By 
using an average population per restaurant, the comment does not take into account 
differences by community, geography, restaurant type and other factors.  Further, the 
number of people per restaurant does not indicate the minimum number needed for an 
enterprise to be successful.  Again, the success of a commercial enterprise would be based 
on a number of factors, not solely the size of the population to be served.   

In order to evaluate whether the MVWPSP would be able to support the type of commercial 
establishments anticipated in the Specific Plan, similar communities in the region were 
reviewed.  This more specific, local approach demonstrates that the MVWPSP would have 
enough units to support commercial enterprises such as small restaurants and small 
grocery/sundry shops.  Some examples of local developments composed primarily of 
vacation homes that also have one or more retail establishments are shown below. 
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Development Number of Units Commercial Establishments 

Gray’s Crossing 337 lots (1/3 currently built) Restaurant staffed approximately 212 days/year.   

Donner Lake <1,000 du 2 restaurants, 1 grocery store 

Glenshire <1,000 du 1 restaurants, 1 grocery store 

Lahontan 358 du 1 year-round restaurants 

Old Greenwood 184 du Restaurant, small grocery/sundry shop, golf course1; 
recreational amenities include spa, pool and fitness center 

Northstar Village and Ritz Carlton 734 du 100,000 square feet of commercial, retail and F&B in 
village (open 11 months out of year), gas pumps.   

1 These developments also have recreational amenities (e.g., golf course, ski resort) that bring in a substantial visitor population during certain 
seasons. Old Greenwood a golf course, which would increase visitor numbers in the summer.  Northstar is a ski resort, so the visitor population 
peaks in the winter season. However, the Village establishments are open 11 months out of the year; the off-peak seasons would be supported 
largely by homeowners and guests. 

Source: Tahoe Mountain Realty, June 2016 

 

As shown in the above table, there are local developments with fewer units than the 
MVWPSP proposes that have viable restaurants, stores and recreational amenities.  These 
are the services that would be used most regularly by a vacation population (as opposed, for 
example, to the bookstores and drug stores cited in Appendix D of the comment).  

Transverse Lift 
The comment also suggests a transverse lift from the MVWPSP to Northstar in order to 
provide ski-in/ski-out access to some units within the MVWPSP (page 8).  As shown on page 
A12 of the MVWPSP, a transverse lift between Northstar and MVWPSP is an allowed use.  A 
lift to Northstar would need to cross property that is not controlled by the applicant, including 
tower and terminal sites at Northstar, and would have to be designed to avoid conflicts with 
Northstar facilities.  Therefore, it is not considered feasible at this time.   Further, a 
transverse lift would have only minimal effects on traffic.  Approximately 8 percent of 
MVWPSP winter trips and 2 percent of summer trips are estimated to travel to Northstar 
(MVWPSP Draft EIR Exhibit 10-5).  The number of travelers who would choose to use a lift 
rather than drive to Northstar is not known, but even if it were a majority, the resulting 
reduction in vehicle trips would not be enough to substantially reduce impacts on SR 267 
and at local intersections.  Further, a lift would have no effect on number of MVWPSP 
vehicles traveling to or from Truckee or the Basin.   

Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the alternative project proposals were estimated 
by University of Colorado Denver staff using emissions calculators created for compliance 
with the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).  Data inputs used to calculate 
emissions are not provided in the comment letter, therefore, it is unclear how project-specific 
the information used to calculate emissions are.  Furthermore, the spreadsheet’s purpose is 
to facilitate compliance with SEPA, not CEQA, and it is not clear how modeling parameters 
and assumptions in the spreadsheet are tailored to requirements of SEPA, which may not be 
applicable to California regulations. The outputs of this calculator also focus on “embodied” 
greenhouse gas emissions per housing typology and seem to only address construction 
emissions. Project emissions in the Draft EIR were calculated using CalEEMod, a California 
specific modeling tool that PCAPCD recommends for GHG analyses and that contains region-
specific inputs and emission factors relevant to the proposed project.  Because reported 
numbers are not presented in a way to allow for comparison with the Draft EIR analysis (i.e. 
an “embodied” GHG emissions number is not the same as emissions from construction or 
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operation of the proposed project), it is not clear how much the alternatives would actually 
reduce GHG emissions.  

Stormwater Reduction 
The UCD letter also states that the layout and residential unit types of the proposed 
alternatives would require less soil disturbance and generate less stormwater (page 4). 

As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, impacts associated with ground disturbance would be 
less than significant or could be reduced to less-than-significant levels through mitigation, 
including impacts on biological (Impacts 7-1 through 7-10) and cultural resources (Impacts 
8-1 through 8-6), water quality (15-1, 15-2, 15-5 and 15-7), and air quality (Impacts 11-1, 
11-4, 11-6, 11-7, and 11-9).  Therefore, CEQA does not require that these impacts be 
addressed through alternatives.  Furthermore, the proposed MVWPSP is designed to ensure 
that there is no net increase in runoff and no project runoff would flow to the Tahoe Basin, 
because the project drainage system would be directed toward the Martis Valley. 

With respect to increased access to recreation, the MVWPSP already provides for extensive 
open space and recreation, including 14 miles of trails with connections to neighboring trails, 
and 390 acres of open space (over 30% of the MVWPSP plan area, or over one-half acre per 
unit) and the conservation of over 6,300 acres on the East Parcel.  Additional recreational 
amenities would be provided within the developed areas (page 67 of the MVWPSP).   

For the above reasons, the additional open space acreage that could be provided by 
clustering development would not substantially reduce impacts or materially improve the 
quality of MVWPSP development.  

Carbon Sequestration 
The comment calculates sequestration amounts for tree removal, based on tree type and 
vegetation.  The proposed alternatives, due to smaller project footprints, show smaller losses 
of carbon sequestration. The Draft EIR took into account the loss of carbon sequestration 
from vegetation removal in its operational emissions calculations.  The area of ground 
disturbance and associated tree removal, upon which emissions were calculated, was 
estimated using conceptual land use maps, disturbance limits established in the MVWPSP 
Development Standards and Design Guidelines, engineering assumptions for roadway widths 
and disturbance areas, and the vegetation mapping conducted for the project.  The comment 
does not offer specific input and recommendations for the project’s analysis and is 
acknowledged. 

Appendix B:  Methodology for Site Parameters 
Appendix B of the comment provides information on the data and information used as the 
basis for the comment’s analysis.   

As stated previously, it does not appear that the methodology included a site visit or use of 
the site-specific data available from the MVWPSP, Draft EIR and/or supporting documents. 

Streams 
To identify stream corridors, a USGS National Elevation Dataset and ArcGIS software were 
used.  Based on this methodology, two intermittent streams were identified in the eastern 
portion of the plan area.  Typically, the USGS information is based on 40-foot contours.  In 
contrast, the data for the MVWPSP analyses are based on aerial photogrammetry and 
topography with 1-foot contour interval for the eastern portion of the plan area and with 5-
foot contour interval for the western portion of the plan area.  Further, the wetland 
delineation prepared for the MVWPSP (Ascent Environmental, April 2015) shows that all 
wetlands, including streams, are located in the western portion of the plan area, near Martis 
Creek and SR 267.   
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The streams discussion also references Placer County Code requirements for setbacks from 
watercourses.  The MVWPSP is consistent with these requirements.  Policy ER-W1 requires 
the following setbacks: 

 100 feet from centerline of perennial streams; 

 50 feet from centerline of intermittent streams;  

 50 feet from the edge of preserved riparian areas, wetlands and special-status species 
habitat preservation areas, and  

 Within the 100-year flood plain of Martis Creek. 

Trails 
Trails were digitized based on National Agricultural Inventory Program aerial photographs.  As 
noted in the methodology discussion, the trails that exist might not be picked up through the 
method used.  However, trail maps are provided in the Specific Plan and Draft EIR, based on 
site-specific information (see Figure 6-3 of the Specific Plan). As stated on page 66 of the 
MVWPSP, approximately 14 miles of trails would be provided within the MVWPSP. 

Viewshed 
Please see prior discussion. 

Slopes 
A slope analysis was conducted using USGS National Elevation Dataset and ArcGIS software 
were used. As discussed above, the slope mapping (see Figure 7-3 of the MVWPSP) is based 
on 1-foot and 5-foot interval contours rather than the larger contours in the USGS dataset. 
Further, the MVWPSP includes restrictions on development on steep slopes (see Figure 3-3 
of the MVWPSP). 

To the extent that the proposed alternatives or the comment’s analysis of project impacts is 
based on the above information, it would not be as accurate as the site-specific data used in 
the MVWPSP, Draft EIR and supporting reports. 

Appendix E:  Methodology for Calculating Stormwater Impacts, GHG Emissions and Carbon Sequestration 

Stormwater 
The comment’s stormwater impact numbers were generated using the National Stormwater 
Calculator from US EPA. The National Stormwater Calculator estimates the annual amount of 
rainwater and frequency of runoff from sites within the United States, based on local soil 
conditions, land cover and historic rainfall records.  According to the User’s Guide, the 
primary focus of the calculator is to inform site developers and property owners of how well 
they can meet a desired stormwater retention target, and is most appropriate for performing 
screening level analysis of small sites with a footprint of a few dozen acres and uniform soil 
conditions.1  The discussion of methods does not indicate what assumptions were used.  For 
example, what if any drainage infrastructure and/or Low Impact Development (LID) 
measures were included is not specified. Therefore, it is not clear whether the conclusions 
shown in Table 5 on page 11 of the comment letter are accurate.  According to Table 5, the 
MVWPSP would retain a maximum 4.81 inches of rainfall.  Alternatives 1A and 1B would 
retain a maximum of 5.14 and 5.09, respectively.  The existing condition is not reported, so it 
is not clear how much of an increase or decrease in runoff is being reported. 

1 United States Environmental Protection Agency, National Stormwater Calculator User’s Guide, September 2014, page 8. 
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In contrast, the Drainage Report prepared for the MVWPSP, is based on the Placer County 
Stormwater Management Manual, which is more reflective of regional conditions than the 
National Stormwater Calculator.  Furthermore, MVWPSP policies require that post-
development peak flows do not exceed pre-development peak flows, and that Best 
Management Practices and Low Impact Development measures be implemented.  Therefore, 
the Draft EIR concludes that impacts related to drainage, including stormwater runoff and 
water quality, would be less than significant with mitigation (see Impacts 15-1, 15-2 and 15-
5 in the Draft EIR).   

GHG Emissions  
Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the alternative project proposals were estimated 
by University of Colorado Denver staff using emissions calculators created for compliance 
with the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).  The spreadsheet’s purpose is to 
facilitate compliance with SEPA, not CEQA, and it is not clear how modeling parameters and 
assumptions in the spreadsheet are tailored to requirements of SEPA, which may not be 
applicable to California regulations. Project emissions in the Draft EIR were calculated using 
CalEEMod, a California specific modeling tool that PCAPCD recommends for GHG analyses 
and that contains region-specific inputs and emission factors relevant to the proposed 
project.   

Carbon Sequestration 
The comment calculates sequestration amounts for tree removal, based on tree type and 
vegetation. The proposed alternatives, due to smaller project footprints, show smaller losses 
of carbon sequestration. The approach is acknowledged.  The area of ground disturbance 
and associated tree removal, upon which emissions were calculated in the Draft EIR, was 
estimated using conceptual land use maps, disturbance limits established in the MVWPSP 
Development Standards and Design Guidelines, engineering assumptions for roadway widths 
and disturbance areas, and the vegetation mapping conducted for the project.   

The sequestration analysis is based on current best practices in the field. While there may be 
other methods because this is a relatively new quantification field, we used the tool 
recommended by the air district to estimate loss in sequestration. Emissions associated with 
loss in carbon sequestration from vegetation removal accounts for 543 MT CO2e /yr of a 
total of 35,965 MT CO2e/yr, accounting for 1.5 percent of emissions. As such, it is not a 
substantial source of emissions. Vehicle trips, natural gas, and electricity consumption are 
the biggest contributors to emissions.   
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• 
Board of Directors 
lfANN GREEN 
NANCY P JVE.S 

Northstar Fire Department 
Northstar community Service~ DMrlct 

910 Northstar Drive, Northstar, CA 96161 
P: 530.562.1212·F·S30.56l.070:t·www.northstarcscl.o11J 

I R/\NK SEEUC. PRESIDENT 
DARRELL SMITH 
CATI N Sli:W/\RT 

Fire Chief 
MARK ~HADOWEN'S 

June 3, 2016 

Stacy Wydra 

Placer County Development Resource Agency 

3091 County Center Drive 

Suite 190 Auburn Ca 95603 

Dear Mrs. Wydra 

I am writing to you based on one item of concern that I noted in the Final EIR in the Martis Valley 

Specific Plan. In a comment letter from Northstar Fire Department dated December 18 2015, I 

commented that all emergency access and egress roads that are required by local and state code shall 

be all weather paved surfaces. In section 2.2.2 Revisions to chapter 3 Project Description t he last 

paragraph on page 2-8 t he project applicant continues to reference a seasonal EVA that wil l utilize an 

existing dirt road. Based on the remote location of this proposed development it is the position of 

Northstar Fire Department that all roads be paved regardless of t hem being seasonal or not. 

Additionally exhibit 3-9 shows a road configuration that wou ld not meet the requirements of Placer 

County for dead end roads. I do understand that the exhibit is not the final design standard but in 

order for this development to meet the current standards several of the roads within the exhibit would 

need to connect with the Fibreboard Freeway which I think directly effects the EIR. 

I have made the proj ect applicant aware of this issue and I am happy to speak directly with you at any 

time regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Shadowens 

Fire Chief 

Northstar Fire Department 

PFlS-1 
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PF15 
Mark Shadowens, Fire Chief 
Northstar Fire Department 
June 3, 2016 

 

PF15-1 The comment expresses that, per a previous letter from the Northstar Fire Department (NFD) 
dated December 18, 2015, all emergency access and egress roads that are required by local 
and state code shall be all weather paved surfaces. The comment also states that the road 
configuration shown on Draft EIR Exhibit 3-9 would not meet Placer County requirements for 
dead end roads.  

Please see PF32, which is a letter to the NFD from Kurt Krieg with Mountainside Partners. In 
PF32, Mr. Krieg clarifies that all emergency access roads that are required by state or county 
code would be paved and would meet required standards. In addition, the letter clarifies that 
the circulation exhibits in the EIR are concept-level designs and that the Northstar 
Community Services District (NCSD) and NFD would need to approve and sign-off on the 
project’s small lot final maps and civil improvement plans and that the civil improvement 
plans would comply with all state and local requirements related to emergency access and 
loop/dead end roads. Additionally, the letter notes that the MVWPSP would comply with 
NFD/NCSD’s defensible space ordinance. 
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PF16 
Lorraine Comanor, M.D. 
June 3, 2016 

 
PF16-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to traffic, 

emergency evacuation, visual impacts and ridgelines, and water supply. These issues are 
evaluated in the EIR. Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in 
information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
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PF17 
Ray Garland, President 
Highlands Homeowners Association 
June 3, 2016 

 

PF17-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to traffic and 
emergency evacuation. These issues are evaluated in the EIR. Comments regarding 
preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County 
Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
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from: K;,tl.i HF'<"k~rl I PF181 
To: 
Cc; 

Subject: 

Date: 
Attachments: 

Stacy Wydrn· ~;~;Andy Baber; I §a C]ma,hqo· l t!d!ft Hansl'lln· Ste'*sanje Hol!pway 

foul Jhoqpsoo; ~ "Kurt Krieg"; Whit Manley (WManley@n;n@nvirolaw.mm); fran Ewer; fu:!!w 
C.o,"'hjwprtb: Sl!l?JOOP Enslow· "AddE!'nne G@ham'' (glq@ham@§qr~t.·yes t netl (g!ornham@sw-pwgs.t.net)~ ~ 
t:lbs.ol 
FW: Economic Report? Re: 6-9-16 PC Agenda - T~hoe location - Martfs Valley West Spedfic Plan staff report 
available 
Monday, June 6, 2016 9:30:54 Ar4 
06.Q9-16 Enal aaenda Tahoe odf 

FYI- below comment. Some have already received -comment below llu l wanted to include everyone. 

Thanks 

·J(at.fi1 ') f,•cfi.Jrt. .. S'wiiJf cJlun rtf / r'OIItrrdsshlu C fn'k,. 
•f'fnctr (Oil ttl) (V>•1ij1 

JQII/ 0111 11 ty Cm trr •Driflt 

)1u6ufll ()7 ,5603 
( 'i JO,I 11.i· JOS 2 

From: Jennifer Quashnick [mailto:jqtahoe@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2016 9:19PM 
To: Kathl Heckert; Stacy Wydra 
Subject: Economic Report? Re: 6-9·16 PC Agenda - Tahoe location - Martis Valley West Specific Plan 
staff report available 

Hello, 
I cannot locate lhe "Martis Va lley Wcsl Parcel Specific; Plan Economic 
ViabiUty Analysis (May 20 16)" Uu;tl is l'C I'brccl lo as e viden ce fol' rejecting 
Alternatives ~i and 5 (see Attachm ent .II). Please p rovide this as soon as 
possible. 
'I'hank you, 
-Jennifer 

From: Kathi Heckert <KHeckert@olacer ca oov> 
To: Kat hi Heckert <KHeckert@placer ca.qov> 
Sent: Friday, June 3, 2016 9:16AM 
Subject: 6-9-1 6 PC Agenda • Tahoe location - Martis Valley West Spec1fic Plan staff report available 

Hello Interested Parties -

Please find agenda attached. 

Click on link below to view staff report. 

http://www.placer.ca .gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planning/pchearings 

PF18-l 
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PF18 
Jennifer Quashnick, Conservation Consultant 
June 3, 2016 

 

PF18-1 The comment requests the “Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Economic Viability 
Analysis” dated May 2016. This analysis was provided to the commenter on June 7, 2016 
(see also response to comment PF95-3). 
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Placer County Planning Commission Hearing June 9, 2016 (submitled June 5, 2016) 
Martis Valley West Project Specific Plan (PGPA 20130080) , State Clearinghouse No, 2014032087) 
Ellie Waller. Tahoe Vista Resident: Public Comments for the Record 

The Staff report ~fore you for thf: June 9 Plannmg Commt~ion meeung ts :l40 pages With all 
the attachrTM!nts. You must ask yourselves tf you have had an adequate amount ortime to 
revtew the staff report. FEIR. DEIR, etc. before making any recommendations. I request you 
table and DENY the Martis Valley West Parce l Speciftc Plan EIR as proposed, request re
clrcuJaUon (reasons wlth ltl comments below) and request anottler hearing after a sufficient 
amount oftlme has been granted to rev1cw the documentation. The MVWPSP EIR tn its current PF19•1 
form is flawed and environmental analysis and response to comments are inadequate, 
dismissive or incomplete. 

The North Tahoe Regional Advisory Council meeting: Which only had a week to review documentation resulted in a 
recommendation, not to make a recommendation to your commission. They did approve a Motion to recommend the 
Planning Commission postpone their action on this item for 30 days to allow for ample time to review the Final EIR. 
(Placer staff ignored this request as you are hearing the prcject June 9) Further, that the Planning Commission be aware 
there are significant concerns with the project whether development is on the east or west slde of Highway 267. 
This process is belllg stQamrotled with no answer from Placer Staff· What's the hurry? 

A Development Agreement (not part of DEIR or FEIR released was released in staff report June 2, 2016) and revised 
Development Standards (third revision: May 2014, Oct2015 and most recent May 2016) are among additional pages 
recently released which you will be asked to approve along with overriding considerations. Is seven (7) days enough time 
to review and make an informed and valued recommendation? I do not believe so. 
This process is bemg steamrolled With no <~nswer fi'om Placer 5tatr: What's the lmrry? 

It's difffcult to read over 2,000+ pages and glean comprehensive comments ln a short amount of tfme. 
I am providing a table of contents to assist you wlth my comments to date. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
I. DENY and RE-CIRCULATE the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan EIR 
II. ALTERNATIVE 5 (released in FEIR documentation) coud be modified 
Ill SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
IV. PROPOSED SECONDARY EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS ROAD CRITERIA 
V. WORKFORCE HOUSING REQUIREMENT 
VI. DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT, DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
VII. CLOSING COMMENTS 
VIII ARTICLES FROM PUBLIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL G~OUPS 
IX. CEOA REFERENCES THAT MUST BE CONSIDERED 

Pages 1-3 
Pages3-8 
Pages 9-18 
Pages 19-23 
Pages 24-27 
Pages 27-31 
Pages31-32 
Page 33 
Pages 34-35 

I. DENY and RE-CIRCULATE the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan EIR 

I am requesting you OENY the Martis Valley West Parcel Speetfte Plan (MVWPSP) as proposed and request 
recl!culatton of the environmentaltmpad tepon as a new alternative: Alternative 5: Reduced Density East Parcel 
(without conseNation e&sement) was added to the FEIR without any apalysis or opportunity for public/agencies to 
commenL Along with inadequate, dismissive responses to DEIR impacts and suggested mitigations this project must be 
re-circulated. 

Have any of you toured the west parcel site? The locations topography is challenging to understand 0f you are just relying 
on maps provided) unless you have actually "seen" the ridgetop portion of the development that lies outside the Tahoe 
Basin but shares a boundary with Tahoe Basin land atop the same ridgeline you cannot comprehend the issues. Have 
you toured the east parcel where you will find less issue with topography and mUch less potential for Tahoe Basin 
fmpacts? By touring the site your commission recommendations wi ll carry greater weight and fundamental understanding 
of the environmental impacts. I request you~ your r~.:ommeodations and request another hearing of the 
project .after you can tour the ~ites. 

Page 1of35 
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Placer County Planning Commission Hearing June 9, 2016 (submitted June 5, 2016) 
Martis Valley West Project Specific Plan (PGPA 20130080) , State Clearinghouse No, 2014032087) 
Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista Resident: Public Comments for the Record 

This is not just about the propased project (Specific Plan): it's about thE: location on a ridgetop abut1ing the 
Tahoe Basin Boundary line. This is raw land never envisioned to be anything more than Timber ~"roductlon 
Lands 111 the Martis VaUe.y Commuruty Plan. 

Lets start at the beginning. The Martis Valley Community Plan was updated December 16, 2003 approving future 
development locations and proposed entitlements (not development rights). The Martis Valley Community Plan (MVCP) 
env•slonecl development on the East Parcel not th£> West ParceL Reference MVCP Page 52 Community Design MVCP: 3. East 
Valley Commun/ry - Design/Development Standards: The Manis Valley Community Plan Land Use Diagram designates a low 
density residential area including a small commercial site easr of SR267 and east of Northstar-at-Tahoe. Following the 
expiration of the TPZ. this area is available for the development of a large residential project. New development in this area shall be 
permitted only w{lere it is found to be consistent with the following design/development standards and is developed consistent with an 
approved comprehensive master plan. 

Reference: MVCP Figure 1 Land Use Diagram identifies the east parcel for residential development and the west parcel as Forest land. 

Initially a Tahoe Basin Area Plan, proposing a gated community with 112 luxury units and commercial buildings, on a 
Tahoe ridge-line was included in the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan. 

The Area Plan received so much public resistance, criticlsm and outcry from community members and environmental 
groups- it was removed from the MVWPSP and is now proposed as a separate project: The 550 unit Brockway 
Campground. 

Mountainside Partners is proposing both projects separately but continues to state that they are reducing development 
from 1360 units. Simple math: 760 units plus 550 campsites (in the same location, atop a ridge, connecte.d by an 
evacuation fire road) is 1310 total units so the cumulative impacts of both projects must be accounted for in the 
environmental analysis. The FEIR has not adequately done so and dismissed the Brockway Campground impacts as 
being unnecessary as the project fs within the Tahoe basin. The DEIR analysis is incomplete and flawed requiring you as 
a commission to DENY the protect and request re-cJtcUiatlon with add1bonal analysts 

The only reason there are two separate projects proposal on the same ridgetop. 
1) one in the Talloe 8asio ·Brockway Campground 
2). one outside the Tahoe Basin MVWPSP 
Is the public made such a raucous that the developer feared the entire Martis Valley West 
Parcel Spectftc Plan was m Jeopardy of not gettmg approval. 

Page 2 of35 
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Placer County Planning Commission Hearin.g June 9, 2016 (submitted June 5, 2016) 
Martis Valley West Proje<:t SpeCi fic Plan (PGPA 20130080), State Clearinghouse No, 2014032087) 
Ellie Waller. Tahoe Vista Resident Public Comments for the Record 

Reference:Piacer County 
web:https:llwww.placer. ca. govldepartmentslcommunitydevelopmenVenvcoordsvcsleirlmartisvalleywestparcel (In August 
2013, an application was submitted to Placer County tor the MVVIIP Specific Plan. The Specific Plan consists of the East 
Parcel and West Parcel and inclUded approximately 270 acres of land in the Tahoe Basin. A draft Area Plan was prepa~ 
for 112.8 acres on the West Parcel of the Basin portion of the MVWPSP for consideration by Placer County and TRPA. A 
Notice of Preparation for a Draft EIRIEIS was published in March 2014. A draft Specific Plan was submitted to the County 
in May 2014 and a draft Area Plan was submitted to TRPA in June 2014.) The applicant now proposes to revise the 
MVWPSP to remove the portion of the West Parcel that is in the Tahoe Basin (and within the jurisdiction of 
TRPA), including the 112.S.acre area that was subject to the Area Plan. As a result, the Area Plan would not be PFl9-1 

part of the MVWPSP. (Tt1e Area Plan is now suspe.nded: not termfnated and the Tahoe basln acres are proposed as 550 cont. 
unit campground) 

Fast forward: East West Partners (now: Mountainside Partr ers) along with Sierra Pacific Industries (SPI) entered into a 
private business deal an "Opportunity Agreement" (MVOA) wi th Mountain Area Preservation (MAP) and Sierra Watch 
(SW) on July 16, 2013. This. agreement cannot be construed as a development agreement nor binding in any way for the 

transfer of proposed entitlements in your approval cycle. 

At the May 12, 2016 North Tahoe Reg ional Advisory Council: Mountain Area Preservation (MAP) and Sierra Watch (SW) 
representatiVes said that with the Brockway Campground ircluded, the proposed project went far beyond what they 
agreed to in the MVOA and pointed out it would be irresponsible to make decisions at such a fast pace on projects that 

will span generations. They noted that these decisions will "outlive us all", and we shouldn't rush this. 

At the May 25, 2016 TRPA Governing Board meeting MAP and SW (along w ith the League to Save Lake Tahoe and 
members of the public) representatives made it clear to TRPA they need to continue to heavily weigh in on the proposed 
MVWPSP project as there are many Impacts to the Tahoe Basin clearly ignored in the FE IR a(ld d ismissed as 
unnecessary to study as part of the overall cumulative impacts. 

II. ALTERNATIVE 5 (released in FEIR documentation) could be modified 

If Mountainside Partners and SPI are serious about any development project and the permanent protection of 6.000+ 
acres of conservation lan9. vou as a commission, must DENY tl'le EIR as proposed and request re-circulation of 
the environmental document to be furthe' analyzed to insure OEIR conclusions are accurate and allow the public 
and agencies to comment on AlternatiVe S Whtch has not been before the publ1clagencfes for comment until the 
FElR was released and should be open for discussion, interpretation and possible modification. 

Wikipedia: In arguments. compromis_. is a concept of finding agreement through communlcatron, through a mutual 

acceptance of terms-often Involving variations from an original goal o r desire. In human relationships "compromise" is 
often said to be an agreement that no party is happy with. 

Webster: Settlement of differences by arbitration or by consent reached by mutual concession. Something Intermediate 
between or blending qualities of two d ifferent things. 

Modifying and analyzing the newly released (in FEIR) Reduced Density Alternative 5-418 units on 200 acres on the east 
side of SR 267 where development proposed entit lements are currently approved tJy the Martis Va lley Community Plan 
and add1119 a cunservaiiOP east<rnent alung ,.Jitr, adchllat•a snaly<:>ts to tnsure 'lEIR concluc;;lons a11. ac·~UI&te, will achieve 
a majority of the project objectives 22 out of 25 listed below . 

Adding a " Conservation Easement" (Which still can be purchased by a land trust) to Alt 5, will preserve 
thousands of acres in the spirit or protecting OOO$ervatlon lantl and COMPROMISE and Wil1 ELIMINATE Uie ViiUal 
S1gnif1cant and Unavoidable lrnpact to less -than-slgnlncant ns the project Is. not on a ridgetop abutting tll~t La~ 
Tahoe basin boundary line. The biological impact stated to be a r~:.ason 11ot to use tile eas.t par<:el ls. subjective 
and requires further <~nalysl-s before. a scientifi~ answer to 1mpnct e<~neerns can be ac<:.umtety made 
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DEIR 19.1.1 Attainment of Project Objectives 
.... one factor that must be considered ill selection of alternatives is the ability of a specific alternative to attain rnost of the 
basic objectives of the project (CCR Section 15126.6[a]). Chapter 3, "Project Descriptron," articulates the following 
MVWPSP project objectives: 

1. Provide new residential development consistent with the vis ion, goals, and policies of the MVCP: A MOCJIItea Alt 5 on 
the east parcel adding a conservat10n E-asement, along with additional analyst£ to 1nsure DEIP conclusions are :~ccurate 
w1ll ach1eve lh1s obJective The Martis Valley Community Plan (MVCP) approved proposed entitlements on the east 
parcel not tl\e ~st parcel 

0. The County will promote efficient use of land and natural resources a no w ill encourage "in fill" development (Policy 
1.A 1 ). F·emoved in the r.E R as Placer Co~nty does '!Of t1ave a def1n1tion of tnflil. (Re...~ponse to com!Tlent 1051-17) 

2. Conserve large, intact. and interconnected areas of natural open space that contributes to the last rernainlng habitat 
linkages between the Sierra Nevada and Mount Rose W ilderness Area in the Carson Range (Policy 1.A.6 A Modified All 
5 on the eas! parcel adding 3 conservallon easement, along with addlt1onal analysis tc. nsure DEIR cunc.lur:.tons :~re 
ar.curate W1fl achiE;=ve th1s obJeCttv-= 

3. Minimize habitat fragmentation by development and roads to protect open space from human encroachment (Policy 
1.A.6). : A Modified All5 on t11e east parcel addlfl£' a conEervauor eae~m~nt, along with adcl1t1onal analysis to 111•1urf' 
DEl? ~nclus1ons are acwrate Will achieve- this objective r PZ ove11av CJIKI tourrent on· going 111 111Jer '"ldrvest pr actiCt:!S 
;Jirt-ady dtslurb wtldltfe on the east pa1celloday 

4. Consider the regional implications of development in the Martis Valley on resources outside of the Valley (i.e., 
Truckee River, Lake Tahoe Basin, Carson Range, and Sierra Nevada) (Policy 1.A.7). Any developme'lt on the east or 
we~! parae! threatens the e•.cet:danct- of !he Talme Basin 1m.o:nT1u1Tt Vehicle Miles -rraveled tt'oresr1old atony with the 
rer.-ently updated (:.1012) TaMe Bas1n RegioPa: Prc,n "nVI'>ICnea Goals and Pollrie<s and ur--rlater1 Code ol Ordinances to 
concentrate development 111 Town <hnters Level Serv1co: ofF violate~ trre Mart1s Valley Co1n111u111ty Plar- policy 5 A"! 
Alternative 1 No P•ojec.t <lChievcs th1~ ObJo:-•~ltve 

S. Ensure that long-term conservation of Important resource lands is achieved through a combination of regulatory 
actions, acquisition of easements, purchase of development rights, and both public and private land acquisitions (Policy 
1.A.8) : A Modif1ecJ Alt:. on the ea::;t parce1 aud1ng a oottservation easement ai0119 wtth addrbonal analys1s to 1nsure 
DEl~ conniUstons are acnurate wrll ach1eve I his ob]ec11ve 

8. Encourage the concentration of multi-family housing in and near vi llage centers and neighborhood commercial centers 
(Polley 1.8 .1: A Modified All 5 on the east pa1ce1: adding c. wnservatJOf) easement along with addtllonal analy&tS to 
Insure DEIR conciLISionc; are accurate Will ac~1ieve tt11s objective 

7. Encourage the planning and design of new residential subdivisions to emulate the best characteristics (e.g., form, 
scale, and general character) of existing, nearby neighborhoods (Policy 1.8.2). : A Modified Alt 5 on tr1>2 oaast paroel 
.llddtng;;, conservallon e~-s<:ment. a10ng w1th sddltfona analysts to 1nsure DEIR conclus1ons ar'i' al:'•:urate Will achieve lhts 
ObJective. Nearby nelgrtborhoocls were not defined for compari~•)n 1n EIR Northstar, Trucl\ee etc? 

8. Require residential land project design to reflect and consider natural features, noise exposure of residents. visibility 
of structures, circulation, access, and the relationship of the project to surrounding uses (Policy 1.8.4). : A 
Modified All 5 on the east parcel add1ng a oonserva!lon easement along Wt!r) addil!onal analysts to tnsure DEIR 
:;onciiJSIOns are ar.curate Will achieVe th1s obJeCtiVe Maps in the FEIR prove that the development is $till on top of the 
ridge, though outside the T;lhoe basin boundary. It's a shared ridgeline (see Exhibit 3·7 Page 9 of 35 below). 
Removing the project from a ridgetop ~sared WiU\ Tahoe basin boundary ELIMINA iES the Visual Significant and 
unavoidable Impact 9.9. 
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9. Require that significant natural, open space and cultural resources be identified in advance of development and 
incorporated into site-specific development project design (Policy 1,B.9). A Modtfied Air 5 on the t!asi parcel addtng a 
canseNatlon easet'lenl along wtth addttlonal analysts to msure DEIP r.ondustons are ar.curate wtll achtevt> lht& ob]E'cttve 

10. Identify available opportunities and designate land for small commercial centers where some of the needs of local 
area residents can be met, eliminating the need for trips outside the area (Policy 1.C.3). ). : A Mndtfied Alt 5 on the 9ast 
P<H\.."el adding a conseMtton easement. along wtth addtbonal analysts to tnsuno> DEIR conclusions are accurate wil l 
achieve this objective. The MVCP plan has designated the east pan~el for restdential and comrnerctal•jevetoprnent 

PF19-2 
11. Encourage the sustained productive use of forestland as a means of providing open space, maintaining the quality of cont. 

Martis Valley 's scenic v istas and to conseNe other natural resources (Policy 1, F.1 }. ). : fl Modtfied Alt 5 on the east 
parcel adding ~ conservation easement. along Wtth addlttonal analysts to Insure DEIR conclusions are accurate will 
achtev•? tt11~ objective Ttmber Harvesl Manage-ment Plans ackJress tne east parce-l 

12. Encourage the preservation of timber produclng lands as regional open space, and protect these areas from urban 
encroachment (Policy 1.J.1 ). : A Modlf1eo All 5 or- the east l'lal<.el aclding a conse"'ation easeMent along w1111 acJdiltonel 
analysts to insure OF IR conciU'i>ton::. are accurate Will achte\le thts object1v;;; Timber Harvest Management Plan::. ackl!ef)S 
the ea&i parcel 

13. Implement a density transfer and retirement by permanently retiring 600 East Parcel residential units and transferring 
760 residential units and 6.6 acres of commercial uses from the East Parcel to the West Parcel while preseNing in 
perpetuity 6,376 acres in conservation lands. Only 1 of 2 objectives net by Alternattve 3 and not Alt 5 modifted 

14. Contribute to a large, continuous expanse of open space east of SR 267 by ensuring the permanent preseNation of 
the East Parcel. A Modlfted A It 5 on 'he &ast parcel· adding a conseNat1nn easem'"nt along witr addtltonal analysis to 
insure DEIR conclustons are accurate wtll achieve tiltS ol:ljecttve 6.000+ a•;res sttll can be preserved mtnus clevelopmertl 
aGt eage prnposed 

15. Minimize isolated development that leads to fragmentation of open space and natural resources by developing on 
lands in proximity to existing development. A Modtfiecl All 5 on the east l='a;cel adding a conseNation easement along 
~vtth additional analysis to insure :JEIR conclusions are- accurate will achieve this obJeGttve 

16 Minimize v isual impacts of development by using the natural features and terrain of the project site to screen 
buildings. A Modtfi"·d Alt 5 on t~te e:ast pare(? adding a ..::omeNattor eawment, along wtth addtttonal ana1ys1s to insure 
DEl~ o;onclustons ara accUiate Will achteve this objecttve. Removing t he proj ect fro m a ri<lq et op s hared w ith Tahoe 
basin b ound<try line ELIMINATES the Visual Significant and Unavoidable Impact 9.9. 

Placer County Land Use code VISUAL AND SCENIC RESOURCES: 1.K.1. The COY!ltv shall requjre that neW 
deyeloDment jn scenic areas (e.g., rivet' canyons, lake watersheds. scenic highway con ·idors, rjdqe!ines and 
steep sl.opes) is planned and designed in a manner which en1ptoys design, construction, and mainte.nan~ 
techniques that! a. Avoids locating structures along ridqeJjnes and st.eep slopes; b . lncorpo rat.es design and 
screening measures to minimize the visibility of structures and graded areas; c. Maintains the character 
and visual quality of the area. Removing Ute p roject from a ridgeto p shared with Taltoe b as in boundary 
elimtnutes the Visu.,l Signif icant and unavoidable Impact 9..9 

17. Limit new infrastructure and disturbance by developing on lands in proximity to existing development. A Modtfted All 5 
on the east parcel adding a conservation easement. along wtlh addotlonal onalyste. to tnsure DEIR oot¥.1tJstOns are 
accurate Wtll achle•Je lhts objective. 

18. Enhance and maintain existing trail system and associated recreational uses, such as cross-country skiing, 
snowshoeing, hiking, and biking trails Only 2 of 2 objecuveE tnet by Alten •altve 3 and m't A It 5 'Yludtlied Although SPI 
could allow remeat1onal use& that could be met by A Mc1t11fied Alt 5 or the east f.'drDet adding c JonseNatlon eilo;e:rnerrt, 
along wttr aclchtional analysts to 1nsure DfiR conclustons a re accurate Will achteve thts otJjeCIIVE.• 
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19. Implement a land use plan that is responsive to community concerns, such as visual character. traffic 
management. parking availabil ity, recreational facilities, environmental issues, and the desire for expanded community 
services and amenities. A Mocllfied Alt 5 on the easl parcel adding a cnnservaltCin easement, along Wtlh addt!!Cin~l 
ar alysts to Insure DEIR conolus1om; are accurate Will achieve th1s ObJective: Especially because •t is not atop a ndoe-ltne 
that abuts to Tahoe baS111Iands This objective is of particular concern as the community has clearly stated on 
oumerous occasions at many meetmgs and in written comments that we are not in-favor of proposed 
oevelopment on the West parcel due to scenic, recreational ano evacuation issues lust ro name a few. 

20. Reduce rel iance on automobiles by providing onsite services and amenities, a transit stop, and extensive cross
country skiing, hiking, and biking A Mootfied Alt 5 on the east parcel· addtng a conservation easemeM along ~vllr 
s•jdJtional analyst~ to tnsure DE'R Jonc1us1ons ar.:- accurate Will act·11eve trtls obj.:•ctiVe . 

21. Develop a project that is consistent with the planning guidelines and principles of adopted plans and policies, 
particularly the MVCP. A Modified Alt 5 on the east parcel G~dd1ng a cortservallort ease ne,,t along With a~idltiOtl<ll 
aralysis to 1nsura DEIR conclusinn., are accurate Will achieve thl._ objeCtive The Martis Valley Community Plan (MVCPI 
approved proposed entitlements (not development rights) on the east parcel 11ot the west parcel 

22. Create a development that draws upon the historic Sierra and Tahoe regional architectural traditions. A Modtftect Aft~' 
on tl'\e east !>3fGt:l adding a conservatton .:asemenl. along wllh add1bonal analy'SIS to 1nsure DEIR r.on;~lus1ons are 
ar.curate will achteve this objective 

23. Develop a financially sustainable project that does not require the diminishment of services to existing residents. A 
Mo•hftecl AI! ~.on the; east parcel aclding a conservatior :-a>'emerrt all1ng wtt , acldltional analysts to insure DEIR 
<::onc1t.1sions are accurate will ac111eve thts objeottve The FEIR state$ that flnancra ·eastblllty (sustamaotllty~') will be 
cletermir.ed by the Board and not environmental documentation. Tre publtc/agencl~ have not been pnvy to ~vhal is 
cor1sidered financially in-feastble ~o •,..;e •.annot craft comments and neither can ttte PlaJ1ning Commtssion. Attachment '3 
'nfo rmat1011 If sutlje~hve 

24. Incorporate sustainable design concepts to ensure long-term preservation, the enhancement of resources, and the 
reduction of site impacts. A Modified All 5 on the east par~el: addtng a conservattort ease'nl? 1t along ~vltl"t addtttonal 
at ~IY!Ois to 1nsure DFIR conclusinn._ are accurate wtll :f.:.llieve th1~ ob)ectlve 

25. Reinforce the North Lake Tahoe region, including the Martis Valley, as a four-season destination resort A Modified 
Aft 5 on the east parcet· adding a conservatllll"' easement along witlladdtllonal analysts to Insure DE R conclusio11s are 
<~•:curate Wtll achleve !Ius ObjeCtive This objective further demonsttates impacts to the Tahoe Basin must be 
analyzed 

A REDUCED DENSITY EAST PARCEL ALTERNATIVE addtng a conservation easement, along Wtth addititmal 
analysis to insure OEIR conclusions are a.:curate is logically feasible and achieves most of the project objectives 
listed above. 
By modifying Alt 5 Reduced Density project on east parcel , without a doubt. will ELIMINATE 
1). Tahoe dark skies v iolation and skyglow impads, 
2). scenic violation impacts because it will not be located atop a shared Tahoe basin ridge-line 
3) recreational conflid with Tahoe Rim Trail Users 
4). impad to the Tahoe basin by utilizing the Fiberboard Freeway for secondary emergency evacuation as it will 
not be located on a shared Tahoe basin ridge-line 
The comparison of Alternatives shows that a Modified Allnmative 6 w1th Conservation E.a5ement can and should 
be considered the Environmentally Supenor Alernative. 
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Alternatives evaluated In this Draft EIR are: 

,_,._.-! Erm10nmental 

A Alternative 1: No Project- No Development Alternative. which assumes 110 new development 
occurs on either the West Parcel or the East Parcel: 

A Alternative 2: No Project - Martis Valley Community Plan Alternative. which assumes 
development in accordance with existing land use designations and zoning under the existing 
MVCP. This would include up to 1.360 residentia l units and up to 6.6 acres of commercial on the 
East Parcel: timber harvest in compliance with existing Timber Harvest Permits: and cessation of 
unauthorized recreational uses (because of liabil ity issues). 

"" Alternative 3: Reduced Density Alternative. which would reflect the same MVWPSP as proposed. 
but would reduce the number of residential units on the West Parcel by 45 percent (a reduction 
of 342 units). 

"" Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint. Hotel Alternative. which assumes development of 500 
residential units. a 100-room hotel. a recreational parking lot with 150 spaces. and commercial 
development and trails consistent with the proposed projeot on the West Parcel. 

"" Alternative 5· East Parcel Reduced Density Alternative which assumes development of 418 units 
on 200 acres of the East Parcel. designating the remainder of the current East Parcel 
development area Forest and zoning it TPZ. and leaving the existing Forest designation and TPZ 
zonjng over the West Parcel. Alternative 5 woyld not involve placing the East Parcel jn permanent 
conservation. 

Placer County Land Use code VISUAL AND SCENIC RESOURCES: 1.K1. The County shall 
require that new deyelopment in scenic areas (e.g .. river canyons, lake watersheds, scenic 
highway corridors. ridgeljnes and steep slopes) is planned and designed in a manner which 
employs design. construction, and maintenance techniques that: a. Avoids locatin structure 
alorlg ridgelines and steep slopes; b. Incorporates design and screen ing measures to 
minimize the visibility of structures and graded areas: c. Maintains the character and visual 
quality of the area. 

Removing the project from a ridgetop shared with Tahoe basin boundary ELIMINATES the 
Visual Significant and unavoidable lmpacl9.9. 

The FEIR violates Placer County Land Use V1suat and Scemc Resources code 1.k.1. 

The Planning Commission MUST DENY the FEIR as propose<! request re.circulalion to correct 
inadequacies and provade addrttonal analysis to insure OEIR conclusions. 
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Alternatives comparison of impacts 
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Modifying Alternative 5, on the east pafcel: adding a con~ervatlon easement, along wttt't addtlton31 anal~ls to 
insure DEIR conclusions are accurate will become the "environmentally superior alternative 

CEQA requires recirculiltion of an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice ts 
given of the availability of tl'le Draft EIR for pUblic: review, bUt before certification (CCR Section 15088.6). New 
infonnauor>tS not· £tgn1flcant unress the EIR rs cl1anged tn a way !tlat depnves the public of a mearungful opportunrtv 
to comment upon a Sl.lbstantia< adverse envrronmental effect of the proJect or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such 
an effect <CC~ Seoctiur 160B8. 'Sl 

From FEIR Master Responses CONCLUSION The Draft EIR relies primarily on CEQA Guidelines S ection 15126.6 in its 
consideration and evaluation of alternatives, stated as follows: 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 
alternative. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather jt must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasibte alte.:natives that will foster mformed decision making and public 
participation, An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible, The lead agency is responsible for 
selecting a range of project alternatlves for examination and must publicly disclose Its reasoning for selecting those 
alternatives. T here is not an ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the 
rule of reason. 
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This diagr<:~m demonstrates the location of the project and the relationship to the Tahoe B<:~sin Boundary line on the ridge 
top. Many commenters asked for maps to include topographical numbers be added to all maps to assist in informing the 
public/agencies. The request for topo numbers was ignored. 

Ex.hibit 3-7 MVWPSP - West Parco I Conceptul Land U.se Plan 

Ill SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
There are six Significant and Unavoidable (SU) Impacts no matter what alternative is selected. 
And just because impacts are identified as Significant and Unavoidable doesn't necessarily mean these impacts 

PF19·2 
cont. 

or the project should be approved! I am requesting you DENY the project as proposed until adequate PF19·3 
environmental analysis and an environmentally superior alternative with no Significant and Unavoidable impacts 
can be completed. 

VISUAL RESOURCES (CHAPTER 9) (This impact can be ELIMINATED when east parcel where the MVCP 
approved the residential and commercial development is selected) 

1. Cumulative Impact 9-9 Cumulative effects on light and glare 
Skyglow the effect when hghts resonate against the dark sk1es from atop and JUSt below the ndgellne No amount of 
modelling can predict tl1e effects. The project Will get built and oops sorry Tahoe we violated dark sk1es ordmances and 
objectiVes Visual Significant and Unavoidable impacts will be reduced to less-than-significant (not at all) if the 
project is built on the east parcel, off the ridgetop of the west parcel shared by the Tahoe Basin Boundary line. 
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Blue arrow Elevation is 7600 feet. It was requested that all maps show elevation in the FEIR. This request was ignored 
and not provided. Also RELATIONSHIP to Lake Tahoe be provided in all maps was dismmissed and ignored. 

--

The Brockway Campground on the Tahoe Basin side of the ridgeline contour shows 7,535 to 7,780 (the M\1\NPSP project 
location above) elevation so tree removal will impact viewshed and create greater visibility of structures on the Martis 
Valley West Parcel side of the boundary outside the Basin with extensive tree removal from the campground project 
(building site, defensive space, roads, etc. will require trees to be removed) This isn't rustic camping. The two separate 
projects are inseparable for cumulative impacts of tree removal, visual impacts, traffic etc.) 
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Blue and orange arrows (<:~pproximate topo location) shows 7600 tt elevation and relationship to Lake Tahoe: with 
cumulative tree removal (building site, defensible space, road and other infrastructure) from MVVVP and Brockw<:~y 
campground the liklihood of buildings being visible from Lake Tahoe is much greater than the modeling anaysis provides 
in the DEIR. The FEIR dismissed tree removal analysis from the Brockway Campground as being necessary. Further 
analysis in the EIR is required to assure no visibil ity from Lake Tahoe. I am requestrng you DENY the project as proposed 
until adequate tree removal and visual anaysls is completed 
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Eichiblt 9-19 Key Observalion Points 

Proposed site plan below shows the proposed development on the ridgetop 

"Outdoor light fixtures for parking areas, buildings, pedestrian areas, and roadways would be shielded, directed downward 
to preserve the night sky, and directed away from residential areas to minimize light and glare effects on adjacent 
residences." Page 3-19 DEIR Although lights Will be pointed downward, any lights at the top of the ndge-IJne Will 
IllUminate that ndge where no light ex1sts today 
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eunom~ H•tents 
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!1.11'•\(t~"OIOI.OOO ,OW 
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••xt•not \lid l~towrJ• 
If e \~I U!G) l;1-JJ1 

Ellhiblt3-S 
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-.:::=='lrc 

I 

Building height 1s measured by grade not actual heignt that could be seen for Lake Tahoe as demo~trated m Exhibit 3 8. 
It may be acceptable to u~e tt'is rnethorj to calculate !leigh! but cloe~ not represent lleigt't lila! will actually be vtsible anrl 
wttn assocro;ted llgnttng 

The Staff Report statements below about light and glare being less than significant are just plain false. There is NO UGH 
SOURCES on ridgetop today, nor does Northstar, Martis Camp bufldout have any factor as they are not located on the 
ridge top. 

VIsual Impacts 
Per the Draft ElR the project would not create an adverse effect on scenic vistas. will not damage scenic 
resources Within a Placer County-designated scenic route, degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of the site or its surroundings, would not result in new sources of light and glare, create visual impacts 
during construction, However, cumulatively, the project would create an significant and unavoidable 
impact on light and glare. Future projects. including the Brockway Campground. could result in new light 
sources and glars from outdoor lighting, campfires, and vehicle~ headlights thot might be visible from 
nearby recreation areas or Lake Tahoe. However, as depicted in lmpacl9-4, light sources and glare from 
the project area would not be vistble from the Lake Tahoe Basin, or nearby recreation areas such as the 

Pege G? 
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Fibreboard Freeway. While future projects could result in new sources of light and glare visible from 
nearby recreation areqs or the L<~kc T ahoc Basin, the MVWPSP would not substantially contribute to 
these effects. Therefore the MVWPSP would not result In a considerable contribution to curr~ulative 
impacts from light and glare visible from nearby recreation areas or the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

Past and present projects w1thin the Martis Valley hove created sUbstantial sources of light that have 
adversely affected nighttime views ln Marlts Valley. These sources of light would likely increase as a result 
of future projects Including bulldout of Martis Camp subdiVision, implementation of the Northstar Mountain 
Master Plan, construction of the Northstar Highlands Phase II development, and other r.esident1al 
development within the Martis Valley. As show in Exl"'ibit 9·34 of the Draft El R, the existing nlg t\ttime views 
in Martis Valley are heavily fntluenced by lighting f•om residential neighborhoods and commercial and 
resort develooment. Light from the project would be less prominent than existing light sources and would 
not, by itself, result In a sig~lfic:ant impact. However, while it is unlikely that all buildings would be 
simultaneously illumtnated, the project would result in new light sources throughout approximately 662 
~r.res that have no existing light sources. These new light sources from buildout of the MVWPSP would be 
Clearly visible from Martis Valley and would introduce new light sources in a portion oi the view that is not 
already affected by light, Which would contribute to the e)(.istlng adverse effects on nighttime views. Thus, 
the MVWPSP would result in a considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant impact on nighttime 
views. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION (CHAPTER 10) 
2. Impact 10-1 : Impacts to intersection operations 
~. Impact 10-2: Impacts to roadway segments 
4. Cumulative Impact 10-8: Cumulative impacts to intersection operations 
5. Cumulative Impact 10-9: Cumulative impacts to roadway segments 
Anv •jevelopment on the east or west parcel threatens the e~ceedanr e of the Ianoe 8a&trt1Ttd~tlfltur t Vehtcle MtiE'b 
Traveled threst\olf" along Wilt'> the 'er.ently updc.ted (2012) Tahoe Bastn Regtonill Plan envt&loneti Goals and Pnl1c1e1> anct 
updated Cocte of Ordinances to conc~ntrate o&velopment tn-own Centers 
Level of Setviee F violates the MVCI=. Alt 1 No Pmwct achieves lr,,s ob1ecttve 

The traffl.:;. ;;;r~atysls did '1nt tnciU<le truck tnps for t1mt!E'!t harvest on tr,e east or we~t r.!(Jrcel Wilh me p1 'poseo tmmedtale 
nverlnv of TPZ ret']lt<:sterltn I he EIR The FIR mU!'I he re-nnr:tllaiE-rllo ;naltrotely nrtalyze trafftc tmpar.ts 

The EIR consultant and Placer County avoid impact respons1btlity by stating CAL TRANS Is ultimately 
responsible for implementation. That said, Placer does not have a comprehensive plan wrth CAL TRANS to begin 
to mitigate the LOS F standard that is being violated. Vou as commissioners must OENVfhe project until Placer 
County can, at the very least, provid~ a plan In this and all proposed projects environmental documentation to 
correct lOS F. Simply throwing$$$$ into e~n in-lieu fund ill hopes enough will fill th~ coffer is absurd. 
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Level Service ofF Is clearly identified in the m1tlgation above and vio lates MVCP policy 5.A.8 and 5 .A.10 
(full text of pol icies below) 

The FEIR response does not recognize that just because the impact is signiffcant and unavoidable 
doesn't mean it doesn't violate the MVCP policy 5.A.8 The County's LOS standard for State Route 267 
shall be no worse than E. ihe Commiss1on must DENY the MVWPSP as proposed as it VIOlates the 
MVCP Paymg mitigation fees dn not remove the Level of Service F problem. Furthermore, Placer 
Ctlu11ty has not provided adequate transportation sys1ems (future plans?) that will get folks out of 
their cars. The proposed MVWPSP relies on 01 Signific.3nt and Unavoidable impact tactic and does 
meet the MVCP policy as Placer County has not achieved a balanced transportatfon system. 
5. A.1 0 The County shall strive to meet the level of service standards through a balanced transportation 
system that provides alternatives to the automobile 
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FEIR Res onse 

-- --
1051-54 The comment suggests that the M>Ject woul<f VIOlate MVCP ~Icy 5AB. As llQted m 

APpendix D or the Draft EIR, SR 267 IS a ca11rans facility; tl1ererare, the EIR analY!>IS of 
Impacts to SR 267 was based on the cattrans LOS &andards.ln the five SR 267 ~ts 
studiea between the Town or iruckee/ Piaoer County Une and SR 28, the MVWPSP would 
worsen trallic COnd11JOns. resulting 1n a set;nerrt either degrading from LOS o to LOS E. or 
e,>,aeeroatlng COnoltfCiflS on a ~nt operating at LOS E or an increase In v / C ratio or 0.05 
or !110fe. ror both tile SIJmmer ana Winter real< hours. As Sllovm 11'1 Table 1cr .l3 of tile Clfatt 
EIR, the SR 267 segments would Operate at LOS 0 OrE under I!Xlsting piU$ prOjoct 
COnditiOns. Furthermore. pr10r to Issuance or any bUilalng permns, tl'le project shall tle 
suQ!ect to the payment of traffic impact fees In effect ror the Tat>oe DlstJict, pursuant to 
appflcat>Je or<Jinances ai'IO rnsot!Alons. 10 me Placer Couni)'Wtoe Tr.ltr!C Fee Program ror liS 
falr share of Identified capital Jmprovemeot.s. 

~ -~ 
Sl.l 

m 

... 

Ti1e DE'R !:<tared several road s~gments would lJ(, l•Nel of Se1v1ce F (a~~ r•age~> above) wt1t1e the FEIR 
respun:>t> above Ignores tt1e 1rnpacl£ and l'ndes 00~1111d stgnlficanl and unavu1dablt< as 3CC.e(Jtable 
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Corridor Cotmec.tion Open Houses Is -ransportation Going m the Rtghl Oire...-tmn? 
May 17 at the North Tahoe Events Center in Kings Beach, and Tuesday, May 24, 2016 

Lake Tahoe's two regional bi-state agencies for transportation, the Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency (TRPA) and Tahoe Transportation District (TTD), are inviting the public to attend interactive open 
houses this month to learn more about draft proposals to improve Tahoe's highway corridors and share 
their ideas and input 

"Protecting Tahoe's beauty while accommodating all who enjoy it is a true balancing act. Projections show the number of 
aruma) visits increasing by up to 20% in the next 20 years. What wiU the impacts be on air/water quality and 
transportation? Share your input on potential solutions for connecting Tahoe's transportation con1dors aud improving 
access for residents and visitors." 

Recent !ransportalior meetings held by the TRPA predict e•;en more tratftc. 1n lhe Tal10e Basin a~ stated above The 
Mart1s Valley West Parcel ProJect (outs1de lhe basin) 1111111 c<;;ntnnute Impacts to tns1de the bas1n and must he analyzed :1t1d 
project re:duct1on senously cons1dered 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND CLIMATE CHANGE (CHAPTER 12) 
8. Impact 12-2 Operational greenhouse gas emissions 
C..ny developme11t on the east nr west pan::el threatens the e)(Ceedame of the ~a hoe Basin maxtmum Vehicle Miles 
Traveled threshold along w1th the recently .lpdated (2012) Tahoe Bastn Regional Ptan Goals and Pollctes anll updatecl 
::ode of Ordinances to concentrate development m Town Centers 
The Alt 1 No Pro1ect achieves thl~ obJeCtive 

7. Cumulative Impact 12-4: Cumulative greenhouse gas err1ssions 
A.ny development on the east or west parcel threatens t11e e~ceedance nr !lie T:ti10£o E1a~1n maxtrnurr1 ve111~1e Mlle8 
-raveled tt1reshotd along wtth tt'le recently updated (2012) Tahoe Basin Regtt..nal Plan Goals ancl PoliCies ano lpdatecJ 
C:ooJe or Orclinances to concentlate development In Town Centers. 
Tile Alt 1 No Protect achieves this obJeCtive 

Page 5 of the Executtve Summary 111 the DEIR does not list Impact 12-4 as significant and unavoidable but Page 
53 does as does the staff report. The EIR documentatioh must be consistent. 

You as a commission must ask yourselves: How many Significant and Unavoidable impacts 
are allowed before a proJect 1s JUst not practtcal and should be DENIED? 
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IV. EVACUATION: PROPOSED SECONDARY EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS ROAD 
CRITERIA 
Exhibit 3-9 states No improvements to logging road connecting to Fiberboard Freeway Is required. Section 503 Fire 
Apparatus Access Roads states otherwise. As do comments from North Tahoe Fire District, PRC 4290 and Placer Code 
15.04.710 Fire Code amended. 

The FEIR completely failed to adhere to Fire Code, related Placer County code etc. as provided below. The FEIR 
!:tales au existirlg dirt road is sufficient and no improvements are necessary. You rnust OENV the FEIR and 
request re-circulation of EIR to address the inadequate secondary EVA road proposed based on code 
requirements. With the road improvement requirements the impacts (road construction, traffic from construction, 
etc.1 to the Tahoe basin onto the Fiberboard Freeway (whlch Is clearly identified i n several maps in the OEIR ond 
FEIR) must be comptetecl 

SJ;:CTION 503 t<-uu: APPARAT US ACCJ<:SS ROAD S 

503.1 Where nquired. F ire apparatus access road<; shall be provided and maintained in accordance with Sections 
503.1.1 thro11gh 503.1.3. 

503.1.1 Buildings and fu llltles. Approved frrc apparatus acce:ss roads shall be provided for every facility, building or portion 
of a building hereafter constructed or moved into or within the jurisdiction. The flre apparants access road shall comply with 
the requirements of th is section and shall extend to with in l j() feet ( 45 720 mill) of all portions of the facility and all portions 
of the exterior walls of the first st.oty of the bui lding as measured by an approved route around the: exterior of the building or 
facili ty, 

Exception: The fire code official is authorized to increase the dimension of 150 feet (45 720 mm) where: 

l . The bui lding is equipped throughout with an approved amomaric splinkler system installed in accordance wi th Section 
903.3. L l, 903.3.1.2 or 903.3. U . 

2 . Fire apparatus access roads cannot be installed because of location on property, topography, waterways, nonnegotiable 
grades or other similar conditions, ami anapproved alternative means of fire protection is provided. 

3. There are nol more than two Group R-3 or Group U occupancies. 
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503. 1,.2 Additional occcss. The jil'e cnde official is authorized to require mort' than one lire npparatu.~ access road 
based on the potential for impainuent of a single road by vehicle congestion, condition of terrain, climatic conditions 
or othel' factoJ'S that could li~Uit access. 

503.1.3 High-piled stm.,ge. Fire department vehiclll access to bu ildings used for high-piled mmlm.w.ible ~orage shall 
comply with the applicable provisions ofChapt.:r 23. 

503-2 SpecifiC'ations. Fire apparatus access roads shall he instAlled and armnged in accordance with Sections 
S03 .. :u through 503.2.8. 

{Califnmia Cnde of Regulatimt\', Title 19, Dh•isitm l , §.V J.5(a) J F'ire Department Acce.\'S a11d 1-:gress. '(Roads) 

(a! Roads. Reqrlirecf access roadsjrom !IVery• buildil!g to a publi'c street shall be all-wealhet hard-.~wjaced (:milablejor use by }ZIV 
apparahls) right-q(-way nor less/han 20fi·el (6096 mm) inlflidlh. Such right-of-way shall bl! rmobstntcted ami maintained only as 
access to tlu! pub lie stnet 

E,xception: The t~njiJrcing l,/gi!11L'J' may wajve or mo,ft6• !his requlremem !lin his opinlml SU4'h all· Wlwtlwrlumi-~7trfaced condi/wn 1.1' 
not necessary' in the inlert~sl of public safely and we.{(are. 

503.2.1 Dimensions. Fire appamrusacaess roads shall have !Ill unobstructed width of not less th!ll120 feet (6096mm), 
cxclu~i ve of shoulders, except for approwdsecurity gates in accordance with Section 503.6, and an unobstructed vertical 
cle.amnce of not less than 13 feet 6 mches ( 4115 111111 ) . 

503.2.2 Authority_ The fire code qffidal shall have the authority to require !Ill increase in the minimum access widths where 
lh.;_y are inadequate for fire or rescue operations. 

503.1.3 Surf act. Fire apparatus acct$S road' shall be designed and maintained to support the impostd load~ of lire 
appat'lltus and shall be.> surfaced so as to provide all -wentl1e1' driving cnpabilit:ies. 

503.2.4 Turning •·adiu.~. The required turning radiu.~ of a fire apparatus access ro1~d shall be detem1ined hy the .fire <'ode 
ojjicial. 

503.2.5 Dead end!;, Dead-end fire appararus access wads in exCe$s of 150 fee,t ( 45 720 tnm) in ler\gt.l\ ~hall be provided W1ti\ 
iln approved area for turning aruuntl firt: apparatus. 

503.2.6 Bridges and elevated surfaces. Where a bridge or an elevated surface is part of a fire apparatus access road, the 
bridge shall he con.~tructecl and maintained in accorclanc~ with AASHTO HB-17, Bridge$ !llld elevated surfaces shall be 
~esigned for a live load suflicient to cany the imposed loads of fire apparatus. Vehicle load lim its shall be posted at both 
entr'dTlces to bridges wh~n required by Lhe}lil? code official. Where elevated surfalles designed fur (mergency vehicle use are 
adjacent to surfaces which. are not designed for such. use, apprcn:ad barriers, approved signs or both shall be installed and 
maintained when required by t he fire code offiCial. 

503.2.7 Cradt'. The grade of the fi re Apparatus access rood shall be within the lim its established hy th.ejlre code 
official hased on the fire department's apparatus. 

503.2.8 Ang.les of appt·oach and departure. The angles of approach and departure tor fire appan1tus access roads shall be 
within the limits established by the .fire code o.ffi(dal based on the fire dep&tment's apparatus. 

503.3 Marking. Where rl!.quired by the./lre code rdfi,·ial. approwd signs or other approwd notices or m.arkin~ that include the words. 
NO PARKING- F) RH LANE shall be provided for fire apparatus access roads to identify such roads or prohibit the obstruction 
thereof. The means hy which fire lanes arc designated shall be mRintAined in a clean and legihle condition at all times and be replacod 
or repaired wh.en necc:ssary lo proviclt~ adt:qllate vi:;ibility. 

Page 20of35 

PF19-5 

332



 

Placer County Planning Commission Hearing June g, 2016 (submllted June 5, 2016) 
Martis Valley West Projeet Speclfic Plan (PGPA 20130080). State Clearinghoose No 2014032087) 
Ellie Waller. Tahoe Vista Resident· Public Comments for the Record 

503.4 Ob~1ruction of lire 1tppa 111tus access roads. Fire appHTlltl.ls access roads shall not be obstructed in any manner, inuluding lilt~ 
perking of vehicles. The mininlUm width$ aml clearances establish~"[ in Section 503.::!. 1 shall be ma intained at all times. 

503.5 Requit-ed gllte,~ or bllJTicadel>. The .fire cock offkiol JS authorized t'' require the rnstall:lttlln and rnam1cnance of garc.s or 
olh~:~r approved barricades across rrre apparatus 

access mads, trails or other access ways, not inc luding puhlic streets, !!ll eys or highways. Blectnc gate operators, where ]1rov1dcd, shal 
be listed in accordance witl1 UL 325. Gates ult<!nded for automatic opcrntion shall be designed, construcred and installccl tn comply 
with the requirements of ASTM F 220(1. 

503.5.1 Secul·ed gates 11nd b:lnitades. Whetl required, gates and barricad.::s !;hall be- secured in an upprowd m!lllnet , Roads, 
trails and other acces~ ways that have be-en clo:setl and obstrucl<ld in the manner prt:~crib.:u by Section 503.5 shall not be 
!Tespa~<ld on or US<ld wll<lS$ authorized by th<l owner and the fire code o.Ukial. 

503.6 Security gates. The installation of s.:curity gates across a tire apparatus access road sha ll be approved by the fire chillf. Where 
securil)' gal..:s are installed, th.:y shall have atl approved means o(c:mergency opemtion. The security gates and the erner~ency 
operation $hall be maintained operntional at all times. Ele.ctric gate operators, where provided, shall be lt.1·tfld in aCC()fdanct: with UL 
325. (ffit~ intended for nuromatic operation shall be dcsignecl. constructed and installed to comply with th<' requirements of ASTM F 
'22i10, 

TI1e FEIR included Martis Valley West Pe~rcel Specific Plafl Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation Plan --Draft-
-- Prepared for Placer County Prepared by Mountainside Partners May 2016 
But [gnores its mandatory language. See code below 

3.1.4 Placer County Fire Code 

PFl~ -5 

Placer County has adopted the 2013 California Building Code, Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. and the 
2013 Fire Code (Sections 15.04.700 and 15.04.710 Fire Code Amendment). The Fire Code addresses emergency 
access, access gates, sprinkler systems, fire alarms within build1ngs, and construction of access roads to accommodate 
fire apparatus. The Fire Code requires that an automatic fire sprinklers and/or fire extinguishing system be Instal led PFl9·6 

throughout new one- and two-family 
dwellings and commercial buildings 3 ,600 square feet and larger 

Placer County Code: 15.04.710 Fire Code amended. For reference 

The California Fire Code adopted in Section 15.04.700 is modified, amended and/or supplemented as follows: 

A. 1. The California Fire Code (CFC) as adopted above with approved amendments and appendix chapters, 
and al l State Fire Marshal codes delegated to local agencies, are to be enforced by the chief of each fire district, CSA, or 
as designated by contract In the absence of the above, the Placer County rire warden shall act as Lhe oounty fire marshal 
Where proVisions in the CFC conflict with other statutes/regulations or oounty ordinances, including, btJI: not limited to, the 
Placer County Land Development Manual, the most restrictive shall govern. 

2. Pursuant to State Health and Safety Code Section 13869.71 all fire d istrict amendments to the CFC Will be 
valid after such amendments are first authorized by the fire district board and then approved by the board of supervisors. 

B. Section 1 03.1, D~partment of Fire Prevention -General, Is amended by replacing the first paragraph With 
the fOl lOWing: 

Tile Chief of a fire department/dlslrio~ With the written approval of the Board or Directors of the particular fire department 
is authorized to make and enforce such rules and regulations for the prevention and control of fires and rire hazards as 
may be necessary from time to time to carry out the intent of this Code. Three certified copies of such rules and 
regulations shall be filed with the Clerk of the jurisdiction and shall be in effect tmmediately thereafter. Pursuant to State 
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Health and Safety Code Section t3869, i , rules and re9ulations !hat involve building standards will be valid when 
approved by the Board of Supervisors 

C. Section 108, Board of Appeals, is amended by replacing the first paragraph with the following: 

In order to determine tile suitablllty of alternate materlals ar.d type of construction and to prov1de for reasonable. 
interpretation of the provisions of this code, there is hereby appointed a board of appeals consisting of the board of 
directors of each fire protection district for matters within their jurisdiction and 1he Placer County Building Board of Appeals 
in the remaini r19 areas of the County. The Chief shall be an ex-officio member of tne Board and shall act as secretary to 
the Board. The Board shall adopt reasonable rules and regulations for conducting Its investigations and shall render all PF19·6 
decisions and findings In writing to the chief wi th a duplicate copy to the appellant and may recommend to the Executive 
Body such new legislation as is conslstent therewith. 

O.Chapter 'I Section 109.3 , Notice of Violation, is amended by adding the following: 

The Chief of any fire depqrtmentldistrict within the County or his/her authonzed representatives shall have authori ty to 
enforce this code and issue citations for violations in their respective jurisdiction 

E Secbon 202, Definitions Add the following: 

Fire Hydrant shall mean a hydrant supplied by a 6·1nch or larger branch line, one or more pumper connection (4 1/2 rnch) 
and 2 or more 2 1/2 inch outlets, capable of supplying required fire flow for at least 2 hours. 

Section 502 Definitions. Add the following : 

Emergency Vehicle Access and occupant emergency egress/evacuation roads: Use - Access for emergency 
vehicles during an emergency. Emergency egress/evacuation for residents during an emergency. Size 
Roadways shall meet the requirements of the local authority having jurisdiction but shalt not be less than the 
requirements set in 'PRC 4290 and Placer County Code. 

O.Appendix D, Fire Apparatus Access Roads is ado.pted and amended as follows:· 

0102.1 amended to read: 

Facilities, buildings or portions of buildings hereafter constructed shall be accessible to fire department 
apparatus by way of an approved fire apparatus access road with an asphalt. concrete. or other approved driving 
surface capable of supporting the imposed load of fire apparatus as determined by the fire authority having 
jurisdiction but no less than 40.000 pounds. 

Additional code reference: Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 1270, et seq : structural Fire Prevention Field 
G uide 
http://cdfdata.fire.ca.gov/pub/fireplan/fpupload/fppguidepdf83.pdr 
Article 2. Road Standards for Fire Equip(llent Access 
8.4 
Infrastructure 
8.4a 
Access 
Access Is a mqjor fire prevention and protection need, whether wi ldland or structural Failure to provide 
reasonable access ror emergency equipment and evacuation exits for civilians can result in major Joss of 
IJfe, property and natural resources. Fire qpparatus sltting at an lntersection, waiting for civilians to exit on 
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a narrow roacl, cannot provide the necessary fire suppression action. Safe access requires street and road networks that 
limit dead-end roads and provide reasonable widths, grades and curves on all roads and driveways 
Road networks should provide unobstructed traffic circulation during a wi ldfire emergency CDF 
recommends two separate points of ingress/egress to each development. Alternate routes of escape that will safely 
handle evacuations and emergency equipment should be established. Road and street systems should provide maximum 
circulation consistent with topography to meet fire safety needs. The following standards are recommended for 
subdivfslons: 

Access Routes 
- PRC 4290 requires at least two different public ingressfegress routes on all roads. 
RoadWfdth 
- All roads shall .be constructed to provide a minimum of two nine-foot traffic lanes 
providing two-way traffic flow. Additional requirements shall be mandated by local jurisdictions. 

Roadway Surface 
-The surface shall provide unobstructed access to conventional drive vehicles, Including sedans and fire engines, 
Surfaces should be established in conformance with local ordinances and be capable of supporting a minimum 
40,000-pound load. 

Roadway Grades 
-The grade for all roads, streets, private lanes and driveways shall not exceed 16 percent 

Roadway Radius 
- No roadway shall have a horizontal inside rad[LIS curvature of less than 50 feet 
Additional surface width of 4 feet shall be added to curves of 50-100 feet radius--2 feet to those from 
100-200 feet The length of vertica l curves in roadways, exclusive of gutters, ditches and drait1age 
structures designed to hold or d ivert water, sha ll not be less than 100 feet 

PRC 4290. The regulations shall include all of the following; 
(1) Road standards fo( fire equipment acces-s. 
(2) Standards for signs identifying streets, roads, and buildings. 
(3) Minimum private water supply reserves for emergency fire use. 
(4) Fuel breaks and greenbelts. 
(b) These regulations do not supersede local regulations which equal or exceed mlnlmum regulations adopted by the 

state. 

North Tahoe FifE' [•lstrtct Elf" comments stJted tt1e access r.;;qwerneflt;5 aM ;apac1t~of SR 267 ar.;; already 
unacoeptable Also secondl>ry l::meraen<:;y \ieh,cl>:: Access ( !::VA) 1ssues retatetl to F1t>erboan:t F-reeway access and use 
•,eecJ:o to oe aclr:tn:~,;s~d lllTOWQI1 the deve-lopment of a fully paVed acc~s road Tr,.: FEIR comments 1ve1& vagu~ area 
dtsmtss1ve Prole~! ~pe•~1l•c etrect~ llil\i!? -,c•l been aoequate v cl!alyzed. The FEIR must be DENIED as proposed and 
re-circulated to Include th~'> ap.p roprJ~;~te requirements be mandatoTy as stated bV fife code and f ife experts. 
lnadequa1e mitiglltJon and lack of public safety responsibility Js non-existent when addressing the se<:Qndary 
'C).~ A. 
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V. WORKFORCE HOUSING REQUIREMENT 

The MVWPSP has been revised to provide for workforce housing on the project site rather than payment of an in-lieu fee. 
Consistent with Placer County General Plan Policy C-2, a dedication of land to Placer County within the MVWP site is 
proposed. The proposed employee housing slle is located within the developable portion of the plan area, adjacent to the 
proposed transit shelter (see Exhibit F2-1 on the following page). This dedication of land is intended to provide workforce 
housing at Important milestones as well as to allow Placer County to adapt to regional needs over the course of time. The 
dedication of land would meet the requirements of Policy C-2. At the May 2016 NTRAC meeting the applicant answered 
that land would be set aside but they would not be develophg the workforce housing. The dedicated lands would be 
restr icted to workforce housing development The employee housing site could contain up to 21 units. Those units would 
be subtracted from the total proposed unit count of 760 for the proposed development; therefore, the total number of units 
allowed within the proJect stte would not exceed 760, As discussed briefly below, the impacts of the proposed housing 
land dedication have been fully analyzed in this Draft E IR (because the tota l unit count and disturbed acreage would not 
change), and the conclusions of the EIR have not changed. As discussed above, the provision of workforce housing on 
the project site would be consistent with Placer County Gereral Ptan Housing Policy C-2, which requires that each project 
provide housing or an in-lieu fee to support housing for half its total FTE employees. Impact 6-3, Provision of Employee 
Housing, would remain less than significant 

At 111~ May 2016 North 1 a~1oe 1\dvrsor'l CtJ>Jncil rneet1ng ti-re dPr~ 1~.:snt adrntllt::>cl tt1ey Wf're only setttng th~ 1.31td ~Bide :an(J 
ttot lJUIIdw~g 111e actual voMorc~:: huu.om!J The FEIR stated on~ oplron ot G 9 acres ot pro1ect srtE land to be ~t~dtcated 
wt-Tt l"' the staff r~port ch,mgect to rn-h;!u fP.e The MVCP reqUirJ>mt?nt t6 unm~ lor artNdable r.ou»lng "'f- w~ll as tl"t;:a J:.>tar.:€1r 
:;ener~l Pl<>cer provts1on not being mot. This IS an Llnaccepiable melhl':l to Jvotd bui ldtn~ mr.Jch need 
atrorclatrle/worl<force t1ousrng 

Page 11 MVCP K MA.TOR P I .AN AREA FINDINGS LAND USE 
Environmental constraints, market and economic condftions, population demographics, and the interest of nume.rous 
parties deffne existing land use conditions in Martis Valley. n addition, the presence of the Truckee-Tahoe Airport, Martis 
Reservoir, the Martis Creek National Recreation Area, and the U.S. Forest Service require that land use Issues and 
considerations in Martis Valley involve a number of local, state, and federal agencies. 
The 1975 Martis Valley General Plan and the 1994 Placer County General Plan anticipated the build out population of 
Martis Valley between 22,000 and 25,262 residents, with a potential development capacity between 8,627 primary 
dwellin_q units and 17,100 welling units of all types. However, development in Martis Valley has not occurred in a manner 
or at an intensity consistent with these projections. Instead, restrictions on development in the Lake Tahoe Basin and the 
recreational needs of weekend populations have led to the development of secondary homes in recreation-based 
communities. and little housing for permanent residents and a lower than expected overall population. 

HOUSING 
Housing and development restrictions within the Lake Tahoe Basin as well as area housin9 costs have created an 
affordable housing shortage within the area. Restrictions w ithin the Lake Tahoe Basin were established to manage the 
land use and resources of the Lake Tahoe region, based upon environmental protection and the encouragement of 
recreation-oriented land uses. Development restrictrons within the Tahoe Basin have caused surrounding areas to absorb 
increased growth pressures. Housing projects in the area tend to be second home in nature (i.e., seasonal use) and are 
generally not considered affordable. Private landowners generally do not propose affordable housing developments 
because of the high land values and the recreational oriented land use of the area. Similar to other areas in the region, the 
recent developments within Martis Valley cater to a second hotne or recreational home market These projects are not 
designed to meet permanent housing needs. The developments have responded to a ma.rket for relatively expensive 
second homes with access to seasonal recreational facilities and activities that are oriented toward winter or summec 
MartTs Valley developments have generally been designed for more affluent indMduals and famllies, not for low and 
middle-fncome families. The projects create a need for affordable housing that fs not being met withfn the developments. 
Most of the jobs created by the vacatfon and resort industry are seasonal and/or relatively low paying hourly positions that 
do not provide sufficient income to rent or purchase housing in the area, 

Tt1e FEIR responst: (below, like rJther projeC:t3 have bf'en approved .;;nd !1'-.e:n asl<ed that tr.e affordable component be 
::hanged 85< evtcJenc~d by til~ r~~<Jort <•I Squaw Crf:'ef, requestrn!] to pay rn-t11w let~o n~tt!atl ol butkhng worJ..tou:e hiJlJt:ltng 
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(\Ai~11cr. was approved 1n EIR) and !he recently approved Mtligatect Negat;vt:c Dclarat1on for tne Tahoe 8.peo1~onal) 
At.ademy location being allowed w~~re workforce hous1ng was slated Now Martis l=und wtll pay tn-lieu fees anc 9111e 
som<' fundrng for another fUiure location yet to be rclentlfed Tht> Raily<1rd proJect 111 -ruckee IS piOVtdtng an affordable 
comronent '30 the Martis Valle'! must ldent;Fy a IDeation wtt~11n the Mart1s \talley not Tru>~k~e not Glensh1re and not Tahoe 
Basin ,,ow many &Uitablt: locations rernain in the Martts Valley for much rw•eded affordatJie tJollstng? If you a<lct up tha 
number ot un1ts a large par.Jel needs to be purot'lased by Plar..er Cour.ty 3•xc>rslng to how the 1n -heu fees have been put 
1nto a general Tuna type mmganon rund w1rn no cu1 rem acooumtblly dennfed as To how mucr1 actually exrsrs rn rnat 111-neu 
lund and how much will c.osl to actually outld lhe afforda!Jie units 

WIH:n Will thrs stop and actual houstng be butlt? This project must not just identify tan<ts but bUild the actual 
uuits. Th~ EIR stat~s tllat S0"/.1 of the anordallle requi r~tnent must De part ofthe project. 

Below: From staff Report, released June 2, 2016 referencing Development Agreement also released June 2, 2016. It is 
Impossible to read and comment on all the dcoumentation released (FEIR May 7, 2016, 340 pg staff report., Development 
Agreement, Specific Plan Developmen Standards, eta. 

Workforce I Employee Housin::J Component 
The applicant originally proposed to pay an in-lieu fee to satisry the Affordable I Workforce Housing 
component. The payment of an in-lieu fee was analyzed in the Draft EIR Subsequent to the release of the 
DEIR, the applicants revised t1eir employee housing proposal and proposed the dedication of 6.9 acres of 
land at the entranc~ to the project site for the construction of 22 employee/workforce housing units. The 
analysis of the dedication of land was then introduced In the Final EIR. Tnrough Development Agreement 
discussions with the applicant and staff, two options are now proposa~l. This is discussed in further detail 
within the Development Agreement section of this staff report. 

Employee Housing Proposal: 
The Project is expected to generate between 66.58 and 122.68 new full-trme equivalent (FTE) 
employees. Consistent with Placer County General Plan Housing Policy C-2, the Developer must 
provide housing for half of th~ total FTE (between 33.29 and 61 .34 employees), The General Plan 
Housing Polley C-2 allows for the workforce housing obligations to be met by construction of units 
onsite, construction of units offsite, dedication of land and I or payment of an in-lieu fee. 

To satisfy the workforce housing obligation, construction of units offsite was not considered as part of 
th is proposal as an offsite location was never identified nbr analyzed. lnitally, the del/eloper proposed 
to pay an tr'\-lieu fee to Placer County to meet their employee housing obligation. As proposed, the in
lieu fees would be applied to a Placer County controlled trust that funds workforce housing mortgage or 
rental subsidy programs in Martis Valley, and would be disbursed at Placer County's discretion. While 
payment of an in-Oeu fee is an option to satisfy ones workforce housing obligation, there ls no adopted 
Placer County workforce housing mortgage or rental subsidy program, consequently the developer 
withdrew its proposal. 

The Developer subsequently proposed to dedicate a ±6.9 acre site near the entrance of the 
development, stub backbone infrastructvre to the site concurrent with the construction of the proposed 
project's backbone infrastructure (Phase 0) and allocate 21 units out of its 760 residential unit capacity 
in the proposed specific to ihis site Dedication of land is an option to consiaer to satisfy the workforce 
housing obligation" 21 units is projected to fully satisfy the workforce housing obligation, assuming a 
blended average of 2-bedroom units, however tile proposal shifts the ultimate burden for construction 
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and Gon:;;truction financing of the units to the County. In order for County staff to consider a land 
dedication option, st<:~ff weighed whether or not the site could qualify for outside funding sources such 
as taK credits !hal are needed to support construction costs. Ideally a site woulrl neecJ to he near 
transit, neighborhood services such as grocery stores, and near public services. 1: tax credits cannot 
be obtained, the County would need to seek. other outside funding sources or finance the construction 
costs ltself. Therefore, CORA staff TEljected the land dedication site as CORA staff felt the s1te would 
not compete well for tax credits. The ability to obtain tax credit financing is cntical for the County to 
assuMe the obligation to construct units on that site 

Staff countered with the developer to assume the responsibility to construct workforce housing units 
onsite. Construction of units onsite is also an option under Housing Pohcy C-2. Staff proposed 
construction of a minimum of 21 units to meet the full time employee equivalent (FTEE;) obligation of 
61. The FTEE per unit constrUcted is calculated as follows: Studio Unit= 2 FTEE, 1-bedroom unit= 2 
FTEE, 2-bedroom unit = 3 FTEE, and 3-bedroom unit= 4 FTEE. A minimum o' 50% of the units (1 OJ, 
will be constructed prior to the recordation of the Final Subdivision map that creates the 246 ' 
lot Developer would be required to construct on site the remaining 50% of the employee housing units 
(11) p(ior to the recordation of tile Final Subdivision Map that creates the 4921'<1 lot. The units could be 
renta l and/or ownershiR units as later outlined in detai1 1n the developer's Houslng Mitigation Plan. Staff 
~lso proposed that employee housing units be provided for household incomes wilh1n 60-140% of Area 
Median Income (AMI). with a mix of studio, one, two, or three bedroom units. The developer indicated It 
did not support this option citing concerns with the f inancial feasibility of the development with this full 
burden, and difficulty with insurance provisions on the likely product type, condominiums. Staff 
indicated thal it could consider an alternative solution, but would keep as an option construction of units 
on-site. 

Anotner example of rr11s document:atiOII ne~ecl more ttmE ,ea arrow typo lactation shOuld be 1ooat1on. Also rt"ce t=EIR 
prov1dea 11ap;; t01 the 0 9 acres lhe tP-ileu tee wa~ not d1~cusseo 1r I=EIR- New tnfo introduc~d 

CDRA staff entered into negotiations with the developer for an in-lieu fee option so long as the fee was 
sufficient in size to help finance the construction of workforce housing in an appropriate lactation that 
would leverage other outside fUnding sources including tax credits to complete a workforce housing 
project This option would shift the ultimate burden for construction of the units to the County, however, 
with a large enough sum of cash, would allow the County to choose a site better suited for leveraging 
outside funding sources and mitigating burdens on the County to finance the construction of a project. 
County staff has experience leading projects such as the Oomus affordable housing project in Kings 
Beach and the Quartz Ridge affordable housing project in the Auburn-Bowman area, working with 
affordable housing developers to successflllly prepare financing packages to qualify for tax credits. 

Staff negotiated with tile developer to pay the County a fee of $2,450,000 in increments as 
described below: 

a. $1 ,837,500 payable to the County prior to the recordation or the first small lot fina l 
map; and; 

b. $612,500 payable to the County prior to the recordation of the small lot final map 
that creates the 4601

h lot or unit. 

Staff reviewed the Town of Truckee's in-lieu fee as well as other metrics including amounts that would 
be needed to subsidize rents to an affordable level to arrive at a negotiated fee amount Staff was 
suppor1iVe of the amount as It was an amount such that 75% would be payable early on in the project, 
prior to tJ1e recordation of the first small to subdivision map, regardless of the amount of units proposed 
for co()Structioh to allow the County to seek other more appropriate opportunities to levere~ge funds to 
construct units. 
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While CORA staff Is working tllrough options for an In-lieu fee ordinance. there currently does not el<lst 
-ar ordlnan;:e providing specifiC parameters for an in-lie'J let~ ami g1.1idelines for a developer to meet its 
worktoree hOUsing obligations. Staff proposed opllons to allow the developer to meets its wor~force 
housing obligation in confol'man~ wi th Housrng Element Policy C 2 including C01'1struction units on site 
or payment of a fee sl)fficient enough for the Cou'1ly tc take on the obligation to construct the uni~ to 
allow for flexibility to fl'leet lhe woti(force housing ooligatlons. 

In add~ion to the above options ro satisfy Developer's workforce housing obllgatlon, the Developer 
agreed to also provide the Cou(lty with a one-time payment cf $125,000 toward regional employee 
housing lnHiatlves as determined by the County for the Tahoe-Sierra Region. TI1e Regional Ernpluy"'"' 
Hous111g Contribution shall be paid 1n full prior to the approval of the imorovament plans for Phase 0. If 
th: County has llOt receiVed the Re~ional Employee Hous1ng Contnbuliur1 within fiVe (5) year.; from the 
Effective Date of this Agreement, then the amount due and payable io the County for the Re!;JIOnal 
Employee Housing Contribution will in•;rease to $175,000 payable il'l f~ll prior to the aporoval of the 
improvements plans for Prtase o, rhls RJ!gronal Employee Housing Contribution wit: support critical 
r1:9ionaJ e'forts to suppo1t the er1hanoed suppl~ of wol'kforce ho~.>slng alld Is above and beyonc1 
requirements to meet workforce housing contrillutiofiS descriiJed above 

DEl R: Impact 6-3: Provision of employee housing Tl1e t=EI~ rem weo tilts ana Staff ~e-p•)rt ct3re(! J1.1 11~ 2 atJded 
lh1s optwn aga1n (a rove) 
The project is expected to generate between 66.58 and 122.68 new full-time equivalent (FTE) employees. Consistent w ith 
Placer County General Plan Housing Policy C-2, the projec: must provide housing or an in-lieu fee to support housing for 
half the total FTE (between 33.29 and 61 .34). MVWPSP Pclicies LU-HS1 through LU-HS5 require the project to comply 
with this requirement, which is anticipated to be met by payment of the in-lieu fee. Because the employee housing 
requirement would be met by a County-approved method, t1is impact would be less than s ignificant. 
As presented in Table 6-5, the proposed MVWPSP is expected to generate an annual average of between 66.58 and 
122.68 new FTE employees. The Placer County General Plan requires that new deVelopment in the Sierra Nevada 
provide housing for a minimum of 50 percent of the FTE employees generated by a development project. Therefore, the 
project would be required to provide housing for between 33.29 and 61 .34 new FTE employees. 
Tl1e EIR states a minimum of~ units. A unit definition si\Ould .,e for onE< person. Tile FEIR proposes 6 9 a<: res to 
be set aside fQr f11tu re housing of 21 units. 
S1mple rmth ~•61= 94/2 = 47 units necessary to meet the SO% requrrement. Land ded!catron tsn t tullv mitigating 
the need to build the units. Two and three bedroom units are less desirable and more expensive 

Simply throwing$$$$ iflto llll in-lieu fund in hopes enough will fill t11c coffer is a~urd. 

VI Development Agreement. Development Standards, Approvals 

17.60.060 Development review committee. 
A Appointment and Duties. A development review committee (DRC) is established to perform the followin9 duties: 

1. To reView all administrative review, minor and conditional use permit, variance, rezonlng, zoning ordinance 
amendment applications, specific plans, general plan amendments, and development agreements as a staff project 

PF19-7 

review group to advise the planning director, zoning administrator, plannrng commission and board of supervisors on such PF19-8 

applications. 

C. Decisions of the Committee. Decisions by the de•;elopment review committee (DRC) on the recommendations it 
forwards to the zoning administrator, the planning commission and/or the board of supervisors shall be unanimous to 
enable a recommendation for approval of the application, Where one member of the DRC opposes a recommendation for 
approval of an application, the recommendation of the committee shall be for denial of the applicatiort.(See Section 
17.58.070 (Staff report and recommendations) for requirements regarding report content and reasoning for 
recommendation.) (Ord. 5373·8, 2005; Ord. 5126-B, 2001) 

Wt1e11 drd the uevelor••ner\t l~evtew Cornm1ttc.•€ rneet and deterrn•ne the ll!t:OIWrrenoatiOrr to d~'Prtwe the -u •lerY1:• listed 1n 
~tatt reports l1emg recrJmme>n•:INi'i' the p•Jt•llc!agenct~ wem nnt I)TO\IIr.1t>r m>:>ottng mln11te::; o;howtng tM. vote as 
unanimr.us as r<:>qu1rod by carlo 
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The Development Standards reference I he Lake Tahoe reg1on as bemg part of the property The EIR profusely states th1s 
project Is not w1thln the Tahoe basin or affects the Tahoe region Clearlv this is m1slead1ng as cumulative traffh; Impacts 
alone cannot be Ignored Futthermore, !he narrauve 1s misleading by stattng tt1at care IS bemg taken wtth tree location to 
allow visual balance Defensible space 1s not aocoutned for tn the EIR tree removal analysts, lnfrastrulure looatlt)n, and 
road networks will remove more trees than the mitigation and nanatJve states That coupled With buildings atop a ridge at 
heights LIP to 75 feet that s~1are a boundary line with the Tahoe Bas1n at a 7 000+ elevation is a recipe for scenic: violation 
of the Tahoe bas1r 

Page B 2 Specific Plan May 2016 

Development Standards 

Design Concept & Guilfutg P1indples 

1'191 0 

a. RelationshiP to Natural Setting 

MVWPSP properzy 1s located wttnln MartiS Valley and tne Lake Tahoe reg100 - o place or ex.treme naMollleaUJY, nc11 
hiStory, and spectacular recreabon The pnmary obJ9Cllve of ell architectural design, site plan111ng and landscaping IS to 
preserve th1s uniQoo ldenuJY, bt.llld In harmony wtth the rugged nat\lrol beauJY Intrinsic to th1s stte llJ'Id to provide reereabonal 
opportunltles for Vlsl1ors and residents. 

The visiOn or MVWPSP Is one or an active, vear round, reueat1onal community buftt with care and sensitlllity throtiQh 
arChitecture and landscape ltlat reflects Man1s Valley's heritage and blends into, rattler than dominates its natural setting 
The Specific Plan hos carefully fowled the res1dooces to rest lf9htlY wtlh1n the landscape. wtlh h19her density 1n clustered 
areas in order to preseNa e)(pansiVe open space and conservauon areas. The Specific Plan defines development areas and 
consflfVabon areas to m1n1m1Ze change to natural topography, landform and the outstanding naturellondscope features lfl 
the reg10n vtews and vtew.sheds 

Proper d9Sign and s1bng of btldduigs on eaCh srte Will Include careful consJOerauon of e>clsiiJig terram and natural features or 
the site. Any proposed des1gn sholiloke iniO ar.r.ount grade changes, locations of rroes, boUlders, and onentation of ttlo 
proposed Improvements to S~.Jn, wtnd, and vtews (F19 1 a), The development slandords and deSlgn gu•delmes 1nclude 
implementation or the fOllowing site planning objectives: 

retain exJStrng uees and minimize site disturbance to allow the VIS\Jat balance of landscape and orchltecture. 
provide transitional places that blur the hne between Indoor and outdoor spaces, and 
provtde archrtecturol expression With authentiC use ot natural matenal and building lorm as suitable tor t11e topegraphy 
and natural setbng. 

~:---:. - -----

F~gure 1 o IS an exoml)le o1 pcoo« design IV1d stung o1 o bu~dlng llBSed w "~ous fDctONi ond careful CMSid0011JOn 
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Clearly the bees do not reflect the proper defensible space requtrements so lhe narrative must be revtsed to 
reflect the correct information 1

PF19·9 
cont. 
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b Recreation Opportunities 

The project will be designed to incorporate characteristics and density patterns that reflect Nonh Tahoe Resort Communities. 
The project site Is located adjacenllo Northstar Resort and uphill from Northstar Village and Tahoe Vista. Tt1e North Tahoe 
Resort communities proVide year-round reoeational actiVities, including skiing, cross-country skiing, snOI'I'ShOOirlSJ, 
snowboarding, hiking, and biking The MVWPSP components complement and enhance the existing North Tahoe regional 
resorts by providing additional accommodations for residents and visitors to enjoy extensive cross-country trails, biking and 
hikrng trails, recreational facilities and surrounding open space conse.'Vation areas Figure(s) 1 b renect sample ol 
recroohonat trails. 

Another referenr.e i.o t·Jorth Lake Tahoe The proJect rs 1n the Martr~ Valley so the SpecifiC Plar should retract all 
references to Tahoe This ls not a sale-s broehure- or is It? Its not i'Jortl'lst<lr at Tahoe, Martis ::;amp al Taln.
Highlands at Tahoe The Ritz at Lake Tahoe etc The project is the Martis Valley outsldothe Tahoe Basin 

Page 86 Specific Plan May 2016 
Yet anotr1er teterence to Tahoe 1 

g Community Character 

An overriding objective with respect to the develop t of MWJPSP is to achieve a community that, in both fonn and 
character. IS appropriate wlthllllhe context of the Tahoe I High Sierra Mountmn enwomnenl 

Planning and design of oew resioonces shall emulate the best charactenstics (e.g., form, scale, and general character) of 
existing, nearby neighborhoods end be architecturally and aesthetically consistent with the character or development that 
has occurred to date 

The request for no further amendment proL~ r: not acceptable D1sor~honary c;pproval and review by approp11ale 
commtttee oornmrssron, etc and publicalfy nottoec1 must ICP- a rondil1on or proposed cannges He1gnt i~ a good eYample 
when the MVCP Will allow greater than 75 feet 1e. Upto 11') fee\ 

3. ModtficatJons 

The Development Standards and Destgn Gurdehnes rnay be modified as necessary pursuant to Government Code Secbon 65853 e 
seq and Section 17.60.090 of the Placer County Zoning Ordinance A concurrent Specific Plan Amendment shall not be required t 
revise the Development Standards and De.sign Guidelines provided the request satisfies all of the following· 

• The revision to the Development Standards and Design Guidelines does not materially change a physical characteristic of 
the anticipated development 

• The objectrves and Intent of the Specific Plan are better seNed through the revision to the Development Standards and 
Design Guidelines. 

• The revision to the Develof)ment Standards and Design Guidelines does not materiallY change the general land use pattern 
or the Plan Area. 

• The revision to the Development Standards and Design Guidelines is cortsistem with tile Specific Plan 
• No increase in the overall dertsity will result through the revision to the Development Standards and Design Guidelines 
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EnfOIUlltlent 

The DeVefopment Standards ond Oastgn Gufdattnes sholl be enforoenbla by lhe P1annong O~ector or dOSlgnee in a manner Smilllr 
In olhl.r (l<OVI'lrons r.MtaOOO(lrn the P~,.-or Cnoonty Znnong Ordononr.e Alfdorronnlly, nU prnject pr<lf)O$nls Will he reVI6WIId by the 
Pi!ICM Counly Design/Site ReVIew Committee. The Plac.er County Oeslgn1Sot8 R&view Con\rtoiUC!e sMM n\ake e finding ol 
tOfrSJStency 1)111011!1 the do!w!OPOOfHrlt}IM. the SpeQfiC Plun Qrrd lhe OoM;!I(lf)oneflt S1undQo rJs Ull<l Oes190 Guadelr•Jas. 

5 MVWPSP OeveiQpcroaJ•\ Slaol(JurrJs. Deve~ot~ment St(llrdaotls setiQtth In u·,,~ Sl;le11Qto, ,;euk,Jn 5, s101• suP'lfsedV U1e r~l<!\llll ol Plal,'&f 
Colrntv Zootog Oodir1!Jnce 

ll Gladlf'll) Und Extlll'll!KIII 
The fr~lowiri!J site and ooo<fnog ro<rsi(llloolltm sl\9110.. ioloplemeoiWJ. 

llllii<I011!JS shan be srte<l to hi the naturnl tenaon mo01moze culsl hils, c:nptlifo VlOWS ond m<ml!olll WUllor SilO 
oxposuro 

• Thn lotol omo11nt olompgrv.,lls surtocu 51\all ho roduood whorgl'<lf foosblo 
111 The area ot so~ and vogmntton dosturbanco on oath horne Site shall be lrnrted 10 thai reql.llred tor nocossary 

Clll\structoon and tandscaprng llUrpQSeS Excopt Whefe requued by accoss, rolnrntng waRs, there snail be no 
diSturtxmce rn setberu and areas to be lefi 111 o oolurat store 

i'l Buildings. roods, and suucttns shiJ!I be sned In a mooner thol n'IOidslandlorm modlfocation to Ule greatest extent 
possib4e 

v &c&pt wtoere unall<lld!lb4e, roo ~)(tsvellorl or fill sl\411 occur \Yithol\ the dnp Jrne ot II~ 10 be reta11\tld 
\'1 Tile IOtrg UJCis olttre bulkl~lll shall be or•mted ;w~o41el to ex~bng CI>!IIO\Jis toltle ext.,nt teasrble. 
~· Sl&lll)ed rooold~tlools &nd ffll!lmontw r001 tonns sMU t.e l!SOO to u..taptlo U~& o~osUng s.te loLJCYrflllloy, ootlil)( uroon 

Cll(l111,11111.1 Ql Q~rteniii!J the slot/ll. 
vow ExiSting reolures sucn os rock outcropplngs ood ttees sh<lll be llfOtected whefr foos:lbl~ arid llltegroted Into the 

desig{l « me home 

S..tll!IO<s and Bullets 
file structure! sotbe<ks for a Planned Oevelopmenl tor slf19\0 lamlfV nnd townllorne resodoocns ore as tallows. 

o Front (s.lrool) . 20 root troorlho Pt"'''riV hne 
" S.c:lcs. 10 loci from the Ptoper!y kno, unless lownhome Wllh <W1ffi00 wnll "' o· 
ou Rear- 10 feet trom me propooy uno 
w lntOIIOr or common wnll. (0) teet 10tonor set-llael( 

12 5 feet m111imum setllaeks Sllnll be used oo rroru. 10' SKill a11<1 roor ot cornmo<osland condomonounrllUoldtngS. II 
p.:~rklnQ Is proposed m Ule froot ot the bull<linQ o 20 loot setbacK from the fQt.llda 1'111 bo enocteo to ensure snteJy 

VI tn addmoo. bulklm9s shotl be 5etbock ror enoogh so lhot lhey do not enaooch oolo lhe MPE or adJooent stlool(s). 

Acld a caveat (~tatement l!J # 5· that the MVWPSP Development Slandard5 must exceed anct be equally or more -stnngent 
than Placer County code to supersede tM revelanl Placet Code Sa states o;aptues views captues what viev•s? AI.Jd a 
statement Ulat butiCJirgs wtll oo '>tteu ana st-.all not Vl•)lale l...dke anoe vJewshed Jfl anyway 
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!110 P<QtCCI buildings and roodwuys W<ll be !oiled ou\Oidc o1 en"'roruoonlalty sensrt111e Ionas Tlre matonrv olll<bldlngs wol be 
sited outside o1 ooeos wllh slopes Ollef 25%. l he lblloWir1!J Pl•cer County Ganerol l'lan land use llu1tor :woo stantlaltl~ Vol II 
lltlll'nfJfMttlllted 

I 100 fOOl bltHer Item d6l>ilJnntectTnllhe<IOolll areos 
oo tOO foot buffer from Per..,mal Stre&nl ureuo 

oo 50 loot bUffer from Riplll19n Vegetatooo areas 

c BuoldlolQ He!Qh!S 
MAxon•om Booolcfong Haigllls, llS (lllrJllnled hy Sedion 11 54 020 olltrR PlorN County lonong Onltnonra on<! a& sollonh in 
Socfun 2 b o/ this 5pedtrc Pl311 

Smgte Fam~v ReSidences 
TOI\f\ncrnes
CondornKloums 
Commoroal Buildings 
&ooldtngs on 1118 kooll - f oi)Oral 

<1 PilCh 

~2teel 
50tellt 
751eet 
llO liM!! 
SOieet 

M<ljOtrl)l)fsshaM h<lve n mllllmum l>ftch o/3' t2 ond emaXtm~tm pMch 011~ t2 ~ roors~ch as potd\M and 
do!JTIEI!$ may hllVe ~ le3'er Mel!. ~th roof pitch"' shoul<l be utUized wtoere pos~e. lr• ltl& range 0( 5 12. to li<lfd snow 
Roofs rmw ll9 mo!loltf IIWy lno.1ud8 StlUW clips or 9\I'Joll$ 

e 011 !'\treat Pnrl<lng 
Po><Jd p!orl<ong aroos sh!ltl bll dQS!gnod to prooon ""' mllloroom llfll(kWll ol pamg oroo nocossary to meet 'B<l<'"ed p;vlong 
end Circulation slntld:ltOs. Psrtcong shall be desogned to mornmiZo vrsua1 ond enwOIUllilOial rnpects end allow for sl18fGd 
oertcong oreas among diller em uses 10 heir> raduce the nll!llber or POrl<ong 518115 Underwoufld parXIflll. When feasible. is 
encouraged to moximlw open !Jpilco lor cornmc(clofond coodornlmum butklln!f.' For resioenuol unots, pdeqoote parking 
stltlllllO pcovldad (Iff stn•at Vol! II two (2) s161ts pao on~ 1>1Uo 0116 SloD beOIQ oovaoed Alrl)(l<JI!IQI~ rwo slsiiS per unit will be 
proVIded when possoblo lor guo.t porkong Unvowoys shall ht~vo o m10on11rn length of 2\llccl when loosoble •~ moasurt!d 
ft<Jn Ultl edga or paYillllll<rt 01 bed< of tulb (Whod""'OI OS goeole<) lo lat>J ollloe !lil"'!!t' tlool. Ado.fotivnaRy. por1ong stolls will 
VOTY, on 8'1Gfeg<> 8 x 2ft 1.-ver some ma)be 50lllller, I e tompatl or eteafl( car sr"'b Fl!tUre(>J 5 e olloSirat& 11C£eptable 
paoliong ~tandilrds 
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1123 

Elevall~n or proposed commercial node ts 7200-7400 ft As previously mentioned It IS necessary tor all maps to lnctuc1e 
topo elevation numbers to accurate assess If viewshed of Lake Tahoe ts violated A proposed 60 toot building with nn real 
requ1rement to amend the Specific Plan 1s tmacceptable and must be changed 1n the FEIR and Spec1f1c Plan See Page 9 
of Lh1s document for a clearer representation of the cornmerc1al node 

VII CLOSING COMMENTS 

You as a commission must DENY and re-circulate the MVWPSP EIR for cause as in its current form 1s flawed and 
environmental analysis and response to comments are inadequate, dismissed or Incomplete. 

The FEIR violates Placer County Land Use Visual and Scenic Resources code 1.k.1. 

Placer County Land Use code VISUAL AND SCENIC RESOURCES: 1.K.1. The County shall reauirethat new 
development in scenic areas (e.g., river canyons, lake watersheds, scenic highway corridors, ridgelines and 
~teep slopes) is planned and designed in a manner which employs design, construction, and maintenance 
techniques that: a. Avoids locating structures along ridgelines and steep slopes; b. Incorporates design and 
screening measures to minimize the visibility of structures and graded areas; c. Maintains the character and 
visual quality of the area. 

Removing the project from a ridgetop shared wtth Tahoe basin boundary ELIMINATES the Visual Stgnrftcant and 
unavoidable Impact 9.9. 

The over-riding consideration for biological migration is one-dimensional and is not enough benefit to the 
communities of Truckee, Martis and Tahoe to garner your support for the project without additionar 
environmental analysis and mitigation, Logging practices and Timber Harvest already disturb the migration. 

The approval process for the Martis Valley West parcel Specific Plan rs being steamrolled for no apparent reason, 
Squaw Valley Village Specific Plan was released a mont earlier in April and is not scheduled for your review until 
end of June and Board of Supervisors in August. The MVWPSP was presented to NTRAC with 7 days to review 
and your commission with 7 days to review. What's the hurry? 

The public was before you November 19, 2015 to provide public comment on the DEIR for Martis Valley West 
Parcel Specific Plan. 10 people spoke and no one was in favor of the project. 
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Placer County Planning Commission Hearing June 9, 2016 (submitted June 5, 2016) 
Martis Valley West Project Specific Plan (PGPA 20130080). Stale Clearinghouse No, 2014032087) 
Ellie Waller. Tahoe Vista Resident: Public Comments for the Record 

The MVOA 1s. not 1111 approved document- 1t's a busine,ss agreement that has fallen apart. 

From the MVOA : G SPI and the Land Trust Partners intend to enter into an agreement for the acquisition and 
ultimate open space conservation of the East Parcel as more specifically described in the East Parcel Purd1asc 

The communities of Truckee, Martis and North Lake Tahoe, at-large, were being held hostage! ... he MVOA makes 
demands and if not met would not preserve 6,000+ acres <Js a conservation easement unless granted 
development rights on the west parcel. The MVOA as stated above has fallen apart as the partners (Mountam 
Area Preservation and Sierra) do not agree with the project as proposed. The Land Trust partner only executes 
the conservation easement if the project is approved 

ExWbit C 

East Pnrnl Purchast>, Salt> and Option Agn•PmPnl TPnn Sht>t't 

I. East Parcel Procurement 
o AcqlllSttion of East Parcel. 

l. East Parcel DealT= 

o Pmcllase pncc Will be- fau- Market Value a.;, ~stabhsh~d by an agency approved i\ppratsal. 
-;, C l osmg_date. 

o Cootingeill upon the West Parcel s Ullltal approval. 
o SPI will not pursue de\"elopment entttlements oo the East Parcel dunug the option tenn. 

o :-lo clear cutnng dunng: optton. 
Ll l..t>ngth of Option Penod. 

3. Enst Parcel &:Clilflos 
0 lf the w~t Parcel does not recetve lfllhal appro't'al. No de3l 0.0 East Pared 11CqtllSIIt OO 

and! or conservation easemeru. 
o lf the West Parcel d06 not receive- mitml appro\'al tile MVCP'-; density nllocntion 011 lh e 

East Parcel remains 
o If !he West Parcel recetves IIUUal approval TPLandloriDLT complett> the EasrPru·cel 

acquisttion or conservatton easement per their deal tenus • 
. ., If the West Pared receives initial approval and TPL :mdlor TDL Tare uu.,blt> to pttfonn 

and complete the East Parcel acquisition· 

• SPr to retill11 owMrSiup of the East Parcel and all associated land nghts. 

• Density alJocauon o.n the E.1st Parcel will be ('Xringuishtd.. 

• No t t'~~denttal orcollllllei'Clal development 011 the East PIITCel. 

• SPf shall agrt'e to place a limited conser'\'ation e-.1Semeot on the East Parcel. 
• In exchange for the East Pared' s lumted coruervatton easement SPI shall be 

comJX"nsated txr terms to be agrted upon v.'llh the West Parcel <kveloper. 

The Planmng Commission MUST DENY the FEIR as proposed request re-circulation to co"ect 
macfC<Juacles and prov1de additional analysts to msure OEIR conclusions. 
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Placer County Planning Commission Hearin.g June 9, 2016 (submitted June 5, 2016) 
Martis Valley West Proje<:t SpeCific Plan (PGPA 20130080), State Clearinghouse No 2014032087) 
Ellie Waller. Tahoe Vista Resident Public Comments for the Record 

VIII. Articles from members of the public and environmental groups 

Several articiP.s (a sampling from 2014·2106 beloW) have been In the loc«~l pttpers challenging 
the valiclity of the project and envi ronmental documentation. 
The Court of Public Opm1on has spoken !!!! 

http://www. sierrasun. com/news/18334272·113/tahoe-residents-flood -trpa-with-criticis m-of·ridg eline 

http:llwww.sierrasun.com/news/15319452-113/tahoe-truckee-reCJitors-taking-stand-against-ridge-line
development 

htte:I/VIIWW.sierrasun.com/news/18929362-11 3/opinion-lake-tahoes-death-by-a-thousand-cuts 

http:l/www. sier rasu n .comlnews/18771829-113/opi n ion-setting-the-record-straight-regardi ng-ma rtis·v alley 

http:I/VIIWW.rgj.com/storyl opinion/voices/2015/08/26/op-ed-tahoe-development-deserves-scrutiny/32433587/ 

http:llmoonshineink,corn!op.inion/north-shore-evacuation-impossible-proposed-developments 

http://www. sierrasun. com/news/22129993-113/opinion-make· vour-voice-heard-about-martis-val ley 

http://wvvw. sierra sun. com/news/18n1824-113/opin ion-martis-valley-west-is-a-bad-deal 

http:IIVIIWW.sierrasun.com/news/20109787-113/opinion-brockway-campground-advertisement-presumpttlous
misleading 

http://www.sierrasun.com/news/21954624-113/opinion-sguaw-martis-valley-west-projects-would-worsen 

http://www.laketahoenews.net/2015/09/letter-ridgeline-development-a-disaster-in-the-making/ 

http://wwwJaketahoenews.net/2015102/letter-martjs-valley-proiect-reality•check/ 

Page 33 of 35 

PF19-lll 

345



 

Placer County Planning Commission Hearin.g June 9, 2016 (submitted June 5, 2016) 
Martis Valley West Project SpeCific Plan (PGPA 20130080), State Clearinghouse No, 2014032087) 
Ellie Waller. Tahoe Vista Resident Public Comments for the Record 

IX. CEQA REFERENCES THAT MUST BE CONSIDERED 

15093. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
l«l C:EQA r~quires the 1leci:<ion-making agency to l>tilant~, 3-""dflplicahle, the counlJrni c, leg;ll, 
srcial, tet,1HI(J]ogical , or Nher henefil.;, including region-wide or st.11ewic'.e envirc•mnental 
beni:!tits. of a proposed priJ.ject a~dinst it.; wtavoidable enviromneJital ris~.s when determining 
wh~therto approve the project, I !'the specific economic, legal, social, tedUlological, or other 
b~ne6l,, including (egtmHvirle or $liltewide errvironruenla l benelifs, of• propused prt~j~Cl 
outweigh the unavoidable ad,rer:<e r.mvinmmenl>il eiThols, th~ adver;;c emironm<!ntal effects 
mu}' t:~<: Qom;iden::d "sccep~Jit>le.'· 
11:11 When the lead agency approves~ project which will J'es1llt in the occ.nrrenoo of significant 
eiTeot., which are idertl'i uecl ur the fnral 11 1R bul :we THlt avoided or :<nhst.antially lessenec~ Ure 
agancy sha ll oink in wri ling the SJ1e(,~ncre~;;mts to SrJJJ(.X'rt its action based on tire fimll I!IR 
and/or other utfornmtion in the record, The statement t'\.C oveniding uortsiderntions shall be 
supporterl by substrntial evidence in the recorrl. 
r~ If 'm ~ency mHkes a statement ofove•ndlng cuns1cleralitm$, the slalenenl $hollld be includ~rl 
i,n lhe reCLII'<I nfthc projeclupprov;LI;md should be mentioned in U1~ notice nfdelemtin.ution. 
This slMernenl dues nol subslilule for. and ~hall be in uddition !a, .lindi.ngs rt!q'Ui.r:ed pursuant lu 
Sectio11 15091 

15091. FINDINGS 
1•1 No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for whioh an EIR has ~en oerti tied 
which identifies <•nc or mnre significmll em>lrqllJnenlal ef{'ecls of the pr{lj<!¢1 un)ess lh.: public 
ug~ncy ma.k<!s on.: or more written tindings for euoh of thuS~: sl!utificunl eft.ect~, accompuiri.ed 
by<~ brid'ell.planatiOr10fU1e n.tionul~ for each finding. The possihl<:: findings Ill~: 
Ill Changes or alterations have been required in, or i.nc01porated into, the project which avoid 
or sulmnrllially lessen the :lignilicarrl envirmnuental et'fecl n.< iclenl.i lied in lhe firml El R. 
121 Such clumges or alteJ·atiOn$ arc within the re~pt~lsibili tytmd jurisdiulil•n of another publjc 
agency and not Ute agency rn<Lking Ute li.ruling. Suoh changes have been adopted by such 
other agency or can and should ~ ~dopted by such otl1er agency. 
01 Specific economic, lcgal.scx:ial. technological, or other considerations. moluding provisio11 
of employment opportuniti.:s for hi.ghly tmined wu(ker>;, muke inf.:asibte lh<:: rniligutiM 
rm:Asures or projecl all<!malives identiued in t11e fuuu EIR.. 
lbl The findings required by subdivisior1 1•1 stJal.l be suppoltcd by substantial evidence in the 
record. 
ICl The fiHding in subdivision (al(21 shaU not be rn<~de if Ute agency making Ute futding has 
concurrenl j1rrisdiction with another agency to deal witl1 identi tied teasible mitigation measures 
or alternatives. The finding in stJbdivisiorL ioJPl shall describe the sp.::cilic reasons for rejecting 
identified mitigation measures and project alternatives. 
1~1 \\!hen milking u,~ findings required in subdivision 1111(11, lhe agency ~hllll also udopl ·~program 
tor reporting on or monitoring the changes which it ht)s either reqttired ir. lhe project or made a 
conditioJt of approval to avoid or substantially Jessen significant environmental efl:ccts. These 
measur.:s must be full}' enfcrceable through p.:nnit COJtdi lions, agreements, or otbcr meJ~sures. 

1•1 The public :rgen~y shall specify tlte locatiun lind custodian ofl.h~ documenls or-otl1er rnateri;u 
which ccmstitute the record ofthe proceedings upon wllich its decision is based, 
IJ) A statemenl: made pw·suant to Section 15093 docs not substitute for the findings required b)• 
this section. 

§ 21091. DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS AND NEGATIVE DECLARATIONS; 
REVIEW PERIODS 

[?)(AI WiU1 respecl lo U1e consideration ofcotrunenls rec-eived on a dmt1 e:rvi.romneJli,J 
impact report. the leud ugency sltall evah~1le cumments on envirorunental issues tJtat 
lire received from persons whn have revi.,wed I he dral1 :lnd Rhall prepare a wrillen 
re&-ponse pm':iuunt to suhpuragn\ph {6). T.he leH<lug<!ncy may ;Jso re•-pnnc.lo comments 
lhl!L are received allei tl1e close of the pvblic review period. 
151 Tbe wrlrten [<::spw1;;e shall d~:svribe tl1<:: disposition of eacl1 si_gnl ticant ~nvirorunemal 
i ~>ue I hal is raised hy cuJmmmter;;, Tlte respc•n;e$ sJ1all be prepared cuns::;tenl, with 
Section 15088 of'tille 14 oftheOtlifomio Code of Regulation 
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Placer County Planning Commission Hearin.g June 9, 2016 (submilted June 5, 2016) 
Martis Valley West Proje<:t Specific Plan (PGPA 20130080), State Clearinghouse No 2014032087) 
Ellie Waller. Tahoe Vista Resident Public Comments for the Record 

15002. GENERAL CONCEPTS 

l•l Basic Pur!Xlses ofC'..EQA. The basic purposes ofCEQA arc to: 
111l.nform gowrnment:Jl decision maker~ :md tl1e public about Ute potenti:ll.. sig.ni ficant 
onviromnenlal ell~cts of propos<'<.! uctivitie~. 
121 Identity tlte ways tltat envirofUllental dama~ can be avoided or significantly reduced. 
rJI ['revent significant. avoidable damage to !he environment by requiring cltru~ges in projects 
tltrough the usc of alternatives or mitigation measurss when !he goverfUTisntal agency finds 
Ute changes lobe r~asibl e . 

(g) Sig.ni fiCllltt Effuct on tlte Envir01unent. A s1gnificanl effect on !lte etwirOJmtcnt is detirll:!d as 11 
substanrifll adverse ohr.nge in the physical conditions which exi,;t in the orea atTect~d by the 
propo;;ed project (See: Section 15382.') further, whennn ErR identifies • signilie)ant effect, the 
government agency approving the project must make finding.s on wiMherthe adverse 
e.nvirorunental effects have been substantially reduced or if not, why not. (Sec: Section 1509LJ 

~'I Methods fur Protecti.J~g the Environment. CEQA requires more than merely preparing 
envirofUTiental documents. The EI.R by itself docs not control the way in which a project can be 
IJui.Jt N eanied out. R:itlter, wh~Cn anl:!IR shows Lhal a project would oau$e substwtliul adverse 
changes in 1he environment. tlte .govenmtental ttgenoy mu~t respond to th~ infonn~tion by one 
or mare of !he following methods: 
(II Changing~ proposed project 
~1 lmposi.ng conditions on the approvul oftht: projt!ol; 
r.~ Adopting plans or ordi:nrutct:s to coniiol u broadt:r class or projeols to <VC1id Ure adverse 
changes; 

r41 Choosil]g an alternativ~ way of meeting the s:;me need~ 
1~ Disapproving the Jli'Qieol~ 
p.il Finding that changing or altering the pr~ject i> not fe~sihle; 
(7) Finding that the unavoidable significant enviromuental damage is acceptable as provided in 
Section 15093. 

15088. EVALUATION OF AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
lol The lead qgency shall evnluale comment£ on envirOfUTien!nl issue.~ received from persons who 
reviewed the draO 1!1 R mul ;;hall prepare a writtenrestxmst!. 'fhe Lend Agency sh:Li l re~pcmd tel 
conunent.; received durir1g the noti~I!(J cNnrnent petiod and uny exten:;ims and rnay t-espond W 
late <oontmeuLs. 
lbl The lead agency shall prm~de a written proposed l'e;;ponse to a publio agency on comments 
111llde by thll( public agency at lea;;! 10 <bay$ prior to cert'i(ying an envlwnmenllll impact rep<>rl 
(eJ The written responst: sbilll desctibe the db-position ~Jf :!igrWi<:tlllt environrnenlal iSs ties raise1l 
(e.g., reviSions to the proposed project to miti.gate llllticipnted i.rr1f,lacts or objections). l.n 
particular, !he ll'U\.lor envirmunental issues raised when the Lead J\.genc}f; ·position {5 at 
variance with rccr>rnmen<L11.ic•n; and t'hjectitJn~ rai~ecl in the comments rmt<t be addressed in 
detnil giving reasl'UtS why specific oornrnents und suggestions were not uocepted. There must be 
good !ait!L n:r.sooed anal%i~ in M;pNiw. Conolu$ory statements wtsuppor1eel by tactual 
information will not 51l.llioe. 
(d) The re~'Poru;~ tu commenls may lute lhe ronn M a revi~i.on tu t.he dra tl EJ R ur may be a 
s~parnte section in lhe li.nal EIR. Where th~ =panse L<' comments nlllkes important changes ln 
!he inform.ation oonlairu:d in lhe lex! of i.ht: drdtl EIR., tlw Lt:ud Agency shotdd eillrer: 
Ill Revise the te.'\i in the body of !he EIR., or 
Pl illclucle nmrginrtlnole:; showi11g I hat the infonnalion is reviser! in lhe r:sponse H' 
OOJTIJll(llllS. 

Page 35 of35 

347



PF19 
Ellie Waller 
June 3, 2016 

 

PF19-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project and requests recirculation of the EIR. The 
comment suggests that Alternative 5, which was described and evaluated in the Final EIR is 
cause for recirculation. As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR, assessment of Alternative 
5, clarifies and expands on information in the Draft EIR and does not constitute “significant 
new information” requiring recirculation. (See Master Response 1 in Chapter 3 of the Final 
EIR regarding recirculation; see also Public Resources Code Section 21092.1; CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5.) 

 The comment also raises concerns regarding the time available for review prior to the 
Planning Commission hearing. Public comment was heard at the June 9, 2016 Planning 
Commission meeting, and public comments will be taken at the subsequent Board of 
Supervisors meeting. Both of these meetings have or will take place at least 30 days 
following the May 3, 2016 release of the Final EIR.  

 The comment raises concern about ridgelines. Please see response to comment IO51-46 in 
the Final EIR. 

 The comment raises concerns related to the Brockway Campground. As explained in 
response to comment IO18-62 and Master Response 2 in the Final EIR, the Brockway 
Campground Project is a separate proposal for which project-specific environmental review 
will be required and has not yet commenced. The Draft EIR considers the campground in the 
cumulative analysis. 

Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to 
the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 

PF19-2 The comment raises concerns regarding Alternative 5, stating that a reduced density 
alternative on the East Parcel with a conservation easement should be evaluated. As stated 
in response to comment PF19-1, recirculation is not required, as the evaluation of Alternative 
5 in the Final EIR, clarifies and expands on information in the Draft EIR and does not 
constitute “significant new information” requiring recirculation. (See Master Response 1 in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR regarding recirculation; see also Public Resources Code Section 
21092.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.) The commenter’s assertions regarding the 
effects of a reduced density alternative on the East Parcel with a conservation easement are 
unfounded and do not correctly cite the impact determinations of the EIR. For example, the 
Draft EIR did not find that there would be a significant and unavoidable impact due to the 
project development abutting the Lake Tahoe basin boundary line. Please refer to Master 
Response 10, “Alternatives,” in the Final EIR, which addresses concerns related to the 
adequacy of the CEQA alternatives analysis. 

PF19-3 The comment reiterates that there are six significant and unavoidable impacts that would 
occur regardless of which alternative is selected, and that the identification of significant and 
unavoidable impacts doesn’t mean that a project should be approved. The commenter 
requests that the project be denied until an alternative with no significant and unavoidable 
impacts can be identified. In accordance with CEQA, the Board of Supervisors must 
determine whether the benefits of the project outweigh the significant and unavoidable 
impacts prior to deciding whether to approve the project.  
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The comment states that modeling cannot predict the effects of the project and that it will 
violate dark skies ordinances and objectives. In fact, modeling is a common and credible 
method of predicting the effects of a project (see below for responses to specific comments 
regarding the modeling done for the proposed project).  

The comment also states that the impact would be less than significant if the project were 
built on the East Parcel. The County does not have a dark sky ordinance or objectives. 
However, the Draft EIR does evaluate the effects of the MVWPSP on nighttime views and 
concludes that the project contribution to cumulative lighting would be significant and 
unavoidable (see Impact 9-9 in the Draft EIR). The Draft EIR finding is based on the effects of 
lighting visible from the Martis Valley. Development on the East Parcel would also be visible 
from Martis Valley, so the impact would remain significant and unavoidable if the East Parcel 
were developed rather than the West Parcel. The impact would likely be even more severe if 
the East Parcel were developed at the density allowed under current zoning of 1,360 units, 
600 more units than could be developed on the West Parcel. 

Regarding the cumulative impacts and the Brockway Campground, please see Master 
Response 2.  

Regarding the tree removal analysis, the tree model used in the visibility studies took into 
account tree removal required for setback of structures and road. It also assumed a 50 
percent transparency for the remaining trees to account for tree thinning and natural tree 
translucency. See response to comment 18-26 in the Final EIR, for a more detailed 
explanation of the approach to tree removal. 

Regarding lighting, lights pointing downward will illuminate the ground. Due to the 
topography of the ridge, the ground surface of the project site would not visible from the 
Tahoe Basin, even in a bare earth scenario. The ground surface of the project site is also not 
visible from Martis Valley because of topography and vegetative cover, including 70-foot-tall 
trees. 

Regarding the measurement of building heights, using both height of structure and grade is 
the only way to ascertain the highest point of the structure. For both daytime visibility studies 
and night-time lighting studies, buildings were modeled by actual height, placed at the 
highest point of the grade. Structures were place at the highest point of the grade as a 
conservative estimate.  

PF19-4 The comment raises concerns regarding traffic and vehicle miles traveled. Please refer to 
Master Response 6, “Vehicle Miles Traveled and Added Vehicle Miles in the Tahoe Basin,” in 
Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR. With regard to payment of impact fees for traffic impacts 
generated by the project, see responses to comments IO6-8 and IO26-15 in the Final EIR.  

The comment also raises concerns regarding greenhouse gas emissions. Please refer to 
Master Response 7, “Approach to Greenhouse Gas Analysis,” in Section 3.1.7 of the Final 
EIR. 

PF19-5 The comment expresses concern regarding fire code and the secondary emergency vehicle 
access road. Please refer to response to comment PF15-1 from Mark Shadowens, Chief, 
Northstar Fire Department, as well as the response from the project applicant provided in 
PF32-1. 

PF19-6 The comment expresses concern regarding the Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation 
Plan (EPEP) as well as fire code requirements for access roads. Again, please see response 
to comment PF15-1 from Mark Shadowens, Chief, Northstar Fire Department, as well as the 
response from the project applicant provided in PF32-1. Please see Master Response 9 of 

349



the Final EIR regarding the EPEP. As stated therein, the draft EPEP includes an overview of 
the regulatory requirements that apply to the MVWPSP, including such topics as fuel 
maintenance, defensible space, structural and infrastructure requirements (e.g., fire flow 
minimums, emergency access road standards), building code requirements and the County’s 
ordinances for construction in avalanche zones and flood damage prevention.  

PF19-7 The comment addresses changes in the MVWPSP proposal for Workforce Housing. The 
MVWPSP would comply with County requirements for Workforce Housing, which include 
constructing employee housing on or off site, dedicating land for employee housing units 
and/or payment of an in lieu fee. Initially, the MVWPSP proposed paying the in lieu fee so 
that the funds could be used to purchase and/or construct employee housing in the most 
appropriate location. After the Draft EIR was released, the applicant identified 6.9 acres of 
land within the MVWPSP that could be dedicated to employee housing. Upon further 
consideration and after discussion with Placer County, the applicant has proposed to return 
to the payment of the in lieu fee. Either of these approaches would meet County 
requirements for employee housing under the County General Plan. In addition, through the 
development agreement, the applicant is contributing $125,000 to the County for use to 
address Workforce Housing. This payment is above and beyond the in lieu fee for the 
MVWPSP employee housing requirement. 

The comment suggests that one unit should be provided for each employee, but does not 
explain its rationale. Larger units with multiple bedrooms could house more than one 
employee. The comment also states that two and three bedroom units are less desirable and 
more expensive, but does not indicate why, or how it would affect the provision of employee 
housing.  

The comment objects to payment of in-lieu fees as a means to comply with workforce 
housing requirements. However, this is an approved method by which to comply with such 
requirements, and by collecting fees from multiple projects, the County would be able to 
pursue a wider range of housing options (e.g., construction and/or purchase of appropriate 
housing in areas where services and amenities that full-time residents require are present, 
subsidizing housing) then if each and every development project provide its own onsite 
workforce housing. This approach also enables the County to respond to changing employee 
housing needs over time. The MVWPSP would contribute 75 percent of the housing fee prior 
to any units being constructed, so the County would have access to the most of the funding 
prior to generation of any demand for employee housing. 

PF19-8 The comment refers to Development Review Committee and questions when the committee 
met. The comment does not directly address the EIR or the environmental analysis. Future 
Development Review Committee meetings would be reported.  

PF19-9 The comment states that the Development Standards reference the Lake Tahoe region as 
being part of the property and that the EIR states that the project is not within the Tahoe 
Basin. The Development Standards (Appendix B of the MVWPSP) do not state that the 
MVWPSP is located within the Lake Tahoe Basin. Rather, page B2 states that the MVWPSP is 
located within the Martis Valley and the Lake Tahoe region. The Lake Tahoe region can be 
defined as including the Tahoe Basin and surrounding areas. For example, the North Lake 
Tahoe Resort Association includes members from Truckee, Northstar, and Squaw Valley.  

Cumulative traffic impacts are analyzed in the Draft EIR (see Impacts 10-8 through 10-13). 

For a discussion of tree removal in the visual analysis, please see Response 18-26 in the 
Final EIR. 
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PF19-10 The comment states that the Specific Plan should retract all references to Tahoe. Please see 
response to comment PF19-9. 

PF19-11 The comment objects to the Specific Plan provision that Design Guidelines may be modified 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65853 et seq. and Section 17.60.090 of the Placer 
County Zoning Ordinance under certain conditions without a Specific Plan Amendment. The 
comment suggests that changes should be considered discretionary approvals subject to 
committee/commission review and public notice. As stated on page B9 of the MVWPSP, a 
Specific Plan Amendment would not be needed for modifications to Development Standards 
that would not materially change the physical characteristics of the anticipated development. 
The County would review any modifications to ensure that they meet the standards, and if 
the modification would not be consistent with the Specific Plan and/or materially change the 
physical characteristics of anticipated development (such as a substantial increase in 
height), the modification would be subject to additional review, which could include a Specific 
Plan Amendment and/or additional CEQA analysis. 

The comment requests that the Development Standards meet or exceed the Placer County 
code. As allowed under State law, the proposed Development Standards would supersede 
the relevant sections of the Placer County Zoning Ordinance. The provisions of the 
Development Standards are clearly delineated (for example, setbacks are listed under 5b). 
The comment does not indicate which of these provisions should be more stringent than the 
County Code or why. 

There are a number of locations where the siting of homes could capture attractive views, 
including views into the center of the MVWPSP site and of the Martis Valley. In some cases, 
there may be distant views of Lake Tahoe. As discussed in Response 13-7, a home on the 
MVWPSP site may be able to view the lake in the distance without itself being discernable 
from the lake. As discussed in Impact 9-1, the MVWPSP would not have a significant impact 
on views from Lake Tahoe, and therefore the project would not adversely affect the Lake 
Tahoe viewshed.  

PF19-12  The comment states that all maps should include topographic elevations. Elevations are 
reported where necessary to conduct and/or understand the analysis, such as the profiles 
shown on pages 9-8 through 9-18 of the Draft EIR. Topography is shown on Figure Z of the 
MVWPSP, which allows the area shown to be located on larger project maps. Therefore, it is 
not necessary to include the elevations on this small figure. Similarly, elevations do not need 
to be shown on other maps that are not meant to be used for an analysis based on 
topography (e.g., Figures 5-1 and 5-2 of the MVWPSP which show the water and sewer 
plans). 

PF19-13 The comment raises concerns regarding scenic resources, incorrectly stating that “removing 
the project from a ridgetop shared with the Tahoe basin boundary eliminates the visual 
significant and unavoidable Impact 9.9.” This is incorrect. Please see Master Response 4 in 
the Final EIR. As shown in the Draft EIR (see Impacts 9-1 and 9-4), implementation of the 
MVWPSP design standards would result in development that would not be visible from North 
Tahoe communities or from the Lake at distances of 300 feet, 450 feet and ¼ mile (Draft 
EIR page 9-33). The significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on light and glare (Draft 
EIR Cumulative Impact 9-9) determined that light sources and glare from the project area 
would not be visible from the Lake Tahoe Basin, or nearby recreation areas such as the 
Fibreboard Freeway. While future projects could result in new sources of light and glare 
visible from nearby recreation areas or the Lake Tahoe Basin, the MVWPSP would not 
substantially contribute to these effects. Therefore, the MVWPSP would not result in a 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts from light and glare visible from nearby 
recreation areas or the Lake Tahoe Basin. However, the new light sources from buildout of 
the MVWPSP would be clearly visible from Martis Valley and would introduce new light 

351



sources in a portion of the view that is not already affected by light, which would contribute to 
the existing adverse effects on nighttime views. Thus, the MVWPSP would result in a 
considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant impact on nighttime views for which 
no additional mitigation is feasible. 

The comment also raises concern about the timeframe of public review and meetings. Please 
see response to comment PF19-1, above. 

The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 

PF19-14 The comment notes articles in local papers expressing opposition to the project. Comments 
regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
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FRIENDS OF THE WEST SHORE 
• Pultd ... i o~, 'lt,!tult.it • 'J. U!.f' • ~~,t ~ul.11 ~1 l.f1 

Placer County Planning Commission 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

~ 
SIERRA 
C LUB 

June 6, 2016 

Subject: Martis Valley West Project Specific Plan (PGPA 20130080), State 
Clearinghouse No. 2014032087 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission: 

The Friends of the West Shore (FOWS) and the Tahoe Area Sierra Club (TASC) appreciate the 
opportunity to provide comments regarding the proposed Martis Valley West Specific Plan 
(MVWPSP), including the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). 

The FOWS and TASC believe the FEIR fails to disclose or fully evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed MVWPSP, including within the Lake Tahoe Basin 
(detailed connnents are attached). While the project area may not be located in the Basin, 1 the 
boundary between the MVWPSP and the Basin is indistinguishable with respect to GHG 
emissions, scenic degradation, light pollution, trespass and glare, and traffic, including 
significant project-created congestion and vehicle miles traveled. 

The FEIR has noted significant and unavoidable impacts from the project, as proposed, without 
sufficient mitigation to alleviate these impacts. In addition, the FEIR fails to disclose (and 
therefore, mitigate) numerous additional significant impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin and 
Truckee/Tahoe region. Unmitigated and in some cases, undisclosed impacts include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Potential impacts to national scenic resources (daytime and nighttime) as observed from 
numerous locations around the Lake Tahoe Basin, including on the lake, from scenic 
highways, recreational trails and facilities, and popular mountaintop vistas; 

• The additional traffic that will impact North Lake Tahoe and the entire Basin; 
• The disruption of a primary emergency evacuation route for North Lake Tahoe (SR 267); 
• The increased threat posed to people and firefighters from the placement of this project in 

a high fire danger area; and 
• The cumulative impacts of the proposed Project in addition to other nearby projects, 

including the proposed Brockway Campground. 

As reflected in the FEIR's deletion of Policy l.A.1 ("The County will promote efficient use of 
land and natural resources and will encourage "in fill" development"2

), the proposed is in direct 
conflict with Placer County's efforts, as well as statewide efforts, to encourage infill 
development. In addition, the North Tahoe Regional Advisory Council (NTRAC) did not 
recommend the project, noting concerns with insufficient timing to review the FEIR and the 
impacts of the project at their 5/12/2016 meeting. 

1 Notably, the bound:uy line has been the subject of several proposals, including a requested boundary line 
amendment in Febru:uy2015. 
2 1his policy is deleted in the FEIR, as noted on p. 2-S. 
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We have tlte following addilion<l1 uomments based on review of the sta1freporl, Jinal CEQA 
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations (Findings), and related matedals 
provided on Jmte 2 tor the June 9tb Planning Connuissiou meeting: 

• The EIR conclude:; that Alternative 3 is the environmentally-superior action-based alternative 
(Findings, p. 31) which meels one of the key objectives: the transfer of develDpment potential 

from the East to WtlSt Parcel. Ilowever, the Findings include a summary from u new Martis 
Valley West Parcel Specific Phm Economic Viability Analysis ("Economic Report" ) dated May 
20163 -twtably not made available to the public - to claim tlwt Alternative 3 is not economically 
feasible. G iven the MVWPSP will guide the next 20 years of development in the area and result 

in numerous significo1nt and unavoidable impacts, the public should be afforded the opportunity 
review and comment on this Economic Report. The Planning Commission meeting is now days 

away, the public was just infonned oftltis report and its significant implications on June 2"'\ and 
no copy has been made available tn lhe public, nor has Placer County pertbrrned an independent 

review of such infom1ation to assess whether clistnissal of the environmentally-superior 
alternatives is reasonable based on the cost differences between the alternatives and the proposed 
project .. 

• According lu the Findings, A.l.ten1atives 3 and 5 would reduce the severity of all euvirounlctd·al 
resource impacts (p. 31 ). However. the Findings give little more thaJ1 cursory attention to the 
reduced severity of impncts which should be taken into nccount when weighing the pros and 

PF20-2 

cons of the project. For example, the new peak vehicle trips generated by Altematives. :>and 5 are PF20-3 
almost 50% less tJ1an tl1c proposed projoct. . t'h.is is a substantia I difference, yel· the Findings oft:en 
simply statt: that Alternatives 3 and 5 would c'not avoill the significant and unavoidable impacts" 

• 

thus min.imi.zing the discnssion of the sewrity of impacts lhat should play a. key role in 
deliberations on lhe Proposed Project. In addition, U1eFE.IR"s purported analysis of AlternativeS 
provides very litt le quantitative i.nfonnation, instead relying ou generalizations about impacts 
being 'similar to or less than· the Proposed Project. For example, every additional vehicle addc~d 
loa roadway already ex'J)eriencing severe congestion increases the delay, en.Uts more air 
pollution, and further impedes ~vacuation routes and emergency access. 'I11erefore, minimizing 
lhc nwnber of additional cars has a positive dfect. Tho severity of impacts must be considered 
when the projects presumed benefits are weighed with consequences. 
The Findings misn::present the fire dangc:J· by claiming tl1e project will reduce tl1e risk of wildfire 

in the area t11rough improved access to water and defensible space. However, adding more 
development to an undeveloped area Increases wildfire danger and places mor~ people in a 

hazardous area.~ If a fire were to occur on the West Parcel now, fu'Cfighter:s can concentrate 
resources on protecting SR 267 and otl1er area.~; once th.ere is development on the West Parcel, 

fires arc more apt to be statted5 and will be far more difficult to fig,ht. ln addition. the Finding.~ 

3 "Mounro inside Fanners LLC hils provided infonmtion regarding t.hc cconom ic fcesibi lity of the Project 
compared to Altemativc 3. the Reduced Density Al tcmauvc :md A lternat ive 5. the Hast Pared , Reduced 
Densi ty Allt:malivt:. Tht: results ofthi.o; srudy art: 1ocatt:d in the report til led Jir/arti~s- l'ctllt<y Wesl Parcel 
Specijic Plan Economic Viobilily Anol,vsi~. A /lema/ir e S and Altem afive 5 (May 20 16). This siudy is 
pres.:nte.d as eviuence that Altern~lliVI!I 3 is cconon11Cally infeasible.: · (p. 24). 

http: l:sierr:\nevada::tll iancc com/wp -cont.:: ntiuplmtdslda neerous-deve I opm em. pdf 
5 MoSt wildfues are started by humans. not nature. For example, see Cal fire statement at: 
ht!p: i1www voic.;<'of sandiego omilopics:rew.slhow-wiklfire:;-starl-hinl· its-usually -nut-arson1 

"Page 2 of32 

PF20-4 

354



 

(; '()·201<· 

1PF20·4 
also stale Lhatlhe projecl wi ll "not diminish services to existing residents" (p. 33 ). However. new 

development in fu·e-prone areas dive11s firefighting resow·ces from other areas.6 

• Contrary to claims in the Findings/ t11e proposed West Parcel developments are not "in proximity 

to" or "in thevieinity or' ot11er development anoth~1· point clarified by members of the Nmth 

Tahoe Regional Advisory Council (N'fR.AC). The Findings also imply the West Pa.rcd is 

developed while the East Parcel is not. 8 however neither parcel is developed. These statements 

misrepre.~ent the existing conditions On the West Parcel. 

We therefore urge you to deny the project, as proposed, and ask that you consider altemative 5 
( included in the Final EIR), w itJ1 the inclusion of a conservation casement and/or sale to a land 
tmst of the acreage outlined in the Martis Valley West Oppm1unrty Agreement and a PF20-S 
conservation easement for the land upon which the Brockway Campgrotmd is proposed. after au 
adequate analysis of the cuviromncntal impacts is undertaken and all feasible mitigation 
measm-es have been included. Approval of the project as cun·ently proposed will result in a gt-eat 
injustice to Tahoe·s envirorunent and communities. 

We would be ha,ppy to meet with you to discuss our concerns. Please feel free to contact Jennifer 
Quas!Ulick at jqtahoela~sbcglobal.net or Laurel Ames at ameslralsbcg1obal.net .if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Gearhart, 
President 
Friends ofthe West Shore 

Laurel Ames, 
Conservation Chair 
Tahoe At-ea Sien-a Cluh 

Oul' comments address the following topics: 

Analysis of existing Conditions 
Transportation Impacts 
Mitigation for Transit Impacts 
Cumulative Impacts with llroukway Campground 
Impacts to Cmergency Evacuations and Access on SR 267 

Watet· Supply Concerns 
Scenic impacts 
Mitigation Measures 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Recirculation of DEIR 

Jemufer Quaslu:Uck, 
Conservation Consultant 

Page# 

4 
6 

14 
16 
20 
23 
23 
29 
30 
30 

6 http: 1/www .l~ketahoenl'II'S. net!20 \6/05'thr.:at-of-lire-ii!.Ttites-<:oncem-in-tahoe-basin/ 
1 http://www.plaoer.oa.govt-/media/cdr/planning/pc!20 l6/june9/attachm"nL<;parl3.pdr!la- !ln; (p. 20 and 27, 
rcsp.) 
8 "At present, development along the SR 167 co1Tidor focu:;es on Northstar Ski Re$oit, on the westside of 
SR 267. The area ca~t ofSR267 is large ly untl~.vdopcd ... " (p. 27). 
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FOWS and TASC submitted exte.nsive. tecllllit.:al comments regarding deliciencies in the 
draft EIR (DEIR), as did numerous other organizations. agencies, service providers, and 
members of the public.9 However, many of our eoumJents were either not addressed, 
were dismissed, reinterpreted and responded to incorrectly. or ' merged ' sucl1 that 
numerous detailed points are only ·responded to· by large blanket statements or 
references to Master Rcspon<;es. 

l. A nul~ si ... nf e\isting ~.:unditiuo~ 

.i\s noted in our DEIR comments, the EIR frequently compares impacts to a hypothe1ical 
full buildout ofexis1ing Plans (e.g. Martis Valley Conummity Plrut) 10 and an unrealistic 
future scenario (e.g. Gl iG emissions). Whether the project meets existing land use and 
Scoping Plan requirements or not is distinctively different tltan CEQ A's requirements to 
analyze and disclose the potentiaJ envirotmlental impacts based on existing physical 
conditions. h1 tlus sense. comparisons to the ·allowable uses' on the East P.arcel are 
irre I e v ru1t. 

Although this applies to numerous resource impact chapters, h" re we fouus on the. issue 
of futun~ populat ion growth. The EIR concludes that the proj ect's population growth of 
1,900 people is "within the growth antic ipated in the PJacer Couu1y MVCP," and 
therefore this is a less-than-significant impact Jl However, as noted in our DEIR 
conunenfs reprinted below, a review of fhe environme11tal doowneuts for the 2002 
MVCP, the 1994 Placer County General Plan, and the 1975 Ma1tis Valley Comnnuuty 
Plan revealed that no snch analysis has ever been perfom1ed. Rather, each document 
simply t'efened back to pt·evious documents, thereby skirting this assessment for over 
foity years. 

"Tracing the origins of the original ' holding capacity' has been diftic~1lt. fir5t, as noted above, the 
tvMVPSP DEIR concludes less·lhan·significant imP'dCts on growth because the population incn:ase 
is within the anticipated growth for Martis Valley. An examination o(the 2002 M VCP EJ:R show~ 
that the DEIR, at that tim<:, concluded k >s-lhan-significant impact:; b.:causc the growth was already 
anticipated by the 1994 Placer County General Plan, 12 and the holding capacity had been ·reduced· 

http ://W\1'1 I'. placer. ell. gov / d~parlm ents/comm urn t vd~v.: lopm en tic nvcoon.l~\·cs/e rr Jmartisvu I h: v westparc e l:dr 
at't0 1>:!!l~Jrtdrntt• u2(1cir"to2C)comments 
10 E.g. "F\uthcr, the reduction in the number of allowable units in the Manis Valley, from the 1,360 
dw~:lling units allowed in the MVCP to th~:~ 760 Wlits proposed in lbe MVWPSP (a reduction of 600 unJJ.i;), 
would n:prest~nt a n:duction in 01e ma.'.imwn anticipated population by appro.'.-imately !,SOU pt~rsons." (p. 
6-13) 
1111 ·'The anticipated population at b\lildout of the MVWPSP, based on 760 proposed units Md 2, 5 persons 
per unit, would be 1,900 persons. which would be within lbe holding capacity (i e., maximum growth 
anticipat~d) of Martis Valley (21,500± p<:rsons) and consistent wilh the vision identified in lhe MVCP. This 
impact would be less than significant." (lmpact 6-2, IJ~l R, p. 6-10). 
J 
2 

u Although the proposed project would result in population growth in the area, the Plan area is designated 
for such growth as a Community Plan ar~:a in the General Plan Therefor.:. impacts n:lating to population 
growth a rc considered less than signiticant." (MVCP l)B[R, p. 4.2-l6): 
"The tmnsponation impact analysis focused on 2()10 travel demands and needs. Tmvcl tore.casts were also 
made for 2040 conditions so that tmn~portation corridor$ that would be needed beyond 20 I 0 under the 
General Plan could be identitlcd (these conidors arc shown on the Circulation l)iagram ~s "post.-20 1 0" 
roadways). This long· h~)rizon evaluation is, by its nanu·.; <1 less precise analysis of future t:rovel conditions 
than the 20 I 0 analysis. Its purpose is to give a general indication of the magnitude of t.rav~:~l demand and 
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beca\ISe S()Jlle lands had been devcloped below the maximum pe-rmitted densicy.D An examination 
of the ETR for the 1994 Placer County Gt~nt~ral Plan reveals th~:: EIR also conclud~:~u less-than
significant impact.-; on population growth be:ause the prescribed growth was within the anticipated 
holding capacity for Martis Valley per the I ')75 General Plan.14 In .:ssence, it appears that there has 
been no car.rying capacity ana lysis for at least torty years, 1f one was even pcrfom1ed then. 
Regardless, C:EQA requires the sign!ficancc of thr environmental consequences of a project be 
evaluated against exi:;Ting conditions. The DEIR and projecl applicant rdy on the projccL being 
·within tht: CHpacity ' of thdvfVCP to minimize several resource impa(..'\S (t:.g. traftic 15 lUld 
population growth16) and/or rei ies on the claim that this is a reduction in units compared to what 
zoning would allow on the EastParce\.17

" (Labeled as commeni 1018-S, FETR, p. 3.5-S3 to -84), 

.t\s a result, the E IR pe1petuates the technical deficiency related to anaJyzing tl1e 
holding/carf)~ng capacity of this area of the Martis Valley. Even if there had been au 
analysis in 1975, lhe impacts of human populatimJ and development today are quite 
di'fferent tl·om f01ty years ago. For example, the new homes contemplated by the 
MVWPSP have a much larger footprint than typical homes built in the area in 1975. 
FLtrlbor, the FEIR dismisses our comments regarding the distinction between the holding 
capacity (detennined by land use and math, not enviromnental analyses) and carrying 
capacity (based on environmental factors) by claiming that can'ying capacity only applies 
to wildlife populations.18 In fact. use of an environme-ntal carrying c&paci.ty to assess the 
impacts of human development is not a novel concept - the I Alke Tahoe Has in is 
regulated tJ1rough the TRPA Bistate Compact/9 which specifically calls out the human 

needs under lhe General Plan when Placer County is d0ser to its population holding capacity." (Placer 
C.ounty Countywide General Plan FF..IR., p . 4-11). 
IJ "The Plan area's holding capacity Is the product o!' the permitted dcr\sitles specified in the lAnd u~e 
di,;tricts, and th~:~ acr~:~age within each district. The County has atljuslt.lu Ihis figure to rt:Oect actual densiLies 
in those areas that art~ already fully devdoped. For those an:as that are not fully dcvelopt:d, th<:: Cow1ty ha:; 
reduced the theoretical ma.ximum holding ca11aci ty by 20%. This reduction rctlccts the fa~t that due to 
market or environnH'Intal or other constrl,l ints. J1roperty rarely develops l,ll the ma.ximwn theoretical den$ity 
aiTorded by the applicable land use qesignation. In this fashion. the County calculate<) \hal the lvfVCP has ll 
holding capacjty of approxim~tdy 8,600 dwelling u:uts." (MVCP, p. 30). 
14 "As descrihe.d in the 2002 MVCP Dl'il R, it appears the 1975 General Plan .assigned holding capacity 
based on certain physical parameters (e.g. slope, access). but this approach again sugg.::st."> a ·density per 
acr<~· assignment. rather than a true carrying capacity in terms of population and traffic: 'The plan. ~ltk>plt~d 
in 1975. used a set of physical con:;traints to identify lands with development potential within Martis 
Va lley; these constraints included slopes in excess cf 30 percent, sJopcs with low stability, areas d.ifficult to 
access, and areas of ecological value, including important wi ldlife habitats and open space area (Placer 
County. 1975).'" (MVCP DEIR. p. 4.1-7). 
IS At the l l/19/2015 Placer County Planning Commissi<Jn. applicant Blake Riva stated the proj~t would 
result in a ''350,·o reduction" in traffic; however, this Is ·compared to· the maximum density a llowed by the 
current MVCP on the l::ast Parcel, not to existing condition:;. 
16 .. The anticipated population at buildout of the MV\.VPSP, based on 760 proposed units and 2.5 persons 
per unit, would l)<} 1,900 persons, which would be within the holding capacity (i.e,, ma.xinlWil growth 
anticipated) of Martis Valley (21500± persons) ami consistent wi th the vision identified in the MVCP. This 
impact would be le-ss than significant." (DillR, p. 6-10). 
n "The East Parcel is aJ'proximately 6,376 acres, 670 acres of which arc zoned for residential And 
commercial d0'velopt.ncnt tiJ\der the Manis Valley Cotnllnlnity Plan. The proposed project would shift 760 
units and 6.6 acn:s of commerci3l from tht: allowed developmenl of 1.360 units and 6.6 acres of 
commercial on tl1e East Parcel to U1e West Parcel. The project would permanenily retire 600 allowt:d 
units." (2015 NOP. p. l ). 
!S "Moreover, given that ecologic;al carrying capacity is a concepttypically f1pplicd to the size of a wildlffe 
population the environment oan sustain giv;,n lh" availability of food, wate-r, and habitat available m the 
envIronment, the concept docs not lend itself to a human population on a project development site.-· (FEliZ, 
E· 3.5-158). 

1> ht!p'l/www.rma oll!!bi-stat&:.-complicli 
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~;aJTyi.ng capacity of the Basin. 20 11ws, there remains no analysis of tl1e carrying c,apacity 
of the Mru1is Valley; tlus needs to be com~cted before substantial new developments ru-e 
approved. 

The FEIR also refers to a "projeot development site" in the response, thus 
mischaractcrizing our ~;ommenls, which ~pplied to the area covered by the entire Specific 
Pia~ not ru1 indi vidual project site. 

2. Transportation lmpacb 

Otu· DEIR co1mnents identified numerous problems with the transportatio1) analysis 
which need to be corrected. Unfortunately, the FGIR fails to address our comment-. . 

A. Occupancy 1-ate 

'l11e DEll~ examines otlter potential impacts based on a lOO% ou~upancy rate., yet 
assumes only 200A full time occupancy for the trausportatiou analysis, as noted in 
our comments: 

"'The DRJ f{ evaluates the n1axlmum potential impacts - th!Jt is, assuming 1 Ol•% full time 
occupancy for natural gas artd elcctricity.11 light pollution, n water supply.l.1 GHGs (for 
non-mobile sources).24 and wastewat<lf tr<l<ltment setv ices.~5 yet the lruffic impacts are 
based only on 20% full -time uccupancy. ~6" (Labded as comment IO!S-10 in the ffiffi., p. 
3 .5-86). 

Because the trip generation rates for part-time occupancy are lower than full-time 
occupancy. assuming only 20% full time. occupancy result<; in fewer trips in the 
E fR (versus the use of 1 00'% full t ime occupancy trip rates). As noted in our 
DEIR comments. the MVWPSP does not include any 1 imits regarding occupancy 
oflbc homes, thus fi.tlltitnc occupancy of all units is a potential outcome of the 

20 Article I (b): ·1n order to enhance the efficiency and governmentaJ e.ITecliveness of !he region, iL is 
imperativ.: tJlat. then~ be established a Tahoe Regional Platm.ing Agency with t}lc powers oon1cncd by this 
compact including the power to establish environmental threshold carrying c£pacilil!s and lo~Jtlopl and 
enforce a regional plan and implementing ordinances which will achieve and maintain such capaciLies 
while providing opportunities for orderly growth and development consistent with such capHcities.'· 
(Emphasis added J. 
.t "Eno:~rgy (natural ga~ and o:~ lc:ctric ity) .:missitms ard ba~t:d on Estimates for Gas and TIIt:ctric Util ities 
Usagt! for the tviV\VP Project(scc Ch11pter 16. "Uti lities. ~ which conseJVativdy assume full-time 
occupancy of a1 J units." (DEIR, p. 1~·13). 
u "'The nighttime photo simulations represented a wor$t-Ca~e scenario that asSwncd illumination in all 
windows in all buildings" (DEIR p. 9-30) 
l:l "The Wstl.lf Supply Assessment pn:pared for the MVWPSP estimates that buildout of thl! W~t Pared 
could result in a water demand of 325 acre feet per year (afy) (see Table 15-1 ), assuming 1 nn percent 
occupancy of the 760 proposed lunts (Stantec 2015) " (l)EJR p. 15-21 ) 
u "'l'hc analysis provided herein is considered conservative because it is based on the assumption that the 
760 re$identia l units would be occupied full-time ... .. (DEIR. p. 12-10). 
'!.1 "However. these are con:;ervative estimates bt~cause they asswuc: 100 percent occupancy oft he 
development... ·• (DEIR, p. 16-24). 
26 F. .g. "Mohflc source UHU em issions are derived fro m thctra1f ic analysis, which ;-1ssumcs that ::!fl percent 
of the wutii are permanent. year-round oc<.;upants and the re,main.illg 80 percent are seasonally occupied:· 
(DEIR. p. 13-13). 
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Project. As a result, the DEIR 's daim 2i 1J1at '"the analysis has foum)ed on1J1e 
project's highest possible traffic itnpacts" is not correct. As reflected by the ITE 
trip generation rates, the "highest possible traffic impacts" O<.lCllr when the units 
are occupied on a full -time basis. 

TI11.1 FEIR also fai Is to direutly respond to our comments r egarding occupancy. 
For ~:xample, the fEIR reiterates ilie dillerencc bchveen assuming part-time 
versus full-time occupancy, noting that the use of a 20% full-time occupancy 
versus 100°tci full-time occupancy docs not mean that the number of units and 
associated trip generation arc "summaril y reduced by 80 pcrcent. " 28 Our DEIR 
comments clearly explained that it was not a linear relationship" but rather that the 
trip generation rates arc diilcrent for part-tjme versus full-time occupancy. 29 

I lowevcr, the FEIR misrepresents our conuncnts, responding wiU1 a statement 
about what occupancy options are, rather than addressing the issue of the trip rates 
associllted with the types of occupaucy.30 TI1c FEIR also stales l11althe trip 
generation Jor the study periods only represents trips that occur during the peak 
hour, /\s noted in Table I 0- I I (image helow), the peak-how· trip generation rates 
lor units occupied fulllinlc is also greater than the peak-hour ltip generation fo r 
units occupied part-time. TI1crdore, whether one exa.mi11es the daily trip 
generation or th<l peak trip generation rates, tmits occupied full-time generate 
more trips than units occupied part-time. Tims, analyzing the ma.ximum potential 
trailic impacts would require ass LUning all units arc occupied full time - a very 
like ly scenario during peak Holiday;; and weekends over the summer. 

17 
.. By basing lh~ tra(fjc study on the unit mix with the high~sl aggregllte trip generation rates, th~ analysis 

has foctL<;ed on the project's highest possible traffic impacts.'' (OEIR, p. l\)-20) . 
.m The Orafl EJR nlo!ith.:r state~ nor imp lie~ that tht: :;econd home resid.:nc<::s an: only occupi<o!d 20 perc<mt of 
the time. Ra ther, the traffic study asswncs thal20 pcrcen.t of the single-family ho111es and townhomes are 
represented by the full -tune occupancy trip rates, and that 80 percent of tho$e residential unjts ore 
repre~ent~d by Lhe second home trip rates. T he ITTI manual provides differem trip generationrHtes 
depemling on wheth~r the dwdling unit is a full-time o~'oupancy htmlt~, or a second home ... The numb~r of 
units and associated trip generation ar~ not summarily reduecd hy !{()percent; instead, the IT F. manual 
recommends the usc of trip-generation rntcs based on data gathc.rcd at o1hcr, similar projects. (FEIR, p. 3-
16). 

19 "Notably f category of part time occupancy l generates fewer trips per unit: thus a higher makeup of part· 
time residential w1its will translate in to fewer trips f;om the project when compared to full time OOCUflancy 
of t.he units,'' (FEIR, p. 3 .5-86), 
30 "The commertter further e labor>Jtes tl1at the part-time residence$ may be occupied during peak periods. 
As discussed in Master Response 5 regarding trip generation :~sswnptions and methodologies, the u·affic 
analysi~ a~1.unes that most homes are occupied. The split between full- and part-time pt~ttaillS to the type of 
occupant- a ful l-timt:, pomnanenl n:siuent. or a st~contl homeowner or guest" (EEIR. p. J.S-1 59). 
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J!urthcr, although the DEIR notes that ' average' occupancy rates for other areas 
show lower values, once these structures are built, nothing will prevent them O·om 
being occupied on a full -time basis. Tn fact, as our climate warms and winters aro 
less affected by snow, it is reasonable to expect that more people will seek full 
time residency in the region's mountainous areas, where summertime 
temperatures will be more tolerable than in lower-elevation populated areas (e.g. 
Sacramento, Bay Area, Reno). 

Additionally, as stated in our DEIR comments,31 the E IR [or tJ1c Ma.rtis Valley 
Community Plan analyzed the maximum occupancy scenario (Table 42-1 L 
MVCP DETR, p. 4.2-16), although the EIR stated that f'ul\ -time occupancy would 
be less?2 The FUIR does not address this discrepancy. 

B. Project Study Aren 

As noted in our comments on the DEIR/3 the area analyzed for traffic impacts 
should inclt1dc the entire "resort triangle., Impacts include LOS and VMT (the 
latter is addressed in a separate commen"' discussed be-low). In rosponse, the FETR 
has included additional information regarding the impacts to SR 28 on either side 
(west and east) ofthe intersection with SR 267 (FEIR, p. 3.5-159 and -160). We 
appreciate the additional analysis or these impacts and discuss them li.trther 
below. However, theElR still fai ls to address the project's individual and 
cumulative impacts to roads in the entire resort triangle - specifically, SR 28 to 
Tahoe City and SR 89 betwoen Tahoe City and Truckee. Tmpacts to SR 89 south 
of Tahoe City must also be properly assessed. The cumulati vc impacts arc of 

ll Labeled as comment 1018-11, FElR p. 3.5-87. 
12 "Projected pennan(;}nt occupancy lor the projec t would be Jess than anlil)ipated in the Placer County 
C.rencrat Plan, ranging ft•om 43.7 to 64.2 percent of the General Plan holding capacity for Mattis Valley." 
(MVCP JJElR, p. 4.2-16). 
31 Labeled as T0 1 R-13, FEIR, p. 3.5-89 and -90. 
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exceptional concern given the multiple projects being considered in the area (e.g. 
Village at Squaw Valley, and other multiple developments at Squaw Valley and 
Alpin e Meadows) lhat wm also generate substantial trallic in the area. 

With regards to the estimated impacts to SR 28 east and west of SR 267, there are 
several issues of concern : 

PF20-8 
• 'Ole increase in the V/C ratio beh¥een exist ing and existing plus project cont. 

conditions (Table 3-7) is 0.04. TI1e FEIR concludes no significant impacl 
because the change is not 0.05 ot greater. ·n,e estimated increase is very close 
to the 0.05 significance dct~rruination. It is likely that if tbe maximum 
potcntiaJ occupancy were considered, the V /C ratio Jnay increase by 0.05 or 
more, resulting in a sig11ificant impact. 

• 111e FF.IR refers to the "State Route 28 Transportation Conidor Concept 
Report (TCCR)" published by Caltrans in 201234 to state that the acceptable 
Level of Service for SR 28 is LOS E. 11us same. Cal trans report notes that the 
lane reduction in Kings Beach is expected to result in a decline trom LOS B to 
LOSE (in the roadway section on either side of the intersection of SR 28 and 
267) within the next 20 yean;. 35 Tins degrad!ltion in LOS is based on C<tltnms 
anticipated 1'\)adway projects: increased congestion fmm new prQjects that 
cre-ate more traffic is not taken into consideration in this report . . 1.\s a result, if 
the cumulative conditions without the project are exp~cted to degrade toE, 
then it is reasonable to as~ume that conditions with the project are more likely 
to reach LOS F. 

• TRPA's LOSE requirements only allow for LOSE "during peak periods in 
urban areas. not to cxo.:ced four hours per day." As noted below. the FEIR does 
not evaluate the peak hour or hourly l.londitions, therefore it is impossible to 
detennine whethe-r the LOS E conditions will occur for more 'than four hours 
per day. 

• TI1c DEIR analyzes both the daily and peak hour LOS for the roadway 
segments it includedJ6 However, the FEIR only evaluates the daily I .OS on 
SR 28 west and cast of SR 267. First, the significance of the impacts to 
roadway segments is based on the peak hour LOS, not punk day : 

" Impact 10-2: Impacts to •··oadway ~gments: 

The proposed project would worsen trnffic congestion on th<:: five SR 267 segm~;:nt:> 
between the l own of Truckee/Pia;:cr County Line and SR 2l.!, resulting in a segment 
eilher degrading fi·om acceptable LOS D to un:)cceptable LOS E, or exacerbating 
conditions on a St:gment op.:mting al illl unacceptable LOSE by 1:ln increase. in VIC ratio 
of 0.05 or more, for both the sw1mer and winter oeBk hours. This would be u signiftcant 
impact. " (DF. IR, p. 10-29). [b:tnpha<;i.s added]. 

3
'
1 http://Www. doLca.gov lhq'tpplcorrtdor-mohihtyidocwllCntsld 3 docsiSR3M SL,<>ncd 071 :S l J,pdt 

~.> '''fhis segment op.:rat<:::; at LOS B; howc::ver, with the proposed !an.: reduction the LOS is expected to 
decline to LOS .l:i wilhm the 20-year planning period.'' (p. 6). 
36 "The existing roadway segment level of service was determined by comparing daily and 11cak-hour 
lrnffic volumt:s to the dd'mition:; in Tablt:s 10-2 antll0-3.'' (DEJR. p. 10-9), 
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.As a result, the i.uJormation i.n the PEIR is not oomparable to the signilivance 
criteria. and significance cannot be detennined. Thus there is no evidence for 
which the FEIR can base the conclusion of"less than significant" impacts37 t o 
SR 28 road segments Wo:!st and <!as t of SR 267. 

Peak hour LOS is especially important when considering the project 's impacts 
on evacuation routes i.n North L~:~ke Tahoe. As noted in our comments 
regarding public health and safety, tbe EIR fails to address the project 's 
impacts on the capacity of SR 267 to safely evacuate people during peak 
periods. 

C. Failure to analyze regional VMT generated by project 

In response to our comments regarding Califomia' s recogniti l)tl of the impo11ance 
of evaluating VMT/ 8 the FEIR states: 

''The comtnrJlt states that the project"s VMT unpacts to all roadways should br examined 
and tlisclosed. Please se~ Master Response 6 rt:garding projtlct V!v!T related to thtl Tahoe 
Basin. Regarding recommendation:; for change:; to CEQA analyses of transpor!aL'ion 
impacts based on VMT rather than level of service O.OS), the California Governor's 
Office of PlAnning and Research re l.eased a discussion draft in summer 2t11 4. It Is 
e.'.-pected lhat implementation of any formal changes would not occur until late 2016 or 
early 2017. Th<! stare of the practice for EIR analysi~ oftrnnsportatiort impacts continues 
to b.:: ba~eJ on LOS." (fEIR p. 3.5- Ur.l). 

While the Office of Planning and Research (OPR"s) proposed C EQA Guidelines 
may not yet be legal requirements, the 1nfonnation identifying the impo11ance of 
using VMT as a metric for evaluating transportation impacts has been available 
lo r several years. In addition. the reconunendalion t.o usc VMT as U1c p1imary 
transpmtation metric has heen proposed hy OPR since 2014. 39 '1.1liS is not new 
infonnation. 'l11is project will have a 20-year construction tirueline; to not rely on 
lbc best available iJuonuation lo assess the project 's impacts in lbe EIR fail s to 
meet CEQ A 's requirements to assess and disclose impact<: . 

D. Regional Tmfljc imptications fo1· Lake Tahoe: 

We appreciate 1he FGIR's clruification regarding VM T methodology (e.g. 
whether V1vf'l included both trip directions), however other questions and 
uoncem s that were lumped together into Comment IO 18-20 were not addressed 
by the FEIR ' s response (p. 3. 5-162). Specifically: 

37 
··under both existing plus project and cumulative plus proj(l(;t conditions, the projact would not worsen 

1h.: roadway s.:gments from acccp1able LOSE to LOS F, and would not worsen 4:I Iready unacc.:ptable LOS 
f by increasing the VIC ratio by 0.05 or more. Htm~Je, project impacts to SR 28, both to lhe east a nd we~1 of 
SR 267, would be less than significant"' (FF.IR, p .. l5-l GI). 
:J8 Labeled as comment 1018-17. 
39 http~ . '/wwlli.opq:a gov/s sb 741.php 

Page lO of32 

PF20-8 
cont. 

PF20-9 

PF20-10 

362



 

• 'l11e cumulative impacts to VMT in the Lake Tahoe Hasin need to he 
considered40 (for example, the Village at Squaw Valley will increase in
Basin VMT by 1.2%,4t ·whil..: the MVWPSP cs1imates a 0.7% invTcasc;42 

compared to the 2011 VMT e.stimates in the tnost recent TR PA 'l11reshold 
Evaluation Report. 43 these two pr<~j ccts alone will create enough VMT as 
to violate TRPA's threshold,). 

• Potent-ial impacts need lo be based on the maximwn possible o~.:cupancy, 44 

which would be tetlected by the rates for 1 00% fbi 1-time occupancy 
(discussed above). 

E. Wintet1ime peak LOS impacts: 

As requested in our comments on the NOP45 and repeatedly in the DEIR, impacts 
to the Lake Tahoe Basin need to be examined, including LOS and VMT, in terms 
of how they impact TRPA' s standards. In the case ofLOS, TRPA's Goals and 
Policies state that peak period traffic tlow must not exceed LOS values. They do 
not say "30°' highest " peak period (as is evaluated in the EIR). The DEIR also 
notes that the 30lh highest peak hour is meant to represent a busy, but not absolute 
peak period oftravel.'16 Therefore, for the FEIR to correctly assess the I .OS 
impacts in the Lake Tahoe Basjn and compare those impacts to TRP A's 
requirements (which are meant to define what constitute an impact wi1hin the 
Ba.'iin), the peak period t raffic fl ow must be used. Nothing in the TRPA Code 
allows for a su bstitute, yet the FEIR responds to our comments by refoming to the 
mctrics relied upon in other ' eastside· Placer County documents- for projects not 

'
10 uln adilition, these estimates do no1 1ake into account the cumulative inoreascs. resulli.ng from oth.:r 
apJ)rovod but not-yet-built projects (e.g. Boulder Bay), proposed projects' (i.e. Squaw Valley Villag.e 
expansion). proposed Plans (suoh as P lacer C.ounty ' s Tahoe B~~Sin Area Plan), and \he general incrc:ose in 
tra1•el in the area'10 resulting from reoovery from the economic recession and other fnotors. ,. (FEIR, p. 3.5-
94) 
'
11 http://w\vw. placer. ca.11ov 1--/mcdia/cdr/ec~/eirfl'~vsn/tin::llC'I rlvolumc 1 /:i. -d-
1 %20nc"·o'JOmastem.lSpoll.Stls pdf'?) a-en 

4
l " . . . th<: project would reoult in an ..:stirnated 0.7 percent increas<: in VMT within the TRP A boWidary. ~ 
~'HIR .. p. 3-17) 
·I http://www,trpa.org/wp-contentlupload~TEVAL2011_ Ch1_/\ir-Quality _ Oct2012 _Final. pdf' 
4~ "Notably, homes that are not occt1pied full-time are likely to be occupied by renters. vacationers. or 
second-homeowners during peak times. The in) pacts uf the greatest possible occupancy must be assess.:d in 
ordcrto evaluate the ptllcntlal impact~ of the project" (FRI R., p. 3.5 -94). 
•ll '"l11e DElRIS must ~L).Iliciently anal)'Z<;: the increased traffic, including trips, VM'f, ami conge.:>tion. in the 
Lake T~oc Ha.~in a$ a result ofthi$ project, According to TR'I"A Code Section 65.4 .2, the traffic analysis 
shall include; 1. Trip genoration rates of the proposed project; 2. 1J11pocts of the proposed project on the 
level of scrvi<.-c at any impact intersections; J. lmpucts of the proJX>sed project on regional V<lhide miles 
travelleu (VMT); 4. 1m pacts of the propo~ed prqiect on regional and subregional air quality; S.lngress and 
egress characteristics of the proposed project, and their impacts on traffic flow adjacent to the project area; 
6. Mcasllres necessary to mitigate all trafftc and air quality impacts to a level ccmSi!.'tent with. the 
environmc:ntal thresholds, lht~ Goals and Policies. the Ro:gional Transportation Plan. and the 1992 1\ir 
Quality Plan: and 7. Additional infom1ation that TRPA may require." (3/JS/2015 NOP Comments, p. 17). 
4~ "For winter conditions, the 30th highest peak hour of the sk:i season was analyzed. The 30th highest hour 
is often cited in transpoilation literature (suoh as A l'oliq on Geometric Design ofHiglnmys and Slree/, 
4th .l:idilion, American Association of State Highway and Transportation OITicials 200 I) and is used to 
establish tho ""design hourly volume ... rt Is meantto represent a busy, but not absolute peak period of tra1rel. 
The 30th highest peak hour was calculated by applying a numerical factor to the acn1al counts that were 
lako:m for tht~ project on March 9, 201 4 (see bdow u,der ~winter'').'' (DETR., p. 10-4) 
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loc;ated within l11e Tahoe Dasin - io conclude tbat the 30111 highest peak value is 
appropriate. ~7 Until the peak period traffic impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin are 
assessed, there is uo way to dctennine whcilier th<;:se impacts will be signilicanl 
within the Lake Tahoe Dasin 

F. Cumulative traffic impacts: 

We requested that the traffic counts used for the analysis he compared to 
historical counts in order to ensure that the lrallic that could be supported by 
e1>:istjng inJrastructurc was accounted for; we also noted that tra11it.: dt~ring the 
time period (2013 and 2014) wa<> generally sti Ill ower than it had been in years 
befo re the Great Recession,48 providing yet another reason to compare the 
baseline traffic counts to historical data. In response, the FEIR examined th.:: 
traffic counts for just "five years - from 2009 to 2014 (all notably after the Great 
Rec..,ssiou) - and concluded th.: DEIR's analysis to be adequate.'~9 This fails to 
address our comments. 

As illustrated by fbe figures below (from TRPA's most recent Threshold 
Evaluation Report50

), vehicle miles traveled on Lake Tahoe 's roadways have been 
much higher in past years (and peak winter traffic volumes, wl1ich affect LOS_ 
have aJso becu l1igber), and the same roadway infrastructure still exists today. 
1l1ere is also more development today than 10, 20, or evcn40 years ago. 
'I11erefore, even witJ1out adding new development, traffic volumes on our 
roadway systems could st~bstantia lly increase, The EIR needs to consider the 
potential cumulative impacts ofthc project which may include n lsurgence in 
tra.tlic under existing conditions. ll1is is why we requested tJ1e traffic counts be 
compared to historical counts to ensure tl1e maximum potential munulative traffic 
impacls i!-fe assessed. 

"
7 

.. Consistent wi th other ErRs completed in eastern Placer County, impac.ts on study roadways and 
intersection:; are dt:t~rmined by mea:>lring the effects of project tmffic on the:: summer week<.lay (Friday) pm 
peak hour and the winter 30th highest peal; hour. The winter peak is tcc lu1ica lly defined as the 30th-highe$t 
peak hour of travel demond during the ski season, which is used in other castorn Placer County El.Rs, such 
as the Nonbslar Mountain Master Pian EIR (Placer County, 2003)." (FEIR p . 3.5-162) 
"*Labeled as comment !018-22, FElR p . 3.9-56. 
49 UThc comment states that the traffic counts tL~d in the Draft li tR were collected in2013 for the summer 
and 2014 for the winter, which m~y represent lower than average traffic base.d on the Gre<~t Rccc,~sion and 
the drought. and slates that tmffic oounls be compared to 2015 and historical counts in order to adequately 
analyze peak traffic conditions. The traftic counts were collected at the tim.: the study was initiated. which 
occurred before 2015 (see Section 1.3 of the Draft .EIR for definition of the baseline). Comparison of 
historical counts [rom Callrans Traffic Volum<:s Book for each year from 2009 thnu1gh 2014 (the! most 
cl.unmt year available) shows that on the SR 267 segment next to th" pro,j~ct site, the average daily traffic 
during the peak mon(h of the year was highest in 2014 ( 12,900 vehicles), compared to the tlve years prior, 
therefore, the u·atlic counts collected were appropriate for the atUJlysis ... (FElR, p. 3.5-163). 
so htip-1/ww\\ .rma umlwp-cunlentluploaustTEYALlOJ I Ch3 bJ.r-Oualilv Oc:C012 Fint~l ptlF 
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Our comments noted that the cumulative traffic analysis failed to consider the 
impacts ofthe proposed Brockway Campgrotmd, as it rdied o n modeling from 
two models (one hy TRPA ru1d the other, the Town of Truckee), neither of which 
apperu·ed t o have included Brockway Crunpground51 In rewonse, the FEIR 
simply refers to Master Response 2 regarding the Brol:kway Campground, which 
then rc.lers to Table 4-2 i.n the DEIR to claim the impacts had been included 
(FEIR, p. 3.5-163). However, while Table 4-2 may list Brockway Campground, 
the FEIR fails to provide any evidence U1at Brockway Campground lralll.c was 
included i11 the cumulative tra1Iic modeling estinwtes. If the impacts were 
included, the FEIR could simply refer to the specific section ofthe EIR. or 
provide additional infonualion1i-mu the record thal supports !.his claim. Y cl the 
FEIR instead reli;:rs from one section to another, and then another, none ofwhicb 
specificall y respond to the question. h1clusion of text in a p••oject l ist does not 
provide a substitute for an evaluation of vumulahve traffic impacts. 

It is reasonahle to expect that most visitors to the proposed Brockway 
Campground would arrive on a Friday evening in the summer during the same 
hours analyzed as a peak period for summer conditions in the DEIR:S2 1.4 for 
exrunple. those 550 units are hooked at filii capacity (as is typical on Holidays 01· 
during peak summer 6mes), alleast 550 new vehicle trips will added to SR 267 

st "The cumulative transportation impacts were estimated based on the Truckee and 'fRI~A TransCAD 
models. However, it is unclear whether either mod<~l took into account the potential impacts of c':pansions 
at Squaw Valley. Additionally, neither model included estimates for lh<! proposed Brockway Campground," 
~abe leu comment 1018-23 • .FELR. p. 3.5-96). 
• -vor this Draft HI R., the summer condition is reprC$cntcd by a Friday aftcmoon peak hour in August." 

(DEIR 1}- 1 0-4) 
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during tbis tim~ (assuming only two uampers pe-r site). For example, assuming 
50% ofthe campers an·ive during the peak window, an additiona1275 vehicles 
could be on SR 267 during the peak Frid~•Y aflemoon period. Compared to the 
total of 636 peak vehicles in th~ Existing plus Project estimates (DEilt, Exhibit 
10-7, p. 1 0-26), 275 is celtainly a substantial number of vehicles to add to the 
road'vvays during peak conditions. Even ifjust 25%> oflhe campers arrived during 
the peak period, that would still be almost 140 addit ional vehicles. 

3. Mitigation for trat'tic n nd tr.msit impacts 

Response to 1018-27 estimates very few people in the project will actually use transit.5 3 

According to tl1e FE.IR.,54 it is estimated that during the winter. only 13.5 daily hips (or 27 
trip ends) will be diverted through t ransit. In the summeltime, this drops to just 3.5 daily 
trips (7 trip ends). Given the total net increase in trips with the project of 3,985 t1ips ( 011 a 
peak Sund<ty. DEIR. p. 10'-23), clearly transit is anticipated to "mitigate-· a very small 
number (-approx. 0. 7%55

) of the new trips generated by the project. Tims, we pose the 
same q1lestion as we did in our DEIR cotnments:56 how will this actually serve to 
mitigate the project's impncts? Ibese. same questions were aJso posed in comments from 
other organizations (e.g. 1041-48 and -49); FEIR responses to our comments refer to 
these other responses. Comment 1041-48 qu.estioned how establishing a new Zone of 
Benefit will mitigate impacts ~as proclaimed in the DEIR); the response acknowledges 
that this has yet to be defined5 thereby deferring mitigation to the futme. 1041-49 
queried how membership in tJ1e TNT/TMA will mitigate project impacts; the response 
provides a lengthy discussion about the purpose and activities ofthe TNTrfMA. but fails 
to actually address the question. 5~ 

In addition. given so little mitigation is anticipated iromthis measure, we again reiterate 
the request for other mitigation measures to be considered. The FEIR appears to simply 
label the impacts "significant and unavoidable'' and not consider other options to reduce 
those impacts. 

s:J FETR, p. :1.5-164 to 3,5-1 68. 
s4 FETR p. 3 5-164 and- 165. 
H Note: 27 Daily trips o:quate to roughly 0.7% of the pr~jeot's total of3.985 generat.:d tr ips. 
;
6 1 .abeled as comment [018-29, FRI R, p. 35-1 01. 

57 "The specific level of tmnsit service improvemer.ts that would be funded through establishing a new 
Zono: of Benefit I.Ulder a Coi.Ulty Service AAa has y~t to be defined." (FElR, p. 3.5-448). 
s& ·~J'hc mitigation measure requiring mcm bcrship ir the TNT IT !viA is a standard mitigation measure Cor 
large development rrojects in the east~rn Placer County area. Il is intended to ensure ongoing participation 
by major econon1 ic in~titutions in regional tram>iVtronsponat ion discussions, further improving transit 
Sllrvic.:. The pr~j~ct would be r"quired to join and maintain membership in the TN! fHvLA. prior to 
lmprovem~nt Plan approval ancVor recordation. oftJ-c J-:'1na l Map. The TNT/ I'M A is dedicated to fostering 
public-private partnerships and resources for advocacy and promotioo of innovativo:: solutions l01ique to the 
transportation challenges of the Truckee-North Lake Tahoe Resort Triangle. -rhe TNTfl'MA serves as a 
disc~~Ssion and advocacy forw11 for transit, pedestrian. biking. and roadway infra~1ructure designed to 
increase acct:ss and reduce oong~:slion within the Resort Triangle. The TN'T/TMAparlners with local 
govermnents, ago;:ncies, busin~.:-sse$, re-sort$, advocacy organization$, Jo~.-utand federallegtslator~, as well as 
regional and state agencies to promote c1-:pansion ofregjonar transit solutions. By joining and maintaining 
member:ililp In the TNT ffM/\. the project is providing funding that would be \.!Sed to\vard~ enhanced 
lnmsit and other forms of multimoual trtln$portation." (fEIR. p. 3.5-448 and -449). 
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Also, the response to 1018-28 01ischaraderizes our comments. We asked how the DEIR 
could conclude that the proposed transit stop improves "existing" transit service when 
there is no 'existing' transit need for the MVWPSP project.59

u1 oUter words, lht.-rc is 
nothing to " improve." further, the fEIR speculates U1at the additional fhree minutes 
associated with adding the MVWPSP bus stop60 would not be ''e>.r<Jct<Jd to" degrade 
service .. and that any increase in Lravci times would be "modest. ''6 However, the fEIR 
presents no i.n.lonnation, such as passenger surveys, to suppm1 the liSSLlmption that the 
additional delay would not affect existing transit use. Additional delays may discourage 
existing passengers such that they opt to drive instead. 

The FETR also appears to imply that hecause the projeot is not one large resmt, the 
applicant c<lrutol iudude additional mitigation (beyond membership in the TMA). 61 

Because rcgjoua] trallic :md transit systems arc just that - regional - it is far more 
em~ctive to plan for the impact<; of the project now, rather than attempt to mitigate the 
regional impacts of individual home or conunercial projects in the future. Tite m itigation 
<md monitoring plan in the PEIR clearly relics on fntnre ~;ooperation tlrrough homeowners 
associations and other means_ 

A. Conts·ibutions to transit systems: 

1l1e DEIR proposes two mitig;1tion measures wbich it concl udes mitigate transit 
impacts to lcss-t.han-signiJic:mt: 

·'Mitigation measures 10-Sa (Payment of Annual Transit Fees) Wld 10-Sb (Join and Maintain 
Memb~rship in ihe TNT lrlviA) would uetermine with specificity the project' s fair-share 
annual contribution to ongoing operational transit services and improvements, and would 
require ongoing participation by the project"~ commt.'rclal and homeowner associations in 
TNTffMA to adcln:lss and improve. lrJru;jl ami transportation conditions into the fulure. These 
measures would offset the prqiect d~mand for additional tnmsit s~rvices, ther~by reducing the 
imract on transit to a less-than-signi ficant level." (DBIR. r - 1 0-33), 

1llc DEIR does not sufliciently estimate the potential impact to transit systems in 
the flrst place (for example, the additional three minutes added by the new transit 
stop may affeot ridership, as noted previously), there fore it is impossible to 
detcnuine whether they can be ruitjgatcd to less than significant. In addition, the 

so 4'beDErR ~tates that 'The proposed project woukl enbilllce existing tnmsitservice on SR 267 wi~h 
construction of a new bus ~h.:lter within the MVWPSP near SR 267: (DEll{. p. 10-33}. However, it is 
unclear hmv adding a new bu5 shelter enhances ·cxirti.ng' transit sorvicc. Currently, there are no homes or 
recreational attractiol1S that require 0xisting transit se.rvice to stop where the fllturc bll~ shelter wotlld be. 
Th<lrefore. it is not correct r.o claim cmhancemeni of ' existing services' wh~re no existing services exist In 
fac~ the addition of a new bus stop is Likely lo degrade e.-cisting transit services." (Labeled as 1018-2::1. 
FH'l R. p. 3.5-1 ()()), 
60 "tn sw11, serving this stop may add 3 minutes to t.l1e one-way running time of the TART 267 Route: · 
~Em, p. 3.5-167). 

"Bus schedules may have to be ll<~justed, but woulu b~ evalu11ted by TART and are not expected to result 
in a degradation of service ... Bccau~c the projoct would result in only one additional stop, any increase in 
the travel tin1eoftlw transit routewotlld be modest:' (FElR. p. 3.5-167). 
62 Response Lo 1041-39: "'fhe project is not a resort that would be con !rolled by th~ project applicant 
following construction and allowing Cor the in1plem~ntation of measures such as Ui:;counted tran~portat10n 
to the Amtrak station or transit passes. Recruitment ::~ftransit riders would likely occur (or occur more 
effectively) through other efforts In place frotn the TlviA to publicize t.runsit opportunities. .. (FEIR, p. 3.5-
444). 
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DEIR provided no in.fonuation showing how the payment of annual tranc;it fe-es 
and membership in the TNTITMA will ensure mitigation; the FEIR did not 
correct this deficiency. Simp ly paying a fee does not meet the CEQA requirement 

l I 1 fi 'II I . . . . 63 to s tow lOW t 1al ee wt resu t m nuttgaltou. · 

B. Fair Share of Transit Costs: 
PF20-13 

Our DF..m. comments stated that : "'The EIR should clearly analyze how residents cont. 
and guests ofthe new MVWPSP project area will contribute their I:ill share 
toward transit. Existing Tahoe Basin and Martis Valley residents should not bear 
any additional burden of funding transit in order to suppot1 the new 
development." TI1c FEIR's respons~ (I018-30)t>4 refers to the mitigation measures 
for the payment of annual transit lees (10-5a) and joiuing and maintain 
membership in the TNT/TMA (1 0-5b). However, as noted prev iously, the EIR 
does not idcntjf)' how Uli~se measures will actually <lnsure mi tigation. Without fujs 
inlonnation. it is impossible to assess wh at the fair share contribution should be. 

In addition, we questioned how the impacts lrom day-ttse drivers in the Basin 
would be addressed (labeled as cot1Ul1ent 018-30). The FEIR refers to the 
response to 0 18-29, which does not evaluate or disclose h ow day-traffic rrom 
MVWPSP would be ulitigated by the proposed mitigation measures. 

4. Brucli\\ fi,Y Campground 

N umerous conuuents were made regarding the cmuulativc impacts of the M VWPSP and 
Brockway Campground. In response, the FEIR asserts that the projects are not 
t.:onnectcd/5 IJ1at '\:acl1 of the two projects C<m be implemented w ithout the other," and 
that " If one projcrt is approved, then that approval would create no <bureaucratic 
momentum ' with respect to the other proposal. ''66 The facts show otJ1erwise. 

G.l http://www.sierrmvatch.or&lwp-contcnuullloadst:Yt l5-S\1\ V -T .~ttcr -to-M-Krac h-re-Vtlla!!c-::n:-Sqllilw
spcctfic-Plan. IJELR-07-16-2Ul 5.pdf; p. 51-52 

"' "The comment recommends that the 'EIR address the MVWPSP's fair~hare contribution toward transit. 
Mitigation Measure 10-.'\a (Payment of Annual Transit Fees) and Mitigation Measure 1 0-5h (Join And 
Maintain Membership in the- TNT ff.t-.ifl\) a.re included in the EIR. wruch would include a detennination of 
tho: project' s fair-share annual contribution to onguing operdtional transit services and improvements, and 
would require ongoing participation by the project'~ commercial and homeowne¥ associations in the 
Truckee-North Tahoe 'l'nm~portation Management Association (TNTifMA) to adclro;:ss and improve transit 
and transportation conditions into the future,- (FF. Ih, p, 3 .5-168). 
6~ ''First, either of these proposals can be constructed on h.s own. Neither project· depend.-; on the od1er. Pur 
another way, if the County and the Tnhoe Regio1111l ::>Jal1n ing Agency do not approve the Brockway 
Campground. then that d.:cision will have no bearing on wheth~r the lvMVPSP project is able to prooe.:d. 
The rever:so: is also true; tho: fat.: oi the lviVWPSP pr~iect does not a!Tectthe viability of the Brockway 
Campgrmmd.'' (FI:£1 R. p. 3-7). 
"'''The comment a:;serts that the MVWPSP and the Brockway CampgToLmd proposal are COJmecled 
notwithstanding the fact that the MVWPSP project will be implemented with nr without the lirockway 
O:unpgrmmd. Ilowever, the fact that each of the two projects can be implemented without the other 
demonstrates that each proposal has indepcmc.lent utility, by which ~ach proj~m can be subject to a separate 
J:ilR unde.r CEQA As stated Wlde-r Section I 5165 of the Sta1e CEQA Guidelines, where one. proj.:ct ls on~ 
of !lev era I similar projects of a public agency, but is not deemed a part ofthe larger undertaking or a larger 
project, the agency may prepare one EFR for all projects, or one for each project, but shall in either case 
comment upon tht: cumulative e!T~.ct. T he two proje~ls are s~:~paraldy p roposed. They involve di!T~:~rent 
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Projects are connected: 

Although the MVWPSP may not rely upon the Brockway Cruupground (Campground) 
for approval, the Campgrmmd may rely ou the MVWPSP for approval. 

l. Tiu.: Brockway CampgrOLmd application tiles specifically note sewer fiici lities 
offside (on tile MVWPSP project area). If the MVWPSP is uot appi'Oved, then it 
would likely cost Lhe developers oflhe CampgrolUtd s ignificantly more to ins tall a 
sewer line the full distam:e that it. would need to go to connect to where the 
MVWPSP wi ll connect it to. We question whether such a cost would be 
uod~;~rtaken if the infrastructure lor MVWPSP isn' t built. In additioll, the 
Campground application states: "Sewage will be collected from restrooms, 
amenities and camper s ites and will drain by gravity to the low point of the s ite 
where it will be conveyed to a septic system located oiT si te, outside of the Tahoe 
Basin. The sewage collecfion svstcm will contemplate a possible future 
connection to sewer infhstructure outside and adjacent to the project site." (p_ 7) 
[emphasis added). Note the figure from the Brockway Campground applicati011 
below states: ''Sewer Lo be taking to septic system outside the T al10e Basin'' (se~;~ 
close-up image of area under circle following larger map). 'I11is clearly suggests 
that the Campground aims to com1eC1 t.o MVWPSP facilities. No altcmatives are 
included iJ1 the Campgrotmd application. Further, the EIR lists Brockway 
Camrground as one of the c:rrm~lati ve projec~ that wou ld contrih~te fl ows to the 
TRI. 7 Images from the apphcat10n (p. 7) are mcludcd below. 68 It ts also 
reasonable to anticipate that installing energy and natural gas inlraslructurc for the 
MVWJ>SP would pmvide lines for connecting the Crunpgrotmd's utilities. ·n1e 
projects are not only connected, but the MVWPSP will develop in:frastructme (i.e. 
the sewer liue connectjon) that is likely to iJ1duce growth where tlte Brockway 
Campground project is proposed. CEQA requires the growth-inducing impacts of 
the project be fully disclosecL69 

uses. They are located in the same region. but nolon the :samo;: sites. Tho;:y woukL be implementtld lmr.ler 
separate timelines. They do not share road networks (except for the MV\.VPSP's secondary BVA) or 
utilities. If one project is arprovcd, then that approv~l would create no ''hureaucrntic momentum" with 
respect to the other proposal (La11rel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. ( 1988) 47 
C.a1.3u 376, 396,) The Brockway Campground proposal and oth.:r relat~d pr~jects that may contribute to 
cumulative effects were considered throughout the cumulative impact analyses of the Draft till{.'' Sec 
Ma;ster Response 2 regarding the Brockway CampgrOlU1d. (Response to Comment 1041-4, FEIR, p. 3.5-
426), 
67 

'·Cumulative projects that would contribute flows that could affect tho TRT below the TSD outfall 
inc)ude Joerger Ranch. North Highlands ll, North$!.& Mountain Master Plan, Martis Camp, Brockway 
Campground, Homewood Mountain Masta Plan.. and projects in Squaw Valley and Npine Mem:1ows.." 
(DEIR, p. l 6-31). 
68: http://www. placer. ca. S~ovl-./meJiMcdrl r1R t1n mg· hrockw:~vc:~mpgroundl rrojc.ct% ~nd~!l(~tptlotl pdf':' Ia -en 
69 CEQ A: 15126.2 (d) Growth-Jnducing Impact of the Proposed Project. Discuss the ways in which the 
proposed project could foster ecottomic or populaticn growth, or the construction of additional housing. 
either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would 
remove obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatm~nt plant might, for 
example, allow for more construction in service an:as). lncreases in the population may tax existing 
community service facilitie.~, requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant 
env 1.ronmental etTece& Also discu:;s the characteristic of some pr{)jects which may enco\lfage and facilitate 
otht:r activiti~s that could significanUy affect the environment, t:ither individually or cum\.tlatively. It must 
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not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the 
environment. 
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2. We also questioned the cumulative scenic impacts of the proje1.."1.s. For example, 
when one compares the MVWPSP layout to the Campground layout, it appears 
that the trees that will have to be removed for roadways and development of the 
Campground are likely to ' open up' views between Lake Tahoe and the 
MVWPSP structures, resulting in cumulative scenic impacts to views from the 
Tahoe I3asin. The fEIR fails to respond to this question (labeled 10 18-39), 
instead reasserting that the DEIR evaluated the impacts and referring to Master 
Response 2, where these comments are not addressed.l0 Our DEIR conm1ents 
included the following rough map, 71 comparing the MVWPSP layout to the 
proposed Campground layout.72 

6 
I 

·· ..- -~ 

... "'~........ - -;;~ . 
Image: General comparison between location of the MVWPSP and Brockway Campground 
(Figure C11.2 from the Campground ~pplication was merged with the MVWPSP figure), 

Bureaucratic Momenntm: 

Currently, both projects are proposed in an undeveloped forested area. TI1ey are clearly 
not "in.J:ill" or close to existing infrastructure. In fact, the deletion of the Placer County 
policy l.A.1 ,73 which promotes in-fill development. fi·om the Specific Plan language 

70 UThc comment states that the cmnulativc impacts of the proposed Brockway Campground and Martis 
Va lley Wc.~t Area Plan must be fu lly assessed. The Draft EIR includes an assessment of cumulative 
impacts as outlined in Section 4.2, Cumulative lmpacl Analysis Methodology ... The analyses of cun1ulalive 
effects are included in the separate technical chapters of the Draft SIR. See Master Response 2 regarding 
the Brockway Campground proposal." (FEIR, p . .3 5· 170). 
71 Image from our DEill. comments, included in the fo'EIR on p. 3.5-LOS. 
n hup://www.lma.org/wp-oonttmlluploads/APPLICATlON-PHOTOS-GRAPHlCS·PL.t....NS.pdf; (figure 
Cll .2 on p. 7) 
TJ The FEIR deletes the following policy: "The County will promote efficient use of land and natural 
resources and wil l encourage ' in-fill' tlevelopment.r. (FEIR, p. 2-8) 

Page 19 of32 

PFZ0-14 
cont. 

371



 

fOWS & T. \SC' Conmh.1lti> •>n r-,p,; IJ):pgp !-'in~\ I PJ\.1iert &. FEfR 

re1leots Htis [act. However, once the MVWPSP is approved, it will become "nearby" or 
' 'adjacent'' development to the Campground site, makit1g the approval of the Campground 
czasier to justify as it would no longer represent extensive developmenl of undeveloped 
pristine f orest land. In fact, Placer County staiTlwve already seemingly downplayed the 
significance of the development of the MVWPSP's now forested conditions by stating 
that it is "close to" other development (Stacy Wydra, ommnenls to lhe North Tahoe 
Regional Advisory Council [NTRAC] on 5'12/20 16). In this .::ase, the reference was to 
Notthstar developments: an NTR..I\C member pointed out that tltis was confusing because 
there arc recreation-zoned lauds that are not developed beyond recreation between 
Northstar and the MVSPSP project area (meaning it is not ;;orrcot to say it is ncar existing 
development)_ ln response, Placer County staff stated 1he: "characteristics of the site 
contain development;" w hid 1 lails I o address tJu~ issue, let alone appcaT'S to be a 
meaningless statement. 

Therefore, it is also reasonably foreseeable that once the MVSPSP has been approved, 
the Campground will then be viewed as ' itcar or adjaccnl to'' other development as well, 
making approval of the Campground far more likely. This is how urban sprawl hap pens, 
and reflects a clear example of picccmeali.ng devclopmont, which is not allmvcd by 
CEQA. 

We reier ba~;k to our comments, as well as those submitted by Jlllmerous olher public 
organizations ami cit izcns, rcgardu1g the need to evaluate the cumulative impacts of the 
MVWPSP and the Brockway Campground. 

5. Impacts to Emergency Vehicles on 267 

Titc DEIR examines the following two criteria related to wildftre threats mul evacuation 
(OEIR. p. 18- 13): 

" II impair in,plernentation or phy~icatly interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacLUltion plan; 

II expose people or structures to a significant r isk oflos~ inj1rry or death involving wildland 
fues. including where wildlands are adjacenr to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intenniJ<<:d with wildlamls:" 

'llte DEIR concludes both impacts are tess than significant for the followi11g reast)ns: 

·'Because the projecl would include two en:e.rgency access points in add.il]on to the primary access 
road, adequute emerg.:ncy ingr"ss or egre~ would be provided. This impact is less than 
significant: · (DEIR, p. lll-19). 

"Becau:;e the project would devdop an emergency evacua~ion pl:m as part of the FPP. provide 
adequate .,:mergency vt:hicl.,: access and points of ingr.,:ss and egre-s~ in a manner that meets NFD 
requirement:; (Shadowens, pcrs. comm., 2015a), and result in operational traffic that, at huildout, 
would represent an incremental increase insufficient to interfere with the SR J67 Emergency 
Evacuation Plan, the project's impact relative to emergency evacuation is less than significant." 
(DEIR, p. 18-20). 
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Nei1her orthe DEIR's disoussion points actually address 1he project's impacts on 
emergency evacuation and access on SR 267, as requested in our comments. 74 1l1e FEIR 
refers to Master Response 9. however, the response does not address how the project 
would impact evacwrtions and emergency <~<.:cess on SR 267. Tlus is not the same issue us 
to whether the project will cut off or modify any evacuation routes (the focus of the 
resporuH.~75). At 5/12/2016 NTRAC ml!eting, the applicant 's representatives conl.inncd 
that the project's evacuation 'analysis' only addresses people and vcl1icles within the 
prq;ect area, leaving the impacts on SR 267 for Caltrans to deal with. Master Response 9 
also refers to a Fire Protection Plan/6 however once a.gaitt, this only focuses on 
emergency access standards, routes. and oth~r factors on the proJect site. Even where the 
latter section discusses the potential to interfere with the Evacuation P lan for SR 267, the 
EIR do"'s not explain l10w the prqject can have significant and WJavoidablc impac1s on 
transportation, yd have less than significant impacts on emergency evacuc\tiotJ and access 
on SR 267. 

In addition, 11 recent court ruling related to the Homewood MOLmtain R..:sot1 reflects the 
imp01tance of assessing the impacts of the projeot on the capacity of emergency 
evacuation routes. Although released on 12122/2015 - the same day public comments on 
the fEIR \vcre due - we include the following inlonnation Jor the record and to reiterate 
comments we have previously made. 

TI1e TI1ird District Court of Appeals of Califomia issued a ruling on 12/22/2015 related to 
the Clean Energy Committee 's (CEC's) challenge ofthe Homewood Village Resort 's 
EIR. 77 One of the most notable out~,;omes is the Court's decisiOlJ regarding emergency 
evacuation: 

''There arc two components to the wilcUire cvacuatjon risk evacuatio11 by resident,, workers, and 
visitors, and the impact ofl.baLevac~mLion on act:ess by emergency entities respomling to wilULire. 
The EIR fails to ~valuate both." 

" ... evacuar[on [of pcoplo from the project area} could also hnpact the <'nVlrotllll<lnt by impt.ding 
emergency resporul~:~rs who might otherwise be abl~ to prevent tho ~-rr~ad of wildflie ... ~ 

"(The FllR) failed to idcnbfy the capacity of SR !:!9 or connecting road.~ to accommodate tl1c 
evacuation of people, including additional people from the project." 

7
"
1 -~The MVWPSP will generate 'signilicaru and unavoidable· transportation impacts (i.e. luore congestion) 

to SR 267, including tht~ sogmt~nt from Brockway Summilio th.e SR 267/SR 28 int~rsection in Kings 
Beach. The DEJR also note:; that tv en if SR. 267 w~r~:~ to be wident:d, it would not lik~:~ly occur be for~ 
construction of the MVWPSI' project began. T his will create additional delays for emergency vehicles on 
SR 26.7 .. . Land J interfere with emergency cvacuatior.s, which may involve residents and visitors to North 
Lake Tahoe. those within !be MVWPSP project area and Northstar, and guests at the proposed Brockway 
S:SmpgrolUld "(FEIR, p. 3.5-103 and -1 04). 
15 

UJ mpact 1 8-4 discusses interference with an emergency evacuation plan. As discuased therein .. the 
project would no1 cut off or olherwi:;o modify any e.-.:i:;ting evacuaLion routes:· (FEIR. p. 3-37) 
16 

.. The in1pact c(jscussion explains that, in accordar<ce with Policy PSU-25. a Fire Protection Plan (FPP) 
would be prepared for the project that would identity emergency evacuation routes. emergency access road 
standards, standards lor signs identifying evacuatior. rmJles. and a program for dissem ina ling public safety 
infommtion." (FEIR, p. 3-37). 
n 

hqp . 'lwww.leallie.com/deci~lort!ln%20CAC0°ro202M 51~ ~2!)5 2/Ct\LlFORNJ 1\ %20CLil.'\N°'o20ENTIRG 
y•,.. ::oc'OMl\.fiTTEE%20v. 0 u20COUNT\-'\o:lOOP·,:OPLACER 
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Tht~ CEC noted that analyt.ing tlus imp ad must involve.1he evaluation of " the. total 
number of residents. businesses and tourists thai can be safely evacuated from the West 
Shore. without impeding emergency vehicle access. in the even/ q{wildjire, earthquake or 
seiche and evahtafe the cumulative impact of the project on natural disaster evacuation 
and emergency vehicle access to the West Shore . . , l11e Court also pointed out that while 
the EIR concluded signiJicant. and tJilil~'oidablc impa<.:ts lo congestion on SR 89, the EIR 
"inexplicably" did not conclude those "some inadequme roads to be (J significant, 
unavoidable impact in the context of a wildfire requiring emergency evacuation. ''78 

The Court directed Placer Cotu1ty to comply with CEQA, which will require addressing 
the fa ilure to identify, describe, and analyze the wildfire evacuation risk.. With regards to 
the MVWPSP EIR, we requested the FEIR addrtJss Lhe project 's impil.l.lts on the capacity 
of S R 267 to evacuate people from the Not1h Tahoe region and allow for em~rgency 
access. TI1e FEffi fails to respond. Also similar to the Homewood case is the EIR's 
conclusion that there will be significant <md tmavoidable traffic impacts, yet the EIR 
"inexplicably" concludes <1 less than signifi~111l impact to interference with emergency 
evacuation. It appears the P£lR skirts ·the ques·tion by determining significance based on 
a vcry nllrrow focus on whctl1er there is an al.lCcss route for people within the MVWPSP 
prqject area to exit the project <lrca on to SR 267, thereby ignoring the impacts of those 
people on SR 267. 

In addition to the reasonable condusion that s1gnificanl and unavoidable traffic impacts 
translate to significant and unavoidable impacts on evacuation plru1s, it is also wotth 
stepping back and considering the bigger pil.lture . This projel.lt will plal.le 1000' s ofpeopk 
in extremely dangerous locations, where they could lostJ not only their property. but their 
lives to wi ldfire. Sec011d, placing more people in fire-prone area.<; takes away resources 
·ft·om fighting fires elsewhere, and fire-fighting resmu•ces are alf'eady lacking (e.g. '" Some 
people are building homes in fire prone spots. It changes the way we light tires, when 
we' re having to send more resources in to protect these homes, · said Mike Taormina. 
South Lake Tahoe fire wildland operations coordinator.-').79 1l1ird, developing in fores·ted 
areas also incrca-,es the threats to JirdighttJrs, as they ;u·e now tasked with l1aving to 
defend homes fi·om a fire in an area that would have been Jess dangemus to deal with 
when only a forest is burning.8° Fourth, development in this forested at·ea makes it far 
more diflicull, if not impossible, for land managers to usc prescribed ecological fire to 
ensure forest heaJth and reduce the threats of cata->trophic wildfire. 81 All in al l, this 
devdopment is a dangerous pmposal that will place the lives of I,OOO's of people and 
firefighters in danger (and perhaps 1 O's of l ,OOO's when peak resident and visitor tratlic 
periods are considered). We request Place!' Cottnty considet· whether this is a desirable 
and responsible latld planning approach. 

7
g Nol~ "This opinion has not been certified for publica lion or ordered published for purposes of rule 
lU 11 5.~ 
79 http: 'lwww .Jnketohol!news.ne~O 16105/threat-of~ti.re- tgrutes-concern- i.n-tahoe-h.1sin/ 
R(l •<fire spread and intensity was redUl.'ed in this area primarily due IO USFS and ere urban lot hazard fuel 
treatments, reduced concentration of hou~ and safer acoess by firefighte.rs:' 
http .'il<rww. cnpssd.m2:ilirctamtornfircus1i::fullrcooti ndf 
81 M.P. North_, S. L. Stephen:;, B. 1VI Collins, J. K. Agee, 0 . Ap1et. J. F. Franklin. P Z. Ful~ Reform Fore.M 
Fire manag~rn\:nl. Sci;mce. 18 September 201 S. VOL 349, Issue 6254, p. 1280-1 281 . 
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G. Wa ter Supply 

We are ooncemed about the project's individual and cumulative impacts on water supply. 
While we reference conunents submitted by Sierra Watch for detailed concems, we want 
to emphasiz.~ the following two points: 

FiJ·st the applicant told the NTRAC members and public (at t11e 5/12/2016 meeting) U1at 
the project will create a "new" water supply for the area. We would ]ike lo clarify that 
this is technically incorre.ct. 'l11e project will not hring ·•new" water to the area; it will 
s imply add W.:llls to draw from water already part ofth~ ecosystem in the area. Further, as 
to implications that this ·new· water source will benefit firefighters, we note tbat the fire 
risk and i11creased danger fi·om adding homes to this area far outweigh any benefits from 
having addjtional wells to draw water from. As it currently stands, if a fire were to occw· 
on this parcel, fm:fighters can focus efforts on creating contaimncnt lines around the area 
and ensuring the highways remain safe and open, instead of having to put themselves in 
greater danger by trying to protect homes from raging tlames. 

Second, a<> noted in our comments on the DEIR. 82 tl1e water a<;sessment only analyzed 
fotlf-years to represent presumed " long term·· drought conditions with regards to su pply. 
We presented evidence that droughts havi! ttlready lasted longer than fom years, as well 
as references showing that we are currently in the most severe drought recorded in over a 
century. Four years does not provide for an adequate analysis of a ·'long tenu'' impact. It 
would behoove Placer County to fail to consider how water will be supplied to existing 
uses. let alone new uses. in a true lollg tem1 drought situation. 

7. Scenic lmpucb 

Our DEIR comments noted the special significance of scenic resources of the Taboo 
Basin, providing as evidence references to 11umerous Tahoe Basin documents. including 
the TR PA Compact, Goals and Policies, and the study behit1d the adoption of TRPA's 
scenic tlu-oeshold standards (sec Comment 1018-41, FEIR, p. 3.5-109 to -llO). The FEIR 
dismisses this infonnation: " [TI1el specific TRPA documents cited in the comment do not 
apply to the project are,a . .',s3 We disagree. CEQA requires the project's impacts on the 
environment b.: disclosed, and TRPA 's mles and standards sp~cifically identify the 
Basin's scenic resources as an important value of !.be Lake Tahoe Basin, including the 
"edges between sky and ridgetops .... ,s4 ·nuts, it is necessa1·y for the EIR to evaluate and 
disclose the impacts to these resources, as defmed by documents and regula:tions 
associated with TRPA. In addition, we are concerned with new ridgelu1e devdopment 
such as this around the Tahoe Basin. and the approval of the proposed project will set a 
precedent that may allow fi.u1her degradation of Tahoe 's scenic resources. 

'!he Response to Comment 1018-41 also asset1s that the DETR considered scenic impacts 
in the contell.1 of each view: 

8h0n.: glaring problem with the water supply !ISSessmenl is thal Lhe evaluation of 'long term' impacts is 
ba~ed onjust.four y~ars." (Labded as comment!Ol~·3S, liEU{, p. 3.5· 104). 
83 F.ElR, p. 3.5-17 1. 
s-l Environmental Impuct Statenumtfot the Establi:>hment ofEnvironmental Threshold Canyi1tg Capar:ltie~; 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. May 1982. (p. 44-45). As referenc~d in our DEIR comments. 
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··on page 9-32, tht: Drart ElR also explains how the impact analysis considered the context of each 
view when detem1in ing if visual changes would result in a significant effect, stating lh.at: 

·tn clotcm1ining the extent and implications of the visual changes, consideration was given to 
the follnwihg factors for el'!Ch of the significance critcriH listed abov~: 

I existing visual qualities of the affected environment and specitic changes to its visual 
character and qualities; 

J tl1e visual context oftbl' affected environment: 

I the extent to which the affected environment contains places or features tha! provide UI'Iique 
visual experiences or that have been designated in plans and policies for protection or special 
consideration; a11d 

I tlw sensitivity of viewers, ~ccess of viewers, their nctivitics, and the extent to which these.' 
activities are re Ia ted to the aesthetic qualities affected by the projcct.-re Ia ted changes.'' 

Th~ Draft Em analyzes the significance of each impact with consideration given to the conte.xt of 
the visua l changes in the TAhoe Basin, inc luding a s eparate analysis of the pr~ject's ~-!Teets on 
scunic vistas from thil Tahoe Basin (pages 9-33 through 9-3 7). Bc.causo the Draft BTR 
appropriately con&Jders the corttext of the lake Tahoe Basin. irtcluding the existing vis\aal quality 
and the sensitivity of viewers to chang~, when d~tennining the significance of visual changes that 
could be viewed from the Lake Tahoe Basin, the ana lysis is adequate as provided- (Response to 
Co mment 10 18-.:11, FRIR. pl. 3.5-171 ). 

However, the ErR docs noL include separate significance criteria to evaluate the impacts 
to viewers within the I ,ake Tahoe }Jasi.n that will view the project. area ft·om both 
developed and undeveloped areas (like mountain pe.aks and t he Tahoe R.im Tra.i I). 85 

Without a signific~mce fmdiug, adequate mitigation cannot be dctcnnined. As TRP i\ 's 
documents show, scen ic quality is valued espec-ially high in the Lake Tahoe Uasin (and as 
a result, includes additional protections through the TRPA Bistat~ Compact). As noted in 
our conunents regarding night sky impacts from light pollution (discussed below), the 
FEIR acknowledges that light<; will h~ viev;.·ahle from other areas of recreational and 
scenic value around the Tahoe Ba'>in, yet still concludes less than significant impacts 
without having considered unique criteria. for the Lake Tahoe Basin . 

A. Screening by vegehttion : 

'I11e FEIR relies heavily on screening by existing trees to conclude less than 
significant impa.cts to scenic resources from the Tahoe Basin. Sf> I Jowever. the FEIR 1s 
carefu l to frequeJltly focus only on trees wichin the profect area, analyzing only the 

115 
"Buildings that are not behind a topographic feature that completely removes them from viewpoints 

around the lake will likely be viewable from munt:rous locations in the Basin. and the impacts to night sky 
wil l be even greater as lig ht pollution fTOm the structures, associated streetlights, and vehicle headlights can 
be seen from farther djstances (noted below) and will contribute to ever-increasing sh.'Y g low in the area." 
~abel~<.l1.1s Comment 1018-42. FEIR. p. 3.5-llO). 

6 "Similarly, when di:;cus~-ing potential nighttime effo;:cts of the project, page 9-46 of the Draft EIR 
explains that lighting from the pmj.-ct would be bloCk."ed by the ridge betWeen the West Parcel development 
area and Lake Tahoe ami by e;xisting trees." (FEIR. p. 3 -1 2). 
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trees to be removed for the MVWPSP87 ;md defe.nsible space88 on 1he projed area. 
For \! Xample, the FEIR states that trees would not be thitmed outside of the project 
area as part of the Project. 89 11tcrc is no acknowled gemt:nt that trees will be removed 
as parl of the adjrtcent Brockway CampgrOtmd development. nor as a result oflikely 
future thilming efforts by the USFS on adjacent publicly-owned parcels due to 
extreme fire danger (in fact, the PEIR avoids this consideration again by locusing 
solely on the project area).90 'TI1e most recent fire and fuels plan for the llasin 
identifies 'planned ' and 't o be consideted ' th.itming p rojects in the area. 91 In fact, 
altl10ugh detailed proje~t plans are available for the Brockway Crunpground,92 the 
FEIR claims that the cumulative ciTccts of other projects "cmmot be known with 
specificit y .. ,9J 1l1is exclusion of tree retnoval also infects the expert repot1s and peer
review resul ts,91 since expert analyses and peer reviews only examined visibility 
impauts associated with the MVWPSP (not reasonably Ioreseeable tree removal ou 
adjacent parcels). Thus, potential cumulative impacts from Brockway Campground 
and future USPS th.itm.ittg on adjaC(..'lll parcels were nol consitlcred as part of the 
EIR's scen ic studies, yet are likely to have a direct. signific<mt impact to views from 
the Tahoe Basin. 

B. Light poUution impacts to night sky: 

In our DEIR conunents, we stated eJ>.1ensive concems regard.it1g the impacts of the 
proje.ct on night sky views from around the Lake Taboe Basin. Viewing ru-eas it1clude 
developed areas, recreation areas, and high elevation mountain trails and peaks. In 
addition, we noted that tree removal associated with the proposed Brockway 

87 
" ... the visllill simulation methodology· ... coi1Siste.d of creating a model for trees on and around the site, 

removing all trees phumed for removal to accommodate buildirgs and roads, and conservatively asswning 
less than 5() percent visibility for the rc.maindcr .. the simulations portrayed the effects of 100 percent tree 
removal for holL-;es and roads." (F'EIR, p. 3.5-190). 1Emphasisadded]. 
88 "Within the project area. much of the vegetation up to 10 fed from the ground surface would be 
removed for fuel maintenance .. .'· (FETR, p. 3.5-I 90). 
89 

''Trees outside of the project arell would not be thlnned as part of the MVWPSP .. :· (FEIR p. 3.5-191), 
[b:mphasis added), 
''The detcm1 ination of viewpoints from which to prepare the phottl simulations was based on an extensive 
visual profile study to delem1 in~ from which surrmmtling locations vi.:ws onto the projeot site might b~ 
visible, and not completely blocke.d by existing topography or vegetation thHt would not be subject to 
removal bv the projaet." (FEll{, p. 3-12). (b:mphasisaddod}. 
90 

"this area would not. be sul)jcct to fuel n.1aintena.nce as part of the project, so the trees closcstto 
Fibreboard Fn:eway would not be thinned. Thcrt!fore, there would not be an effect on the analysis.'' (FEIR, 

~· ~~t~;~hoe Basin: Multi-Jurisdictional Fuel Red\lction and Wildfire Prevention Strategy (August 2014).. 
http ·t/www. fs.usu~LgovJlnternet/FSE DOC1J1ffiNIS1std prdJ8 12893 puf; see Figure 14. p. 34. 
92 bttp.ilwll'w.pl~lter.ca. gov/c.lepartments/communilvdevell,nmcnt!rlann ingibrod.,wHVCamp!!.mllnd 
93 ~where the [)raft H:IR acknowledges that the cun·ulative effects of past, present, and future projects
though based on best available information and good-faith analy:;i.s cannot be known with specificity. the 
ass~:ssmenl goes on to provide analysis and evidence from lhe project-specific enviroruntmtal review and 
reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects to support the cumulat1vc impact concl u.~ions and the project' s 
comribution to cumulative co11dit ions ... However, fr.c Brockvvay Campground Prl)ject is a separate proposal 
for which environmental review has not yet comme.ncetl, and which will be within the jurisdiction and 
deci.sion-making authority of both TRPA and Placer CoWJty .... , (FEll~ p. 3.5-191). 
94 

"The daytime and nighttime visual simulations were peer-reviewed by Field of Vision, an independent 
firm with ~chnical experti~e in visual :~imulatioru; and visual impact as!iessm<::nt... " (PElR, p. 3-1 4). 
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CampgroLmd, as well as thi.Juung on nearby USfS lands, may inc.rease the day and 
tughttimc visibility of the project area. TI1e impacts of tree removal adjacent to the 
pr~ject area arc still uot evaluated (more below). 

I) Impacts to views from high elevation locations. including Tahoe Rim Trail: 

Till.~ FEIR admowledges that U1e night lighting from U1e project area will be 
v iewable from other such locations such as Marlette Peak and South Camp Peak, 
but then dismisses these impacts as iusignific1u1t via speculation that they will not 
be ' disocmable' at these distlmces (although what this means with regards to light 
pollution or how it prov ides for asse!;!;meni of significance is lUtclear),95 that 
viewors will not be able to d.istiuguisb between lights from lakeshore conmumitics 
versus oH1er mo~mtai.J1 conumuutics,96 and that these views encompass a "vide 
angle97

- although how this latter statement affect<; a viewer's ability to see night 
lighting is also not explained. f or example, it is tmclear how light pollution will 
be less visible because an area is viewed with a "wider angle." 

I Iowever, not only docs the PEIR f:1ilto evaluate these i.Jnpact">, but this 
condusion 11lso defies the ~xpcricnce of anyone who has ever looked across Lake 
Tahoe at night. Lake Tahoe is appwximately 22 mile!l long and 12 miles wide and 
night tune lighting can be seen across the Lake from any direction. In addition, 
contrary to the FEIR's c.:onclusion, the source and type oflighting is 'distinctive;· 
it is easy t o tell what lightiJtg is near the shoreline, p<u·t way up the side of 
mouot<~ms, or even on the top ofmouutai.J1s (the view of Squaw Valley's "High 
Camp" from Spooner Sli11Unit is an obvious example ofthis latter impa.ct). 

2) Impacts to Recreation Areas : 

Although. as noted througho11t out f)£/R and h'EIR comments. we do nat believe 
the ErR has adequately eJI.:amined the impacts to daytime viewing from other 
locations (e.g. the Tahoe Rim Trail). we focus our comment.~ here on the night 
time light pollution. 

Lights from the project m·ea will be vievvable from numerous other high elevation 
areas in the Tahoe Basin, including portions of the Tahoe Rim Trail. As noted 
ahove, the FEJR acknowledges this impact. However, in addition to di5;missing 
ilie impacts through speculative terms about dislauce and other ta.ctors, the FEIR 
alst) takes another odd approach in an attempt to seemingly minimize such 
impacts: the f'EIR stales that light pollution is less likely to hann the views of 
hik.c::rs or campers on the Tahoe Rim Trail and other recreational areas because 
they will be using headlamps, and this will presumably interfere with or reduce 

95 
·'As shown in these p rofiles, only at a substantial d istance is the project s ite visible !Tom portions of the 

Tahoe Rim Trail For example, the site can be seen from General Cn:ek. Marlette Peak, and South Camp 
Peak, but these v iewpoints are over 19, 11, and 17 miles, respectively. from the MVWI~sr site. At these 
d istances, the proposed project would not be d iscernablc .. , (FEJ.R, p. 3-13) 
516 

" .•• at nig)lt.. and at. theso distances, any lights visible from the proj ect site would be d ifficult to 
differentiate from lights within the la keshore and other mountain communities. ·· (FFil R. p. 3.5-175). 
97 ·' In addition, views from these distances would encompass a wide angle, so tohat the take ancl suJTounding 
hillsides and fore~Lwould be within the view..:r' s sights.'' (FEfR. p . 3.5-1 75). 
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ilieir ability to see light!rom the project area.98 No evidenue of this impac1 was 
presented. 

In this case, logic again prevails. It is not dulicult to be aware that when people 
are hiking or camping along the Tahoe Rim irail, or on mowttain peaks around 
lhe 13asin in the dark, they arc likely very interested in vit.~wing the night sky. 
While someone may use a headlamp to set up a campsite, or n:tricve somcthi11g 
from a backpack, this is a short tenu use. It makes little sense to suggest that the 
impacts of night lighting are somehow reduced because a camper may usc their 
headlmnp for a few minutes. U'thc EIR wants to rely on 'Such a claim to mitigate 
impacts, it must include evidence (e.g. smveys of TRT hi kef'S and campel"S) 
showing thal additional light pollution will not ham1 their recreation and scenic 
experience. As it stands, tllis daim appears to be yet another opinion included in 
an attempt to lessen the impact (and avoid mitigation for) what is anticipated to be 
a significant impact to n ighttime views lrom other high-elevation locations. 

f3ecause night sky impacts (tl10se that are actually acknowledged in ·t11e FElR), are 
in ~.:orrcctlywri1ten ofr as ' 'less Ul iUl signi1ican1" or ''not substantial"99 ba.,cd on 
speculatjon or vague statem~nts that arc nol supported by evidence or unclear, 
additiol1al mitigation measures to reduce night sky impacts to viewpoints in tl1e 
Tahoe Basin have not even been considered.100 

3) Impacts from tree removal associated with the 13rock.-wav Campground: 

As noted previously, lh13 removal of trees oilsite which may now provide 
screening for the M VWPSP project area is likely to reduce screening and thereby 
incl'ea<:e the visual impacts of the project on both night ru1d daytime views. In 
addition, il is reasonable to assume that the USfS will at ::;ome point tl1in the 
federal land they manage in the Jlroject area, howevertl1e impacts of this have 
also not been addr·essed. 

As stated in our DEW. comments, lUI and regardless of whether Brockway 
Campground is legally considered \~otmected' to this project, the cumulative 

98 "Further, Lhe Tahoe Rim Trail is a rccrcationaJ facility that is used primarily during the day. Any 
recreation at night would require individual light sources, which would limit visibility of other external 
light sources." (fF:TR, p, 3· 1'2).; 
"R.t:garding n(ghllime v ie;ws, the Tahoe Rim Trail is used primarily in th~ daytime. as any nighttime US<' 

would r.:quire auxiliary l ighting, ~:.g. , heaillamp or f.a:;hlighL which would limit a r.:creational us.:rs· sight 
to a single point of view. Additionally, at night, and at these distances, any lights visible from thcprojcct 
site would be diflioult to Jiffe.nmtiate from lights within the lakeshore and other mountain communities." 
(FEIR, p .. lS-175). 
99 ·'For the above reasons, the ETR concluded that lighting from the project site would not result in a 
substantial anH1unt of light that would adversely affect views in the area. ~ (FEIR p. 3.5.) 92). 
100 

''Therefore_ the mitigation mea~ures proposed in the comment to reduce impacts on the Lake Tahoe 
Basin are not necessary or required.~ (FEI R. p. 35-· 93). 
101 "Tn addition, although the DETR states the cumulative impacts from Brockway Campground cannot be 
assessed b~cause it is still in the ··planning stage;' as discussed previously, th" Campground's application 
includes a rather detailed project layout101 that is quite simihtr to the conccptu.."ll plan of the MVWPSP 
represented by Exhiblt 9-26. This certainly provides enough information for the EIR to evaluate the 
potential cumulat1vll impacts with tho:: Campground. Not only wi ll tht: Campground r.::move additional trees 
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impacts ortree removal for the Campground are reasonably fore-seeable. ln faot, 
our DEIR comments included the paiting of the project layouts for both 
MVWPSP and the Campground. At a glance, when the projec.1layouts arc placed 
next to each otl1er (as illustrated previously), it appears that tree removal lor the 
Campground will open up views b<!tween Lake Tahoe and MV\VPSP buildings 
(irom both lower <md higher elevation viewpoints in the Tahoe Basin). The. ElR 
must evaluate these potential cumulative impacts. 

4) Light from Headlights 
PF20-19 

Our DEIR comments noted the need to evaluate the impacts of headlights on cont . 
night sky. 102 The FEffi 's response asse11s that headlights would be less visible 
because they'd be b locked by existing trees. 103 However, as noted above, those 
'existing trees' may be removed to accommodate the Brockway Campground. In 
addition, the response also fails to address the impacts from sloped roadways. In 
s loped areas, light from vehicles driving uplull will shin e much lughcr than on a 
fiat roadway_ Conversely, where roadways are higher H1an surrounding areas 
headlights from vehicles may also be viewable fi·om lower eleva1ions. TI1e FEIR 
includes no assessment of roadway angles and design, and how this may irnpac1 
the extent oflight pollution caused by headlights. 'l11is same failure infects the 
;rna lysis of sky glow impacts, where impacts of driving on sloped roadways arc 
also not addresscd.104 

5) Light poles 

In our DEIR conunents, we suggestt:d using light poles to help assess the potential 
night light impacts from U1e project. lOS ll1e FEIR disntisses this recommendation, 
slating tl1at i t would uo1 prov ide the most accurate light asscs~1nent 106 However, 
as the FEIR has claimed 'conservative' analyses elsewhere (i.e. light from homes 

that may currently provide some screening, but tt w·ill also result in additional Light sourcel\ on the ridgelino 
(inch1ding the project structures and headlights).'' (Labeled as commerttlO 18-066. FEIR. p. 3.5" 127). 
102 "Not only willlhe Campground remove additional tn:es Lhat may currently provide some screening, but 
it will also result in additional light sources on the ridge line (including the project suucturcs and 
h.:a<JiighlS)." (Labele<J !IS comm.:nt I0 18-066, FEJR p. 3.5-127). 
103 

"The comment ac:l.drel;ses lighting eff.:cls from h.:.acUights. DLie to the.ir lower height. h~!a~Uights would 
be less visible than residcntiallightirlg from the sun·oundir\g area, would be blocked by existing tree~ and 
lht:. existing ri(\gt:, in relation to the. Dasin. Trees wol.lld al.so block headlights on !he 1v!arti.s Valley s ide, 
allhough h~!adlight.s may b~ inlwnitlently visible due to litlle topographic barrier .. :· (Labelt:d as comment 
10 18-069, FBfR p. 3.5-1 28) 
104 

" Also, existing tree cover, with many trees up to 70-fcet tall, would absorb or block much of the light, 
preventing it from bouncing back to the sky ... For tl-;e above reasons, the .EJR concluded that Jigpting from 
the project ~itc would not rel\ult in a substantial amount of light that would advcn;ely affect views in the 
area". (FEIR, p. 3.5-191). 
tos Labeled ascommenl l0l8-73. FEIR p. 3.5-131. 
JOII ''1018-73 The oonm1ent sugg.:stsstory pole lights as an a lternative methcxl for detennining night-time 
impact. Story pole lighting would mark the. main bo\ll1daries of the project at points currently accessible by 
road but would not provide the mosL accurak and complete c:ITecl of Lhe project. Ir would not depicllhc: 
types oJ' lighting u~d, nor would it repr.:senllhe J'a<..'lthat the maJority of light Sllurct<s would be from !he 
insides of houses. Nor, !Iince not ~ II areas of the projc.ct are cun·cntly-accessible, could it replicate all 
placement of lights in all houses at the same level of completion a~ the computer -generated 
photosimulations1

' (FEIR p. 3.5-1 93), 
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is s imulated assuming lights are on in all f~1ces of the buildings), 107 the us~ oflight 
poles would notably represent a conservative method of evaluating when~ lights 
may be seen trom. This approach could b e used to assess which viewpoints 
require additional study. Instead, the FEIR provides no analysis to support its 
assertion that light impacts will not be significant f rom tbe Tahoe Basin (even as 
it recognizes lhat night lights w ill be viewable from several locations not analyzed 
in the D EIR. as noted previously). 

6) Consultation with other organi:lalions: 

TI1e FEfR frequentl y refers to consultation 'vvith other or~anizations as purpo1ted 
supporl for the vie'vvpoints used in the visual s imulation. 08 Ilowevcr, 1J1e three 
conservatiou-orienkd organizations often noted in these staleml.)nt-5 (the League to 
Save Lake Tahoe, Sien·a Watch, and Mountain Area P1•eservation Foundation) all 
critiqued the inadequate visual impacl analysis in the DEIR, noting insufficient 

. . t 1·· I T I D . 1' 'I . I I . HI') 11 . VIcwpom s rom t1e a 10c asm as a a1 urc m t lC ana ys1s. · 1e responses m 
the FEIR generally refer to Master Response 4 and the additional v iewpoints 
in.cludcd in th~ fEIR (explained in response to 1018-52). A<> noled previously in 
our comments, the fEIR · s responses sti II fail to address several technical 
inadequacie.s and the s ignificance of the impact to night time views from 
muncrous locations throughout the Tahoe Ba&in. 

S. Mitigation Mea~urc~ 

As noted throughout our DEIR and FEIR. comments, tecJmical deficiencies in the EIR 
result in a failure to adequately analyze and disclose impacts, aud/or failure to detennine 
s ignificant impacts, which prevents the fEIR from considering adequate mitigation. In 
some cases, impacts are not even considered (i.e. impacL<; to night sky from other I .ake 
Tahoe v iewing points); in others, the potential maximum impacts have not been analyzed 
(e.g. tral'fic}, Where the E IR concludes no impacts, or less than :c; ignilicanl impacts, tbe 
EIR proposes no additional mitigation .110 As a resu lt~ the public and decision~makers are 
deprived of examining what additional mitigation options are available and the 
opportunity to mitjgale many local and regional impacts w ill be Josl. For example: 

107 "To provide a conserva tive analysis, the photosimulation.s 11onray lighting from all faces of all floors of 
all proposed buildings. "L' hc photosimulations account filr the types of lighting a nd the way it would be 
reflected in real life conditions. 'l'hus, the photosimdations illwlratt: the most accurat<' and complctc 
depiction of potential lighting conditions.~ (FEI'R, p. 3.5-1 93) 
1wE.g. "The· study evaluated 44 separotc viewpoints that were $elected by representatives of rcg11latOJ'y 
agencies including P lacer County and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, ood environmental advo<:acy 
organizations including Sie-rra Watch and MountuinAres Preservation." (FI:HR p. 3-13); 
~Regarding the selection of observation point.<>, organizations and individuals from the Tahoe Basin ( Placer 
County, lviAP, Sierra Watch, League to Save Lake Tahoe, arl.d TRPA) were Involved in the ~election of 
viewpoints and discussion of visual impacts prior to publication of the Dra!l EIR." (F.EIR, p. 3.5-174). 
109 See cOJJJment:; labeled a~: 10 26-1 2 and 1041- 21, -2:!, -26. and -2~). 
ltO "101 8-81 The comment rccclmmends addi tionalmitigation options regArding transportation and scenic 
resources. Pleas.e see responses tb commentslO\S-26. 1018-75, 1041-26. 1041-39. !lnd Master Re!>'{Xmse 
10 regarding alternatives. The. Dra!l EIR provides all feasible mjtigationmeasures necessary to r.:duce 
significant impacts to less-than-significant revels. Where impacts remain significant after imposing all 
feasible mitigation, the impacts are idontLfied a.'> significant and unavoidable in the Dratt EIR. •· (FEIR, p. 
35-1 95) 
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• An adequate analysis ofthe regional transit impacts would help detennine what 
levels of ircquency, convenience, cost. etc., w ill improve transit ridership (as 
noted previously, the FEIR 's mitigation will reduce less than 1% oflhe 
anticipated trips generated by the pmjec.t). With this inf01mation, sufficient 
mitigation measures can be developed to increase the level of mitigation provided 
by transit: 

• Local and regional transportation impacts may also be lessened through other 
transit options for specific destinations, such as frequent shuttle service to 
Northstar MountaitJ Resort during the winter and Lake Tal10e during l11e summer 
mouths; 

• As 1l1e FEIR fails to address the project 's impacts on public health and safety 
(specifi cally, impacts to SR 267 as a designated evacuation route), no mitigation 
measures to address these itnpaots have heen considered; 

• Due to the inadequate analysis of scetlic in1pacts (day and night time) to the Lake 
Tahoe l3asin, mitigation options including setbacks u11d/or moving buildings from 
the highest points on the ridge I ine are not considered; 

• The failure to adequately examine ilie impacts of the project on night sky views 
tl·om multiple )t)cations throughout the Tahoe Basin, including the impacts of 
light pollution as viewed from both nearby and distant points (noted previously), 
results in little more than a cursory acknowledgement of the ability of a viewer to 
see the light pollution and dismissal of sigt1ificance based on speculation and/or 
consultant opinion (e-g. see our comments above regarding head lamps and ·Ole 
Talwe Rim T rail). 

9. Green house Cas emissions 

TI1e FEIR fails to correct the deficiencies noted in the DEIR by our comments as well as 
numerow; other organizations. We herein ittcorporate the comments on the FEIR' s 
responses regarding GIIO emissions from Sien·a Watch, Mountain Area Preservation, 
and the League to Save Lake Tahoe. We also reiterate that it is irresponsible and wastef'hl 
to develop a forest into new 2"d homes that will utilize more energy and create additional 
traffic, tl1erehy caw;in g significant increases in Gi!Ci emissions at a time when scientists, 
as weU as the state of California_ are calling for significant decreases in GHGs if we an~ 
to avoid the worst impacts of dimate change. 

10. Recirculation of DETR 

The CoLmty notes in the FEIR the conditions under which recirculation oflhe DEIR is 
rel.(uired . While it conuludes that recirculation of the DEIR is not required, tlus 
conclusion is based on a final El R thaf does not address many of our ))ErR comme-nts 
and those of other collllDentcrs. If the County had adequately addressed these comments 
it is our position that it would hav~ mel the conditions under wJuch recirculation of the 
DI':IR was reqnired. As the FEIR notes, l'ecirculation is t•equired by CEQA when the 
agency adds -'significant new infonnation ., to the EIR after the close of public comment 
period. CEQA furtJ1er explains that "'significant' new infonnation includes infonnation 
showing that"( I ) LaJ new sign i·ftcant environmental impact would result fi'om the project 
OJ' from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented[;] or (2) [a] substantial 
increase in the severity of an environtncntal itnpad would result unless mitigation 
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measures are adopted that reduce t.he impact to a level of insigtillicance." (Ibid., sub tis. 
(a)(l ), (a)(2).)" (FEII~ p. 3-2)11 1

. 

In this case, both situations apply. firl>1, the ElR's ruialysis failed to adequately address 
several significant impacts, including tr-affic, scenic, public health and safety, and 
cumulati ve impacts. A correcte-d EIR with proper analysis would Iik~ly resul1 in new 
signi.lic!Ult impacts not idcnti1ied in the DE.IR (as e}.:plained above). Second, a proper 
analysis is likely to generate •·a substantial increase in the seve1ity of an environmental 
impact'. with regards to the follO\ving: 

• Vehicle Mi les Travele.d and Level of Setvice (congestion) - for example. impacts 
will increase when lhc ElR is con·ectcd to reflect potential maximum ocoupm1cy 
levels; 

• Scenic views from the Lake Tahoe Basin- especially when night sky impacts 
li·om light pollution are evaluated and properly considered ; 

• Public health and safety - the project wi ll add 1 OO's more vehicles to S R 26 7, 
which is already overloaded during peak periods, increasing threats to public 
health <md safet y by impeding a primary evacuation route from the Tahoe Basin; 
;md 

• Cumulative traffic impacts this project, combined with the Brockway 
Campground project. wiU signi1icantly impact SR 267, even more so when 
potential peak occupancy is considered. 

None of these impact evaluations relied on information available aHer relc:mse of the 
DEIR. Further, the FEIR included a new altemative (5) which had not been assessed in 
the DEIR. The 'analysis' of this new altem11tivc is minimal. In addition, as noted 
previously, the proposed Findi11gs released on June 211

d refer to a new Economic Viability 
Repo1t, dated May 2016, to dismiss the two action alternatives that reduce the significant 
and unavoidable impacts to the envirom11e11t (Aitematives 3 and 5). This is new 
information direc.:tly impacts the seltlction of project. aJtcmatives, however it does not 
appear that Placer County perfonned any review to confinn the applicant's information 
that Altema(ives 3 and 5 were not economically feasible. Placer County should conduct 
its own independent review of this infonnalion before dismissing environmentally 
superior alternatives, 111 and provide the public such infmmation with adequate time t o 
review. This assessment must clearly demonstrate ''\.vhether the marginal costs of the 

111 
"The leatl agMcy is re-quired to recirculate a Dr2fi.EIR when the agency acids "significant nt:w 

infoiTilation" to i.he EIR after the close of the public coo1ment period but prior to certilication of the Pinal 
EIR. (Pub. Resources C.ode, § 2 1092.1; CEQA Guicelines, § 15088.5.) ·'New infonualion added to an EIR 
is not 'significant' unless the E IR is changed tn a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity 
to conm1ent upon a substantial adverse environmental eiTect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alterna tive) that 1he project's proponents have declined to 
implement" (CilQA Guidelines,§ 15088.5. subd. (a).) "Significant'" new information includes informat ion 
showing \bat "(l) fa1 n<:~w si&,'llificanl environmental impact would resul t from the project. or from a new 
miligJJtion measure proposed to be in1plemented[; 1 or (:!) [a 1 substantial inon:a~ in the sev.:rity of an 
env 1ronmenta l Impact would result unless mitigation measures arc adopted that reduce the impact to a level 
ofin~ignitlcance:· (Ibid , subds. (a)( I), (a)(2).)"" (FiiiR, p. 3<1). 
112 hllph vww .cacities.org/t-ploatltldFilg§IL<'ae.ud n • .-mdtadtad8 J db39-d6fa-45<t4-b'i3 7-0765906 J 47e.b.ml f 
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alternative-lis t:ompared to the cost of tl1e proposed project are so great that <1 reasonably 
prudent propetty owner would not proceed with the [alternative]."113 

TI1e EIR should be corrected and recirt:uluted so the public is afforded the opportunity to 
provide meaningful comments and recommendations on an adequate analysis and 
mitigation rneasures, including the economic. inlo1111ation used lo dismiss the two :lction 
alternatives that r tlsull in the least impact to the environme111.. 

113 hltp:/l)liww jdsqrril. comll~galnewstn:'.!ccling-<:t'.(!a -alte.wti v<Js-for -econom ic-1547911 
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PF20 
Susan Gearhart, President, Friends of the West Shore 
Laurel Ames, Conservation Chair, Tahoe Area Sierra Club 
Jennifer Quashnick, Conservation Consultant 
June 6, 2016 

 

PF20-1  The comment introduces the comments provided in the letter and suggests that the Final EIR 
does not disclose or mitigate significant impacts. See responses to comments PF20-2 
through PF20-22. 

 The comment expresses concern regarding Lake Tahoe clarity, scenic resources and night 
sky, traffic, wildfire hazard, and cumulative impacts. These issues are evaluated in the Draft 
EIR. The EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA and provides a thorough evaluation of 
the project’s potential environmental effects for the public and decision makers. 

 The comment expresses opposition to the project as it is currently proposed. Comments 
regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration.  

PF20-2 The comment expresses concern that the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Economic 
Viability Analysis (dated May 2016) was referenced in the Findings, but had not been made 
available to the public. This analysis was provided to the commenter on June 7, 2016 (see 
also response to comment PF95-3).  

PF20-3 The comment notes that, according to the Findings, Alternatives 3 and 5 reduce the severity 
of impacts and that this fact—and not just whether a significant effect is avoided—should 
receive greater consideration. This comment is acknowledged. In accordance with the State 
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15091), the Findings are supported by substantial evidence in the 
record, including the Draft and Final EIR. CEQA allows for alternatives to be evaluated at a 
lesser level of detail than the proposed project, but does require that sufficient information 
be provided to allow for meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed 
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)). Quantification of each impact of an 
alternative is not required. Consistent with CEQA, Chapter 19 of the Draft EIR provides 
discussion of the comparative effects of the alternatives and whether they would reduce the 
severity of the impacts that would occur under the proposed project. See Master Response 
10 (Alternatives) in the Final EIR, regarding the alternatives analysis, which explains that the 
Draft EIR “permits a reasoned choice” by evaluating a range of alternatives that includes 
alternatives that range from no development to maximum development allowed under the 
Martis Valley Community Plan; alternatives to reduce impacts on key resources; alternatives 
that reduce all impacts, and alternative land use types and alternative locations. As 
discussed in Master Response 10, the EIR is sufficient in meeting CEQA requirements 
associated with development and evaluation of alternatives.  

PF20-4 The comment suggests that the Findings misrepresent the fire danger due to the project. The 
Findings are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the Draft and Final 
EIR. Wildfire hazards are addressed in Chapter 18 of the Draft EIR as well as in Master 
Response 9 in the Final EIR. The project-related introduction of people and structures to an 
area with high to very high wildfire risk is determined to be potentially significant (see Draft 
EIR Impact 18-4), and specific mitigation is included to reduce the severity of this impact. 
Please see Master Response 9 related to wildland fire, emergency evacuation, and the draft 
Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation Plan prepared as part of the MVWPSP. The 
Specific Plan has been revised to replace the previous Appendix D (Evacuation Plan) with the 
draft Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation Plan. Preparation of this this plan does not 
alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
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PF20-5 The comment recommends denial of the project and consideration of Alternative 5 with the 
inclusion of a conservation easement. See the Final EIR, which evaluates the reduced 
density development alternative on the East Parcel and incorporates the information into 
Chapter 19, “Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR. Please see response to comment IO31-45 and 
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of the Final EIR for analysis of this alternative and 
revised text. Comments regarding preferences for project alternatives will be included in 
information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 

PF20-6 The comment raises concerns regarding the EIR, the baseline conditions, and evaluation of 
the carrying capacity of the Martis Valley. Please see Master Response 3, “Baseline, in the 
Final EIR, which addresses concerns regarding the baseline conditions for the MVWPSP Draft 
EIR, including population growth in comparison to existing populations in Placer County, 
Truckee, and the North Lake Tahoe area. Further, the environmental effects of the increased 
population caused by the proposed project are fully addressed throughout the EIR.  

PF20-7  The comment seems to suggest that the transportation study should have assumed that all 
of the project residential units would occupied by full-time residents; this premise is not 
supported by data for similar subdivisions in the North Tahoe area. The traffic study assumes 
that 20 percent of the project units would be occupied by full-time, permanent residents, and 
this percentage is higher than the actual full-time percentages in similar projects such Old 
Greenwood and Martis Camp. Even an established subdivision like Tahoe Donner, which is 
closer to services than is the proposed project, had about 29 percent of its home utilized full-
time when it was surveyed in 2003. 

This part-time, full-time split does not mean that the units are not occupied much of the year, 
rather, the trip generation rates are different on a daily and seasonal basis. As explained in 
Master Response 5 in the Final EIR, the traffic study assumes that 20 percent of the single-
family homes and townhomes are represented by the full-time occupancy trip rates, and that 
80 percent of those residential units are represented by the second home trip rates. The ITE 
manual provides different trip generation rates depending on whether the dwelling unit is a 
full-time occupancy home, or a second home because permanent residents make trips that 
part-time residents do not, such as taking children to school. See Master Response 5 in the 
Final EIR regarding the comparison of the project’s trip generation rate estimate from the 
MVWSP study to actual rates obtained from Tahoe Donner in 2003 as part of the Truckee 
General Plan Update. The trip rates used in the MVWSP study yielded 50 percent more daily 
and peak traffic than the Tahoe Donner trip rates.  

PF20-8 The comment states that additional segments of SR 28 and SR 89 should have been 
analyzed. See response to comment IO18-13 in the Final EIR. The traffic analysis for the EIR 
focused on the roadways that were likely to be the most affected by project traffic (i.e., SR 
267, I-80 and SR 28 closest to SR 267). Although a small portion of project traffic is 
expected to use SR 28 near Tahoe City and SR 89, the incremental increase in traffic due to 
the project would not be substantial. Although the comment suggests disagreement with the 
study approach, response to comment IO18-13 addresses the methodology and evidence for 
in support of the determination of the study area.  

The Draft EIR identifies thresholds that are used to determine whether an impact is 
significant. If the proposed project would exceed the threshold (e.g., increase the v/c ration 
by more than 0.05), then the impact is considered significant. Approaching a threshold is not 
a significant impact. For a discussion of part-time versus full-time occupancy, please see 
Response to Comment PF 20-7. 

PF20-9  The comment emphasizes the importance of VMT as a metric by which to assess project 
impacts. The comment is acknowledged. Although VMT may eventually be the sole metric by 
which to assess project impacts, Level of Service is still the primary metric uses in 
transportation studies in Placer County. VMT information regarding the project was provided 
in the Final EIR. 
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PF20-10  The comment states that VMT should be evaluated on a cumulative basis and should include 
other projects such as the Village at Squaw Valley. Please refer to responses to comments 
PF29-21 through PF29-24, PF29-29, and PF38-9. 

The comment also states that the potential VMT impacts need to be based on 100 percent 
full occupancy of the residential units. See Master Response 5 in the Final EIR. The Draft EIR 
transportation study assumed the project would have 20 percent full-time residences, which 
is substantially higher than the percentage of other similar projects in the area. Data 
obtained on the Tahoe Donner subdivision (see response to PF29-21) indicate that the Draft 
EIR traffic study’s estimate of daily and peak hour traffic generation is approximately 50 
percent higher than the rates of Tahoe Donner. 

PF20-11 The comment states that the Draft EIR traffic analysis should have used the peak period 
traffic flow and not the 30th highest hour. The term peak period traffic flow does not mean 
the absolute highest hour of traffic flow of the entire year. The use of the 30th highest hour of 
traffic over the entire year represents a high level of traffic, usually much higher than is 
experienced on a typical Friday or Sunday, and more representative of nearly the worst Friday 
or Sunday throughout the entire year. 

PF20-12 The comment states that the historical traffic count summary provided in the EIR only goes 
back to 2009, which is during the great recession. For information purposes, the following is 
a graph that demonstrates the amount of traffic increase projected to occur on SR 267 
adjacent to the proposed project under Cumulative No Project Conditions. As shown, the 
average daily traffic on SR 267 during the peak month was about 12,500 in 2014 (Caltrans 
Traffic Counts). The Cumulative (Year 2034) No Project Traffic volumes derived from the 
Town of Truckee traffic model indicate an increase in summer peak day traffic volume to 
almost 20,000 vehicles per day and in winter peak day to over 22,000 vehicles per day. This 
represents an increase in traffic volumes in the range of 60 to 75 percent, which is higher 
than the trend in traffic growth on SR 267. This indicates that the traffic forecasts are 
conservative as compared to traffic growth trends. 
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The comment also states that the Draft EIR cumulative traffic analysis should have assumed 
the Brockway Campground project. See Master Response 2 in the Final EIR regarding 
Brockway Campground 

PF20-13 The comment questions how transit will mitigate the traffic impacts. See Master Response 6 
in the Final EIR and response to comment PF29-30.  

PF20-14 The comment suggests that the Brockway Campground proposal is part of the MVWPSP, and 
cites concerns regarding utilities, growth inducement, and cumulative scenic impacts. The 
Brockway Campground Project is a proposal for which environmental review has not yet 
commenced, and which will be within the jurisdiction and decision-making authority of both 
TRPA and Placer County. The Draft EIR considers the campground in the cumulative analysis. 
Please see Master Response 2 of the Final EIR regarding the Brockway proposal. In addition, 
see Draft EIR Chapter 20 for evaluation of the project’s potential growth-inducing impacts. 

PF20-15 The comment expresses concern regarding wildfire hazards and emergency evacuation on SR 
267. Traffic and roadway safety issues are evaluated in the EIR; see Draft EIR Chapter 10, 
“Transportation and Circulation,” as well as Final EIR Master Responses 5, 6, and 9, which 
address trip generation, vehicle miles traveled, and emergency evacuation. Wildfire hazards 
are addressed in Chapter 18 of the Draft EIR as well as in Master Response 9 in the Final EIR. 

The Draft EIR includes a qualitative analysis of effects of the MVWPSP on emergency 
evacuation, and concludes that the MVWPSP would have a less-than-significant impact on 
emergency response and evacuation plans (Impact 18-3). Also see response to comment 
PF13-8.  

Regarding the contribution of traffic on SR 267 from other communities, the analysis is 
based on a peak summer day under both existing and cumulative conditions. Therefore, 
traffic from other projects is included in the baseline. The analysis is conservative, because it 
assumes 100 percent occupancy, which would occur seldom, if at all. Note that in an 
evacuation, traffic from these other areas would have access to routes other than SR 267. 
For example, Northstar has an emergency access route through Martis Camp, so evacuees 
from Northstar would not necessarily use SR 267. 

PF20-16 The comment raises concerns regarding the project’s individual and cumulative water supply 
impacts. Please see Chapter 16 of the Draft EIR and Master Response 8 in the Final EIR, 
which address concerns regarding water supply, ongoing drought, and climate change. The 
comment also refers to wildfire hazards; please see response to comment PF20-15, above. 

PF20-17 The comment disagrees that TRPA regulations do not apply to the project, and raises 
concerns regarding scenic impacts within the Lake Tahoe Basin. Please see response to 
comment IO18-7 in the Final EIR. As explained in the Final EIR, the proposed project is 
outside of the Basin, so not subject to TRPA regulations. Nonetheless, Placer County has 
coordinated with, among other agencies, TRPA and TMPO. 

As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR analyzes scenic effects of the project, and the project 
contribution to cumulative changes in views and visual quality in Impacts 9-6 through 9-9. 
The impacts identify cumulative projects in the same viewsheds as the proposed MVWPSP 
and describe how those projects would alter views. The EIR discusses how the MVWPSP 
would contribute to the alteration of views in the cumulative context. This analytical narrative 
provides adequate evaluation of the project contribution to cumulative effects. 
Photosimulations are used in the analysis to illustrate visual changes from existing 
conditions. See Master Response 4 in the Final EIR, which addresses the visual resource 
assessment methodology and viewpoints in the Tahoe Basin.  
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PF20-18 The comment raises concern about tree removal on and off the project site and the potential 
for screening views of the proposed development. Please see Master Response 4 in the Final 
EIR, which explains the following:  

Models of structures that could result from the MVWPSP were prepared based on the 
conceptual site plan. Buildings were modeled at the maximum allowable height and 
each building was placed on the highest point within the building footprint, rather 
than at the average elevation within the building footprint, which is how Placer 
County measures maximum height. Buildings were displayed in a dark earth-toned 
color, consistent with the color requirements for buildings in the MVWPSP 
development standards. Other development standards and design guidelines that 
would require buildings to be sited to minimize visibility, maintain rocks outcroppings 
and other natural features, and provide vegetative screening were not reflected in 
the simulation. Because these additional development standards and design 
guidelines would reduce the visibility of structures, the simulation presents a 
conservative representation of the project’s visual impacts. 

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze cumulative impacts on 
nighttime views. See responses to comments IO41-19 through IO41-28 in the Final EIR. 

PF20-19 The comment expresses concern regarding night lighting and night views from the Lake 
Tahoe Basin. Chapter 9 of the Draft EIR addresses these issues. See also Master Response 
4 of the Final EIR. As discussed therein, the Draft EIR used a systematic multi-step process to 
evaluate the visibility of the project site from surrounding areas within and outside of the 
Tahoe Basin. The methodology assessed the site’s visibility through 1) a topographic 
modeling analysis, 2) site visits to viewpoints, and 3) the preparation of visual profiles. This 
effort identified a series of key observation points, or viewpoints that had the greatest 
potential to be adversely affected by the project. 

Visual simulations were prepared to assist the evaluation of visual impacts from each of 
these key observation points. The simulations were based on the project and project 
development boundaries as proposed in the current Specific Plan and conservatively 
represented the tree removal, building height, and light sources that could result from the 
project. Thus, the visual assessment methodology used for the Draft EIR is rigorous, state-of-
the-art, and provided an appropriate basis for the visual assessment. 

With regard to cumulative impacts to nighttime views, please see responses to comments 
IO41-26 and IO41-27. 

The Draft and Final EIRs provide evidence that the effect on views from the Tahoe Rim Trail 
would not be significant, either from the portions of the trail closest to the site (see above), or 
those points on the trail from which the project site is visible in the distance (see response to 
comment IO18-52, including Exhibits F3-9 through F3-12 of the Final EIR).  

The comment raises concerns regarding headlights. Please see response to comment IO18-
69 in the Final EIR. 

PF20-20 The comment expresses disagreement with the EIR’s conclusions in a variety of areas, 
suggesting in some instances that impacts would be significant, requiring mitigation. The 
comment suggests that the EIR does not provide mitigation for impacts that are determined 
to have no impact or a less-than-significant impact. However, the footnote related to this 
comment quotes text in the Final EIR discussing mitigation related to impacts identified as 
significant for which mitigation is included in the Draft EIR. As explained in the State CEQA 
Guidelines (section 15126.4(a)(3), mitigation measures are not required for effects which 
are not found to be significant. As presented throughout the Draft and Final EIR analyses, 
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substantial evidence has been provided to support impact conclusions, all feasible mitigation 
has been presented to mitigated significant impacts, and where an impact cannot be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level, it has been disclosed and identified as significant 
and unavoidable.  

PF20-21 The comment opposes the project as wasteful, citing additional energy use and traffic that 
would cause additional GHG emissions. These issues were evaluated in the Draft and Final 
EIR; see Chapter 12 of the Draft EIR and Master Response 7 of the Final EIR. Comments 
regarding opposition to or preferences for the project will be included in information 
forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration.  

PF20-22 The comment asserts that the EIR should be recirculated. See Master Response 1 in the 
Final EIR. In addition, no information has been received since publication of the Final EIR 
that would require recirculation.  
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RMM 
REMY MOOSE 

June 6, 2016 

VIAE-MAlL 

Chair Richard Roccucci and 
Members of the Placer County Planning Commission 
c/o Kathi Heckett, Senior Board/Commission Clerk 
Placer County CDRA 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn CA 95603 

MANLEY 
L(.l' 

Whftman F. Manley 
wrnanley(g)(rr'lmenvirolaw.corn 

Re: Mat.1is Valley West Specific P lan - Workforce Housing 

Dear Commissioners: 

This letter is submitted on behalf of MVWP Development LLC, the project applicant. 

We wisl1 to thank County staff and consultants for the hard work, good faith, and 
professionalism they have exhibited throughout this process. Sometimes we have agreed with 
staff's recommendations. Sometimes we have not We have always understood and respected 
staff's position, even when we disagree, That is alJ an applicant can hope for. 

We are writing concerning one area of potential disagreement. This potential 
disagreement concems tbe manner in which the project will comply with County General Plan 
Housing Element Policy C-2, which states: 

The Connty sballtequ.ire new development iu the Sierra Nevada and Lake Tahoe 
areas to mitigate potential impacts to employee housing by housing 50 percent of 
the full-time equivalent employees (FTEE) generated by the development. lf the 
project is an expansion of an existing use, the requirement shall only apply to that 
portion of the project that is expanded (e.g., the physical footprint oftbe project or 
an intensification of the usc). 

Employee housing shall be provided for in one of the following ways: 

Construction of on-site employee housing; 
Construction of off-site employee housing; 
Dedication of land for needed units; and/or 
Payment of an in-lieu fcc. 

:.!:.~Capi tol Mall, Stllte 800 SacramerHo CA 95814 I Phone: (9161443·2745 l Fax: (9 16)'143·9017 I www.rmmenworaw.C<~m 
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County staff and the applicant have had extensive discussions regarding how to apply tb.is 
policy to the project. There bas never been any dispute whether the policy applies, and we have 
always recognized that the project must include a workforce housing component that complies 
with this policy. The issue has instead been how to apply this policy. 

The staff report (pages 41-44) provides a fait and accurate summary of.the discussions 
that have oeeuned between staff and the applicant concerning tllis issue. Those discussions have PF21- 1 

culminated in "Exhibit D" to the draft Development Agreement, which sets forth the project's cont. 

workforce housing obligations. Exhibit D provides two options: 

"Option J" requires constructing 21 workforce housing units on the site, 

"Option 2" requires payment of an in-lieu fee of $2.45 nllllion. This amount has been 
negotiated based on the mix of proposed uses included in the Specific r lan, and the 
extent to which those uses have the potential to generate full -ti me-equivalent ("FTE") 
employees. 

The applicant will comply with this requitemcnt VLa Option 2-payment of an in lieu fee. 
'rhe applicant wlll not pursue Option 1. We want to be very clear about tb.is, so tbatin the future 
the County does not take the position that we must pursue an option that is not, in fact, feasible. 

We recognize that there is interest in ensuring the construction of workforce housing. 
We support those efforts. TI1e fact remains, however, tl1at this project is not the appropriate 
location for workforce housing. The site is not close to existing, urban setviees. Residents 
would be unable to access s uch setvices ou foot or bicycle. The site is not adjacent to an 
existing, higher density neighborhood, and therefore would lack the "fed" of a community. 

lndeed, the statlrcport notes that the County rejected the proposal to dedicate land 
another option for satisfying Housing Element policy - because the site would be unlikely to 
score well for purposes of obtaining subsidized financing for eonstluction. (Staff Report, p. 43.) PF2o-2 

The site fares no better if the applicant constructs the units. The same problems remain 
regardless of whether the site is developed by the County or the applicant. 

1l1e County's recent experience heats out these facts. As the County is aware, the 
"Sawmill Heights" employee housing project has encountered financial and operational 
difficulties since its couslluction. lf anything, Sawmill Heights is a better location than the 
project site for workforce housing. Yet, Sawmill Heights has struggled. Building a smaller 
complex a( a more remote location, as would occur under Option I, would fare worse. 

The "in-lieu fee required nnder Option 2 is a far greater anwuut than is shpported by 
c.omparative analysis. The fee is based on an assessment of$117,000 per each requil'cd work
force unit (21 units x $117,000 = $2.45 million). In comparison, in March 2016, tbe Town of 
Truckee updated its in-lieu fee program, increasing its fcc to $79,680 per tmil. (Town of 

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 800 Sacramento CA 958 14 I Phone: (9 16) 443·2745 I Faxr (916) 443-9017 I www.rmmenVirolaw.com 
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PFlO·l 

Truc~ee, Town Co.un~il R~soluti.on No. 2016-.1 0.) The. applicant is therefore paying a substantial cont. 

premiUm over the m-lieu lees patd elsewhere m the I'C&iOn. 

In addit1on, the fee is based on an estimate of the number ofFTE employees assuming 
the project is n11ly bu.ilt out with a mix oftmil types and uses that generates the maximllm 
possible munber of employees. Given the natlU'e oftbe project, we believe it is unlikely that the PFl0-3 

max.imum number of t:mployees will in fact be genera tad, Nonetheless, lor purposes of 
calculating the in-lieu lee, we accept these calculations. 

Above and beyond payment of fbis fee, the applicant has agreed to contribute an 
additional $125,000 towards regional employee housing initiatives. This moucy will help the 
County work with the 'fown ofTruckee and other agencies in the region to enhance the supply of 
affordable housing fur employees. 

We appreciate the opportunity to share our perspective. 

Attachment: Towu of Truckee, Town Council Resolution No. 2016-10 (March 8, 2016) 

.!>55 Cap1 tol Mall, Swe 800 Sac(amento CA 95814 1 fnone: (9l b1 443·l74S 1 Fa~ \916) 443·90 11 1 www.rmmenwotaw.corn 
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TOWN OF TRUCKEE 
California 

Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee Update 
Attachment #1 
Draft Resolution 

RESOLUTION NO. 2016-10 

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF TRUCKEE 
APPROVING AN UPDATED AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN~LIEU FEE BASED ON THE 

APPROVED GUIDELINES AND PROCEDURES FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF 
THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN-LIEU FEE PROGRAM 

WHEREAS, the Town Council on May 3, 2007 ~dopted Ordinance No. 2007-05 
establishing inclusionary requirements for affordable housing on residential projects and on 
February 5, 2009 adopted Ordinance No. 2008-09 establishing requirements for affordable 
housing on non-residential projects , and 

WHEREAS, Ordinances No-. 2007-05 and No. 2008-09 include provisions for payment of 
fees in-lieu of constructing their required affordable housjng; and 

WHEREAS, Sections 18.214.040.E.4 and 18.216.040.F 4 of the Development Code 
state that the arnounls, calculation, and timing of payment of the affordable housing in-lieu fee 
shall be established by resolution ofthe Town Council; and 

WHEREAS, the Town Council on April 2, 2009 adopted Resolution No. 2009-13 to set 
the amount of the in-lieu fee and to establish auidellnes and procedures for the administration of 
the affordable housing In-lieu fee program; and 

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 2009-13, Exhibit A states that the Town Council may modify 
the fee by resolution based on .an annual review to determine if the fee should be Updated 
based on changes to land costs, construction cqsts, Town affordable housing goals, and other 
relevant factors; and 

WHEREAS, based on a review of the housing in-lieu fee program completed by Bay 
Area Economics on March 2, 2011 , 'it was determined by Town staff that the existing in-lieu fees 
should be modified by resolution to r~flect current market conditions;· and 

WHEREAS, the Town Council on September 1, 2011 adopted Resolution No. 2011-42 
to update the affordable housing in-lieu fee and administrative guidelines and procedures and to 
establish an annual process for updating the in-lieu fee described In Exhibit C of the Resolution; 
and 

WHEREA~, the Town Counc;il on September 11, 2012 adopted Resolution No. 2012-37 
to update the affordable housing in-lieu fee and administrative guidelines and procedures and 
updated the annual process for updating the in-lieu fee described in Exhibit C at the Resolution; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Town Council on October 22, 2013 found the existing tiousing in-lieu 
fee program completed by Bay Area Economics is no longer reflective of the Truckee market 
and directed staff to research !,lpdated methods and indices for the future updates of the 
affordable housing in-lieu fee; and 
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Council Resolution No. 21116-JO 
Page 1.qf(i 

WHEREAS, the Town Council on October 22, 2013 adopted Resolution No. 2013-.37 
continuing the housing in-lieu fee adopted in Resolution 2012-37 for an additional year; and 

WHEREAS, the Housing Advisory Work Group on February 12,2015 and Mard1S, 2015 
reviewed the draft affordable housing in-lieu fee program establishing an updated amount of the 
in-lieu fee and modifications to the admlnrsttative guidelines and procedures of the fee program 
and forwarded this draft program to the Town Council as the recommendation of the Work 
Group; and 

WHEREAS, the Town Council on March 26, 2015 adopted Resolution No 2015-13 
updating the affordable housing in-lieu fee calculation process in the administrative guidelines 
-and procedures based on local real estate data, county income limits, and a national 
construction cost index as: and 

WHEREAS, the Town Council directed staff to apply adopted affordable housing in-lieu 
fee calculation to determine the 2015 affordable houslng In-lieu fee; and 

WHEREAS, the Town Council finds the actions to establish an updated affordable 
housing in-lieu fee be exempt from further revlew under the California Environmental Quality Acl 
pUrsuant to Section 15061(b)(3} of the CEQA Guidelines; and 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Town Council of the Town of Truckee 
hereby adopts an Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and 
incorporated herein. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Counc[l hereby adopts the "Guidelines and 
Procedures for the Administration of the Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee Program" as set forth In 
Exhibit B. attached hereto and incorporated herein. 

The foregoing Resolution was ifltroduced by Council Member , 
seconded by Council Member , at a Regular Meeting of the Truckee 
Town Council, .held on the--· day of , 2016 and adopted by the 
following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

Joan deRyk Jones, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Judy Price, JVIMC, Town Clerk 
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Council Resolution N<l. 2016-lll 
l'age3 of6 

TOWN COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 2016~10 
EXHIBIT A 

Affordable Housing ln·L·ieu Fee 

(A) 
requited. 

The affordable housing ih-lieu fee shall be ~79,680 per affordable housing onil 

(B) Notwithstanding the fee established in Paragraph A. tt'e fn-lfeu ree for residential 
projects of six or less new units or lots shall be as set forth in Exhibit A 1 

(C) The fee is based on a methodology utilized In the Affordable Housing In-Lieu 
Calculations study prepared by Bay Area Economics which established the affordable housing 
in-lieu fee for 2012 and the baseline for futute Updates. This methodology calculated the funds 
that were be necessary to cover 100% of the gap or difference between the costs of developing 
a 16-unit low-income, rental project and a 16-unit moderate income, high density for-purchase 
project AND the revenue and return from the restricted rents and sales prices for those units, on 
a per unit basis. This methodology is based on current Town goals that 50% of the Town's 
affordable housing resources should be allocated to the construction of high density rental units 
affordable to low-income households and 50% should be allocated to the construction of high 
density for-purchase units affordable to moderate-income households. The process has been 
updated based on changes in the Truckee market slnce 2012 as indicated by the Engineering 
News Record's Construction Cosl lndex, the Truckee average median home prices provided by 
the Tahoe Sierra Board of Realtors, and the Nevada Collnty income limits. This methodology 
and the in~lieu fee may be modified as appropriate upon modifications to the Town's affordable 
housing goals. 

(D) The Town Council may modify the fee by resolution on or about March 1st of 
each year For the next year O.e., 2016), the Index-based in-lieu fee update process described 
In Exhibit "C" of Resolution 2015-12 shall be used for the annual updates. In 2017, a 
comprehensive update including a new economic and market study shoUld be completed to fully 
consider changes to land costs. construction costs, affordability rates, Town affordable housing 
goals, and other relevant factors unless Town Councll determines that this method is 
reasonable and accurate. If, at any time, the Council determines that there have been 
substantial changes to market conditions that would warrant a full economic study, the Council 
may direct staff to initiate a comprehensive study before the 2017 update_ If, for some reason, 
the comprehensive review cannot be completed in trme for the adoption of the 2017 affordable 
housing in-lieu fee, the Town Council may approve an extensi011 of the application of the index
based in,lieu fee update process outlined in Exhibit 
C" of Resolution 2015-12. 

(E) The administration fee for Town services provided in the assessment and 
collection of mitigation fees shall be $60.00 for each payment. The Town Council may modify 
the administration fee by resolution. 
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Council Resolution Mo, 2016-£0 
Page 4 of6 

TOWN COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 2016-10 
EXHI131T A1 

Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 
Residential Projects of Six or Less Units or Lots 

The affordable housing in-lieu fee for residential projects of six or less new units or vacant lots 
shall be based on a sliding scale as follows: 

Total # of New Sliding Sc;ale 
Units/Lots in-Lieu Fee Payment 

1 Exempt per below*"" 

2 $13,745''* 
3 ~23,665 

4 ~35,617 

5 $.49,601 

6 $.65,616 

*-••exemptions from Payment of lnclusionary Housing ln-lieu Fees: 

Exemptions by Ordfnance: Refer to Development Code Section 18.214.040.F for a complete 
list of exemptions from payment of inclusionary housing in-lieu fees, Including, but not limited 
to: 

The construction of one single-family dwellfng unit on an existing single-family lot. 
The construction of a secondary residential unit in accordance with Section 18.58.230. 
The construction of a single-family dwelling unit or duplex unit on <m existing multi-family 
lot in which the total number of dwelling units on the lot does not exceed two. If additional 
dWelling units are subsequently constructed on the lot, the single-family dwelling unit 
and/or duplex unit shall be included and ca.lculated towards the inclusionary requirements. 

2. Addition~! Exemptions for Residential Subdivisions: 
Underlying Parcel Exemption: The original, underlying/parent parcel proposed to be 
subdivided shall not be counted as a newly-created parcel for the purposes of calculating 
in-lieu fees .. 
• Example: A residential parcel is proposed to be subdivided Into four parcels. This 

would result In three newly-created parcels, and the applicant would pay a $23,011 
in~lieu fee. 

• One New Lot Exemption: The subdivision of one residential lot into a total of two 
residential lots (one new lot) shall be exempt from payment of incluslonary housing In-lieu 
fees. If etther of the- resultant parcels lS"S\Jbsequently subdivided further, the previously
created lot shall be included and calculated towards the inclusionary requirements for the 
new subdivision. 
• Example: In 2013 a residential parcel is subdivided into two parcels (Resultanl 

Parcels A & 8), therefore !he applicant is exempt from payment of in-lieu fees for the 
on~ newly-created Jot. In 2014 Resultant Parcel A is further subdivided lnto two 
parcels (Resultant Parcels A & C), therefore the applicant would pay an in-lieu fee of 
$13,745 for two newly-created parcels (2013's Resultant Parcel 8 and 2013's 
Resultant Parcel C). 
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Council Resolution No. 2016-10 
PageS ofG 

TOWN COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 2016-10 
EXHIBITB 

Guidelines and Procedures for the Administration of the 
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee Program 

Section 1. Purpose. The folloWing guidellhes and procedures have been developed 
to facilitate the implementation ofthe Town of Truckee Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee Program 
for small projects and for large projects when payment of In-lieu fees Is perrnilted under the 
Administrative Guidelines and Procedures for Affordable Housing. These guidelines and 
procedures are intended to provide direction to Town staff and the public regarding the detailed, 
procedures for implementing the fee program. The Community Development Director shall be 
the principal Town staff person designated with 1h~ responsibility of implementing these 
guidelines and procedures. 

Section 2. Eligibility. These guidelines and procedures shall be applicable to the 
payment of in-lieu fees on small projects for which the payment of the in-lieu fee is at the 
discretion of the developer; small projects are defined as residential projects with six or less new 
units or lots and non-residential projects that generate less than 20 full-time equivalent 
employees. For larger projects where the payment of the in-lieu fee is at the discretion of the 
review authority of the land use permit, these guidelines and procedures shall be applicable to 
the payment of a fractional in-lieu fee. If the review authority approves the payment of the in
lieu fee for a large project, ttlese guidelines and procedures shall be applicable except as 
modified by the .act(on of the review authority 

Section 3. Fee. The amount of the fee shall be established by this Council 
resolution unless a subsequent resolution is adopted to supersede this· resolution. 

Section 4. Assessment of Fees. The Community Development Director shan 
assess the affordable housing in-lieu fee as follows~ 

A The amount of the in-lieu fee shall be calculated based on the number or 
fraction of affordable housing units require~ for the project, as determined by the review 
authority for the land use permit. multiplied by the fn~Heu fee per required affordable housln!l 
unit. 

B. The amount of the in-lieu fee shall be calculated based upon the fee 
schedule in effect at the time of building permit application or at the time that Town staff 
determines the tentative map application fo be complete for processing for residential 
subdivisions with vacant lots. For residential subdivisions with vacant lot~, if the in-lieu fee ln 
effect at the time of parcel or final map application Is lower lhan the fee set forth in the 
conditions of approval of the tentallve map, the applicant shall pay the lower amount. 

C For projects approved prior to the April 2, 2009 adoption of Council 
Resolution 2009-13 which established guidelines and procedures and which included a 
condition addressing the payment of an in-lieu fee, the fee shall be assessed as set forth in the 
condition of approval of the land use permit 

D EXcept for payment of a fractional in-lieu fee, the Community 
Development Director may proportion the amount of the In-lieu fee charged to each building 
permit for projects with two or more building permits. For projects with a tractional in-lieu fee, 
the fee shall be paid at the time of the first building permit. 
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Council Resolution No. 2016·10 
l>agt 6 uf6 

Section 5. Payment, Collection, and Refund o'fFees. 
A. The Community Developmeot Director shall collect the In-lieu fee ln the. 

same manner as Town impact or mitigation fees and building permit fees in accordance with 
Town policies and procedures except as modified or arartfled fn these guidelines and 
procedures. 

B. The applicant shall pay the in-lieu fee prior to or at the time of issuance of 
a building permit or recordation of the parcel or final map, whichever occurs first, unless the 
review autnorlty approves an alternate fee payment schedule in accordance with the Affordable 
Housing Administrative Guidelines and Procedures. The applicant may .pay the fee by cash, 
personal or business check, cashier's check, money order, certified check, or credit card 
payment. 

C. The Community Development DJrector may approve a deferral of the fee 
payment until occupancy of the structure or parcel if the required fee is less than $35,000 and 
the applicant enters into a recorded agreement with the Town to pay the fee. An application iee 
may be required for the consideration and processing of the deferral. 

D If the in-lieu fee is paid' and the building permit eXPires or is canceled or 
voided, or the land use permit which 1riggers the application of the fee fails to vest within the 
terms of the land use permit, the Community Development Director may, upon written request of 
the developer, order return of the fee (or portion thereof) if work on the project has not 
progressed to a point thai would permit commencement of a new, changed, or expanded use 
for which a fee would be payable. 

Section 6. Appeals. The project proponent may appeal the fee assessment to the 
Town Council prior to issuance of the building permit, Appeals will be consioered in a public 
hearing With notice provided to the project proponent and any other parties requesting notice. A 
building permit will not be issued until all fee disputes are resolved. 

Section 7. Use of Fees. 
A. The Town Council shall use and distribUte all fees collected to support 

Town of Truckee affordable housing programs in the Truckee region. 
B. Ali fees collected under the Affordable Housing In-Lieu fee Program shall 

be deposited into an account separate from other Town funds or accounts. Any interest earned 
by such account shall be deposited into that account. 
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Town of Truckee 
2015·2016 A!ford•ble Housing ln·llou Feo Calculation·, Sheet 1 of 2 
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Town of Truckee 
2015/2016 Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee Calculation, Sheet 2 of 2 

lnclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee Sliding Scale 

Housing In-Lieu Fee, as determined on Sheet 1: $79,680 

Table #1: 
Standard in-lieu fee requirement; all projects oav for 15% of the new dwelling units/lots created: 

Total # 
Standard Slldlhg 

of New 
% of in- Scale Standard In-Lieu Fee 

Units/Lots 
Lieu Fee Factor = ln-fleu Fee Payment 

Rea'd None 
1 15% 100% $79,680 $11 ,952 
2 30% 100% $79,680 $23,904 
3 45% 100% $79,680 $35,856 
4 60% 100% $79,680 $47,808 
5 75% 100% $79,680 $59,760 
6 90% 100% $79,680 $71,712 
7 105% 100% $79,680 $83,664 

Table #2: 
• ..... Applied to Draft Council Resolution, Exhibit A1 ........ 
8 5% sliding scale applied with the smallest projects paying 49% of their share of the standard fee: . 

Total # 
Standard Sliding 

of New 
% of In- Scale Standard In-Lieu Fee 
Lieu Fee Factor = In-lieu Fee Payment 

Unite/Lots 
Rea'd 8.5% 

1 15% 49.0% $79,680 $5,856 
2 30% 57.5% $79,680 $13,745 
3 45% 66.0% $79.680 $23,665 
4 60% 74.5% $79,680 $35,617 
5 75% 83.0% $79,680 $49,601 
6 90% 915% $79,680 $65,616 
7 105% 100.0% $79,680 $83,664 
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PF21 
Whitman F. Manley, Remy, Moose, Manley 
June 6, 2016 

 

PF21-1 The comment, submitted on behalf of the project applicant, addresses the manner in which 
the MVWPSP Project would comply with the County General Plan Housing Element Policy C-2. 
The comment states that Exhibit D of the draft Development Agreement provides two options 
for complying with workforce housing obligations, and that the application plans to comply 
with the requirements via Option 2 – payment of an in-lieu fee. The applicant will not pursue 
Option 1 (construction of 21 workforce housing units on the site), but rather will pay an in-
lieu fee per Option 2. 

PF21-2 The comment states that the applicant supports the construction of workforce housing, but 
that the project site is not the appropriate location for workforce housing. The comment 
points to a County staff report that rejected the proposal to dedicate land (another option for 
satisfying the Housing Element policy) because the project site would be unlikely to score 
well for purposes of obtaining subsidized financing for construction. The comment also 
points to the struggles of the Sawmill Heights workforce housing. The in-lieu fee for the 
MVWPSP Project is based on an assessment of $117,000 per workforce housing unit (21 
units x $117,000= $2.45 million), which is greater than elsewhere in the region; the Town of 
Truckee in-lieu program increased to $79,680 per unit in March 2016. 

PF21-3 The comment states that the fee described in PF21-2 assumes that the MVWPSP is fully 
built-out and generates the maximum number of employees, which may be unlikely. 
However, the in-lieu fee would still be provided for 21 units. Furthermore, the applicant has 
agreed to contribute an additional $125,000 to regional employee housing initiatives to 
support the enhancement of affordable employee housing in the region. 
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PF22 
George A. Binney 
June 6, 2016 

 
PF22-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to ridgelines and 

traffic. These issues are evaluated in the EIR. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 
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Subjed: 
Date: 
Attathments: 

st~cv'llllyd:~ 

K~thi Heckert 
Fr~n Ruoor: SvdMyCoatswO'th· 5'-.R~nM Enslow· Ku-t Krieg(kJ<rieg@moU"It~insideoartners.ccm) · "AdrienM 
Gr~ham" (~lgr~ham@sure~~~.~st.netl- EJ Iv~ldi · P~ul Thcmpscn· K~rin Sd-lwab 
FuV: M~rtis V~lley West Project 
Mcnday, JU"Ie 6, 2016 2:24:37 PM 
.im~ae003.pn:::~ 

More correspondence. 

Thanks! 

S. 

*********************************************** 
Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CD RA 1 Planning Services Division 1 Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
(530) 581-6288- direct 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

COUNTY ~ 
OF ~ ~ 

~Placer· -----
From: Tim Ferrell [mailto:fe-rell@ftx:ivil.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 2:22PM 
To: Stacy Wydra 
Subject: FW: Martis Valley West Projact 

Stacy, 

In regard to the new development in North star I whole heartily feel that the traffic study needs to be 

modified showing the effects of every existing community (North Lake Tahoe, Martis Camp, 

Lahontan, Sierra Meadows .. etc ... ), ski traffic, camp ground traffic will have on highway 267. In 

addition this traffic study sh ou I d also contain provisions for slippery roads and harsh weather. 

Currently I cannot drive to Truckee in the winter months bee au seth e high way is ba eked up several 

miles every single day due to traffic from the Northstar community. If you add more homes and a 

large campground this will further over burden an important highway all owing safe exit from the 

Tahoe Basin. 

If you are going to allow this I arge development then High way 267 should be in creased in width 

PF23-1 
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PF23 
Tim Ferrell 
June 6, 2016 

 

PF23-1 The comment expresses concerns related to traffic on SR 267 and that this road should be 
increased from two to four lanes if MVWPSP is approved. Traffic and roadway safety issues 
are evaluated in the EIR; see Draft EIR 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” as well as Final 
EIR Master Responses 5, 6, and 9, which address trip generation, vehicle miles traveled, and 
emergency evacuation. Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in 
information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 

 The comment also mentions the campground project, presumably the Brockway 
Campground, a proposal for which environmental review has not yet commenced, and which 
will be within the jurisdiction and decision-making authority of both TRPA and Placer County. 
The Draft EIR considers the campground in the cumulative analysis. Please see Master 
Response 2 of the Final EIR regarding the Brockway proposal.  
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To the Placer County Board of Supervisors and the Planning Commission. 

Re. Martis Valley West Project and campground 

In 1964, I made my first trip to the Tahoe Basin and spent my winters in Tahoe until 
1973. We became permanent residents [year round]in Truckee, Calif. in 1973 .In the 
early 1970's, traffic congestion was not considered an issue on route 267. As PF24-1 

Northstar began developing, tratllc soon often went into a gridlod< situation. During 
the winter, most locals stay home during the week-ends. If there is an accident, you 
could he sitting hours in your car. Often, it takes 2 hours to get to Truckee from 
Northstar due to Traffic Congestion Ia normal15 minute drive]. Please cnnsider 
what benefits Martis Valley West will have for the general public. 

There is a 7 ex} ~:rade entering Watson Road. Also, there is at least a 9 to 11% grade 
in the area on route 267. There is also a blind corner that makes it extremely 
difficult to cross the highway to head back tq Truckee or t(l make a right turn 
towards Kingsbeach. If development occurs off of Watson Road, the entire route 267 
would have to be changed. Cal-Trans should not be responsible for doubling the 
width oftl1e road and figuring how to deal with egress /ingress from Watson Rd. 
onto route 267. The DEVELOPER is making the profit from Martis Valley West and 
tbe TAX PAYERWlLL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ROAD BUILDING AND MAlNTANENCE. 
l spoke to Cal-Trans representatives and they noted these issues have been PF24•2 
addressed before and totally ignored. Already, route 267 is in a failure mode---n ote 
LOSL In the event of a forest fire, large earthquake, or other natural disaster, there 
will he no evacuation route available. One accident shuts the road down for hours 
now! What are we thinking???? In our large winters, Emergency vehicles du not 
have room to pass on the shoulders with cars running out of gas and blocking the 
sides of the road. 

Consider all tile new development with the Joerger project, the Highlands, etc. in 
evaluating Martis Valley West. They areal! off of route 267. 

Place County ne.cds to have a RIDGELINE policy in place to protect the beauty ofthe I 
Tahoe Basin. It is always a pleasure to visit parts of Colorado and many other states PF24_3 
and not have to view homes along ridges. It is surprising that Placer County has not 
already in-acted a ridgeline pollcy. Many problems would be solved for all parties 
involved with an ENFORCABLE RIDGELINE POLICY. 

Reading the E!R, it appears that residential C~ssumption is based on 20% full time 
residents. Have you considered all the rental homes and units that will be occupied 
much of the time and this wlll be occurring year around? The report for vehicle PF24-4 

analysis wquld therefore not be addressed adequately. The impacts to the air 
quality will be greatly affected by all the construction and timber harvest ---all will 
have a cumulative affect on the environment. What type of analysis of Construction 
related Impacts has been cvmpleted or even studied? 

Water quantity, quality and all the construction and future resident usage affects on 
locdl streams and hydrology reports do not seem to be addressed in the EIR. With 
the huge campground project next to the housing project, these issues must be PF24,5 

addressed. Water is needed for fighting wildfires; where will it come from in an 
emergency. 

Please consider a denial of th.is project. 

Sincerely, 
Ellen M. Hyatt 
11330 Slcyline Ct. 
Truckee, Calif. 96161 
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PF24 
Ellen M. Hyatt 
June 6, 2016 

 

PF24-1 The comment expresses concerns related to traffic on SR 267. Traffic and roadway safety 
issues are evaluated in the EIR; see Draft EIR 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” as well as 
Final EIR Master Responses 5, 6, and 9, which address trip generation, vehicle miles 
traveled, and emergency evacuation. Comments regarding preferences for the project will be 
included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its 
consideration. 

PF24-2 The comment expresses concerns regarding roadway grades and site lines on SR 267 and 
Watson Road. The comment also expresses concerns regarding emergency evacuation and 
evaluation of cumulative projects in the area that are accessed from SR 267. Traffic and 
roadway safety issues are evaluated in the EIR; see Draft EIR 10, “Transportation and 
Circulation,” as well as Final EIR Master Responses 5, 6, and 9, which address trip 
generation, vehicle miles traveled, and emergency evacuation. In terms of cumulative traffic 
impacts (Draft EIR Impacts 10-8 through 10-13), projects in the MVWPSP vicinity that have 
the possibility of interacting with the MVWPSP to generate a cumulative impact were 
considered and are listed in Draft EIR Table 4.2. The projects considered in the EIRs 
cumulative impact analyses included Joerger Ranch and Northstar Highlands. 

The MVWP would not use Mount Watson Road (Fibreboard Freeway) for project access. 
Rather, a new connection to SR 267 would be constructed approximately 1.3 miles north of 
Brockway Summit and would have a grade of approximately 6.5 percent. Please see 
Response to Comment PF27-29 for a description of the access intersection. In addition, an 
all-season emergency vehicle access would be provided through the MVWP area. Fibreboard 
Freeway, which is closed during the winter, could be used as a secondary emergency access 
if needed, but would not provide full access the MVWPSP.  

 As discussed in Response to Comment PF13-8 (Item 3), a combination of Caltrans funds and 
County fee revenue would fund improvements on SR 267. The proposed project would pay 
the County traffic fee that would be used to fund SR 267 improvements. 

PF24-3 The comment suggests that Placer County should adopt an enforceable ridgeline policy. The 
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s 
opinions regarding the project and ridgeline protections into consideration.  

PF24-4 The comment questions the Draft EIR traffic study assumption that 20 percent of the 
project’s residential dwelling units would be occupied by full-time residents and 80 percent 
would be part-time or second homes. These concerns were addressed in Master Response 5 
in Section 3.1.5 of the Final EIR.  

 The comment also raises concerns about evaluation of air quality effects and construction-
related effects. As stated in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, the potentially significant 
environmental effects of all phases of the MVWPSP, including construction and operation, 
are evaluated in Chapters 5 through 18 (consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2). Specifically, air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts are evaluated in 
Chapters 11 and 12 of the Draft EIR and the GHG analysis is further discussed in Master 
Response 7 of the Final EIR. 
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PF24-5 The comment raises concerns regarding water supply, water quality, and hydrology impacts. 
Please see Chapter 15, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and Chapter 16, “Utilities,” of the 
Draft EIR, which evaluate these resources. 

 The comment also mentions the campground project, presumably the Brockway 
Campground, a proposal for which environmental review has not yet commenced, and which 
will be within the jurisdiction and decision-making authority of both TRPA and Placer County. 
The Draft EIR considers the campground in the cumulative analysis. Please see Master 
Response 2 of the Final EIR regarding the Brockway proposal. 

The comment recommends denial of the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 
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PF25 
Laura Lambert 
June 6, 2016 

 

PF25-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project as it is currently proposed. Comments 
regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. Issues related to direct and induced 
growth and environmental impacts are evaluated in the EIR.  
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Kathi Heckert 

From: Stacy Wydra 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, June 07, 2016 4:33 PM 
Kathi Heckert 

Subject: FW: North Lake Tahoe Proposed Rfdgeline Development 

Stac y Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Plac-er 
CORA 1 Planning Services Division 1 Ta hoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City. CA 96145 
1530) 581-6288 - direct 

Please consider the environmen l before printing this e-mail 

ll)(I'JT\ ~ 
•II =-=- ~ 

-"Placer ---
From: jim sajdak [mailto:flrn@cs3.us] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 10:27 PM 
To: Stacy Wydra 
Subject: FW: North Lake Tahoe Proposed Rldgeline Development 

I am sending this email as a full time resident of North Lake Tahoe who is very concerned with the proposed ridgeline 

development in the Martis area, Also as a long and full time resident I am very concerned and would like to state that 
the homeowners of North Lake Tahoe and the Eastern portion of Placer County have no voice or representation. Living 
in one of the most beautiful and irreplaceable places in the country is a major concern with the direction being taken by 
Placer County. There are no Placer County Board members that live in the North Shore area of Lake Tahoe. While 
Jennifer· Montgomery liVes on Donner Summit she is not a resident of North Lake Tahoe. Even if Jennifer Montgomery 
listened and voted in the direction of the majority of the North Shore residents she would be out voted by the other four 
board members who l ive in Western Placer County; 60 miles away. There is a completely different life style, community 

and community needs between North Lake Tahoe and Western Placet County. As noted we as full time residents have 

no voice. 

To get a accurate sense for what the local residents of the North Shore would approve I suggest a vote. By a vote there is 
no pressure f rom the developer, who is for the project from a financial interest, or the Placer CEO who is trying to push a 

project through without community approval. 

1 

PF26-1 

410



 

PF26 
Jim Sajdak 
June 6, 2016 

 

PF26-1 The comment expresses that a majority residents of the North Shore of Lake Tahoe oppose 
the project as it is currently proposed and that Placer County should take a vote on the 
project. Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in information 
forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. The comment 
raises concern about ridgelines. Please see response to comment IO51-46 in the Final EIR. 
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Kathi Heckert 

From: Stacy Wydra 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, June 07, 2016 4:33 PM 
Kathi Heckert 

Subject: FW: Martis Valley West Project 

Stzt.ey WydrCM 

Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CORA I Planning Services Division I Tahoe 
77 5 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
(530) 581-6288 - direct 

Please consider lhe environment before printing this e-mail 

From: Jmtornese@aol.com [mailto:Jmtornese@aol.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 8:12 PM 
To: Stacy Wydra 
Cc: ann@annnichols.com; jgtahoe@sbcglobal.net 
Subject: Martis Valley West Project 

Dear Placer Planning Commission, 

My husband and I cannot attend the meeting of the Placer County Planning Commission this Thursday, June 9 at 
Granlibakken, to determine the fate of the Martis Valley West project. 

We are quite concerned about this project and want to emphasize our strong opposition to the current 
proposal. The fate of Tahoe and it's iconic ridgelines are at stake and Placer's decision could degrade the beauty PF27-1 
of the Tahoe area FOREVER! 

The County has ignored the project's significant and unavoidable environmental traffic, GHG and scenic impacts 
and are forging ahead recommending approval. Also, saving 6,000 acres in Truckee isn't worth losing our ability 
to evacuate safely in case of a fire and the general traffic gridlock In tahoe and Truckee. The adjacent Brockway 
Campground (550 sites) isn't even considered in the analysis. You cannot dismiss the negative environmental 
impacts. Approval of this project would be a GREAT INJUSTICE to the communities and environment of Lake 
Tahoe. 

We respectfully ask Placer Planning to deny the Martis Valley West Project. It is a terrible precedent for our 
area. Please stand up for Tahoe and do the right thing. 

1 
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PF27 
Judith Tornese and Jerry Winters 
June 6, 2016 

 

PF27-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to ridgelines and 
scenic impacts, GHGs, traffic and emergency evacuation. These issues are evaluated in the 
EIR. The EIR discloses the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts in Section 20.1 of 
the Draft EIR. As explained in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR, if a project would result in 
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts (i.e., significant effects that cannot be 
feasibly mitigated to less-than-significant levels), the project can still be approved, but the 
lead agency decision makers, in this case the Placer County Board of Supervisors, must 
prepare findings and issue a “statement of overriding considerations” explaining in writing 
the specific economic, social, or other considerations that they believe, based on substantial 
evidence, make those significant effects acceptable (PRC Section 21002; State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15093). 

The comment also mentions the campground project, the Brockway Campground, a proposal 
for which environmental review has not yet commenced, and which will be within the 
jurisdiction and decision-making authority of both TRPA and Placer County. The Draft EIR 
considers the campground in the cumulative analysis. Please see Master Response 2 of the 
Final EIR regarding the Brockway proposal. 

The comment recommends denial of the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 
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PF28 
Don and Pam Wright 
June 6, 2016 
 

PF28-1 The comment urges protection of ridgelines. The Placer County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and ridgeline 
protection into consideration.  
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mountain area preservation 

Paul Thompson, Interim Agency Director 
and Placer County Planning Commissioners 
c/o Planning Services Division 
3091 County Center Drive 

June 7, 2016 

Dear Mr. Thompson and Planning Commissioners: 

r 5 J J. l'l I ~ $ II t n. W I tl !J 1 

Attached please find our comment letter prepared by the firrn of Shute, Mihaly & 
Weinberger on the Final EnvironmentallmpactReport (EIR) for the Martis Valley 
West Parcel Project and Specific Plan. 

Both Mountain Area Preservation and Sierra Watch maintain a long-term 
commitment to lasting conservation and good planning in Martis Valley, North Lake 
Tahoe, and Eastern Placer County. We' ve worked for ov.er fifteen years with 
landowners, developers, and the County to ensure a responsible blueprint for the 
region. 

The Martis Valley West proposal and its EIR, however, represent the opposite of 
reasoned, collaborative planning. The proposal represents a unilateral attempt by the 
proponents to force irresponsible development on the region, and the E IR represents 
an attempt by its authors to evade basic state law. 

As made clear in the attached letter, the project would threaten the most fundamental 
values of North Tahoe and Martis Val ley - from the clarity of the lake to the stars in 
the night sky, from wildfire safety to traffic - the EIR fails to provide even the most 
basic assessment of impacts on some of the most important issues in the region. 

The development' s potential impact on the region and the EIR's failure to assess 
those impacts are compounded by a fatal flaw in the planning process: the attempt to 
segment development proposed for the Tahoe Basin portion of the prope11y - the 
attempt to treat the "Brockway Campground" portion of the development as separate 
and unrelated. This is classic piecemeal planning. 

This is unfortunate, not just because of the threat of currently proposed development 
but, also, because ofthe missed opportw1ity for responsible, collaborative planning. 
Mountain Area Preservation and Sierra Watch hammered out a simple v ision in 
collaboration with the project proponents, the "Martis Valley Opportunity 
Agreement", signed in 2013. 

IPF291 

PF29-1 
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That agreement called for a switch - and reduction - of land use designations from 
the eastern portion of the property to the west s ide, with a s imultaneous conservation 
easement for the east side. But the current proposal far outstrips what was agreed to in 
20 13, in both the total amount of development and the depth of entitlements. 

lt is our hope that the County can play its leadership role by reigning in this 
irresponsible proposal and declining to certify this illegal EIR. We urge you to 
recommend denial of the project and its E1R and, instead, encourage a plan more 
consistent with the collaborative vision of the 2013 Martis Valley Opportunity 
Agreement, with state law, and with the values of Eastern Placer County. 

Sincerely, 

Alexis Ollar, MS & GISP 
MAP Executive Director 
Alexis@mapf.org 
530.582.6751 

Tom Mooers 
Executive Director, Sierra Watch 
tmooers@sieJTawatcb.org 
530.265.2849 

PF29-1 
cont. 
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396 HAYES STREET, SAN FRANCI SCO, CA 94102 

T: (41 5) 552 -7272 F: (415} 552-5816 

www.smwlaw.com 

June 7, 2016 

Paul Thompson, Interim Agency Director 
and Placer County Planning Commissioners 
c/o Planning Services Division 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

AMY J. BRICKER 

Attorney 

bricker@smwlaw.com 

Re: Final EIR for the Martis Valley West Parcel Speci.fic Plan 

Dear Mr. Thompson and Planning Commissioners: 

On behalf of Sierra Watch and Mountain Area Preservation ("MAP"), we 
submit these comments regarding the Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") for 
the Martis VaJiey West Parcel Specific Plan ("MVWP" or "Project"). As with the Draft PF29_2 
Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR"), the FEIR is fundamentally inadequate under the 
California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq. 
("CEQA"). We hereby incorporate by reference our letter of December 18, 2015 on the 
DEIR, including al l attachments. ln that letter we described many substantive flaws in 
the DETR's analysis. As detailed below, the FETR fai ls to conect those deficiencies and 
cannot support approval of the Project. We therefore respectfully request that the 
Planning Commission recommend denial of the Project. 

Before explaining the numerous ways that the EIR fails to fulfill the 
County's legaJ obligations, we must first alert the Commission to the absw·dity of the 
public review process for environmental documents currently before the County. As the 
County is aware, there are currently on-going public planning processes for several major PF29-3 

development proposals in the region, including the Project, the Village at Squaw Valley 
Specific Plan, the Squaw/Alpine connected base-to-base gondola, and the Tahoe Basin 
Area Plan for Placer County. SieJTa Watch, MAP, and other community groups are 
actively engaged in the review of these pr~jects. 

Given the impmt of all these proposals, the people of the County deserve 
the opporttmity to review the environmental documents thoroughly and to understand the 
issues as fully as possible before the Planning Commission makes a recommendation and 
before the Board of Supervisors makes a decision. Just as importantly they deserve to be 
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Paul Thompson and 
Planning Commissioners 
June7, 2016 
Page 2 

represented by County officials possessed of as much information as is available before 
making extraord inarily important decisions that would have lasting impacts on the entire 
Tahoe region. Yet, the public and decision-makers were only given approximate ly one 
month to digest volumes of materials for this Pr~ject, while at the same. time reviewing 
documents and drafting comments for the other proposals. 

Indeed, on May 12, 2016, the North Tahoe Regional Advisory Council 
("NTRAC") voted to request that the Planning Conu11ission postpone their hearing on the 
Project for 30 days to allow adequate review of the FEIR, and to make the Planning 
Commission aware that there are serious concerns with the Project. Yet, it appears as if 
the Planning Commission is ignoring this request, as it has scheduled a hearing for June 
9, 20 16. We reiterate NTRAC's request and urge the Planning Commission to postpone 
the hearing on the Project for a minimum of 30 days to allow the public and decision
makers a thorough opportunity to review these important matters. 

Despite the cramped schedule, we have reviewed the FEIR and find that it, 
like the DEIR, fails to meet the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, 14 

PF29-3 

cont. 

California Code of Regulations section 15000 et seq. (the "Guidelines"). Most glaring ly, PF294 

the FEIR. improperly dismisses numerous conunents that the ElR' s "divide and conquer" 
strategy-the attempt to divide the property into two projects within and outside of the 
Tahoe Basin- on the West Parcel constitutes unlawful piecemealing under CEQA. The 
appl icant- and the County-may not so easily avoid CEQA's requirements for holistic 
project review by simply lopping off a portion of the project/property and submitting it 
under a separate application. 

Equally troubling, the FETR repeatedly attempts to justifY the DElR's 
perfunctory analysis as appropriate for a "program EIR," claiming that this label frees it 
from the obligation to perform detailed, site-specific aoaJys is of the Project's impacts. 
As explained below, this is incorrect. The applicant is asking the County to approve not PF29-5 

only a Specitic Plan and rezoning but, also, a large Jot subdivision and a development 
agreement. Together, these approvals would irrevocably conunit the County to the 
developer's specific development plan. Regardless of the label, the EIR remains 
inadequate as an informational document when it fails to conduct a thorough analysis of 
all of the entire project's significant environmental impacts, as well as to evaluate 
detailed mitigation or altematives to reduce or avoid those impacts. 

The FEIR neither adequately responds to comments previously raised nor l 
cures the legal inadequacies identified by those comments. Rather than revise the EIR to PFZ9-6 
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Paul Thompson and 
Planning Commissioners 
June 7, 20 16 
Page 3 

comprehensively analyze, for example, the Project's impacts on biological resources, 
scenic vistas, traffic, and climate change, the FEIR merely seeks to defend the erroneous 
assertions and conclusions of the prior document. Where the FEIR does add analysis or 
make other changes to the document, it fa ils to acknowledge the significance of the 
changes, many of which require a reci rculati011 or the document. Additionally, the FEIR 
fails to adopt feasible mitigation measures identified by comments. Although we 
identified several clearly feasible measures to reduce, for example, the Project's 
significant and purportedly unavoidable transportation, night sky, and greenhouse gas 
("GHG") emissions impacts, the FEIR rej ects the vast majority of these measures. 

Thus, the FEffi. perpetuates the failings of the DEIR. We will not here 
reiterate our comments in full. Instead, we detail below some of the FEIR's more 
egregious shortcomings. 

I. The FEIR Fails to Correct the Deficiencies in the DEIR' s Project Descriptjon and 
Cumulative Impacts Analysis. 

A. The FEIR Does Not and Cannot Justify the Jmpt·oper Piecemealing of 
the Project. 

In our prior comment letter, we advised the County that revising the 
proposed Project to remove the development p lanned for the Tahoe Bas i11 portion of the 
West Parcel and to simultaneously propose development in that location as a separate 
project constitutes improper p iecemealing under CEQA. FEIR at 3.5-369- 3.5-372 
(SMW letter). The FEIR claims the EIR's approach is lawful "because the two proj ects 
are not part of a single, overarching plan [and] [t]he developm ents serve different 
purposes (permanent residences versus a seasonal campground)." FEIR at 3-6. These 
claims are specious. In fact, the initial Notice of Preparation for the Project reveals the 
Project proponent's "overarching plan'' to develop the West Parcel, including the Tahoe 
Basin portion. As our prior letter and the DEIR explained, the initial Specific Plan was 
revised to exclude the Tahoe Basin portion to avoid "controversy." FEIR at 3.5-369; 
DEIRat 2-7. 

lf a project proponent could avoid CEQA ' s requirement to analyze the 
"whole of the action" merely by separately proposing any controversial parts of its 
project and then labeling them w ith a different purpose (such as "commercial uses" 
versus "residential uses"), CEQA 's requirement would become vi rtually meaningless. 
The present s ituation presents a c lassic case of segmentation whereby "environmental 

SH UT E1 M IHA LY 
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Paul Thompson and 
Planning Commissioners 
June 7, 2016 
Page 4 

considerations ... become submerged by chopping a large project into O little 
ones ... which cumulatively may have disastrous consequences." Bozung v. Local Agency 
Fonnation Com. ( 1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 283-84. 

The FElR relies heavily on Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport 
Beach (20 12) 211 Cai.App.4th 1209 (FEIR at 3-6), but that rel iance is misplaced. The 
primary factor considered by Banning Ranch in concluding that two neighboring projects 
need not be considered in the same EIR was that the projects were proposed by "djfferent 
project proponents." I d. at 1226 (citation omitted). Here, the FEIR admits that the two 
proposals "have the same applicant and land owner." FEIR at 3-7. The FEIR also admits 
that (I) the proposals "are being proposed at roughly the same time," (2) the proposed PF29-7 

developments "border each other," and (3) "Placer County is the same approving agency cont. 

for both proposals," but claims these factors are unimportant. FElR at 3-6, 3-7. In fact, 
the court in Tuolumne found that where proposals "are related in: ( I) time, (2) physical 
location and (3) the entity undetiaking the actjon" ... "the potential for related physical 
changes to the environment in that location is greater than otherwise. Thus, the need for 
a single review of the environmental impact of the two acts is greater." Tuolumne County 
Citizens/or Responsible Growth, Inc. v. Cityo.fSonora (2007) 155 Cai.App.4th 1214, 
1227. 

An assessment of piecemealing under CEQA is necessarjly fact specific, 
and the facts here demonstrate that a consolidated environmental review is warranted. To 
allow otherwise would enable the applicant to escape a fu ll and complete analysis of 
hol.istic ways to avoid or reduce the significant environmental impacts of development on 
the West Parcel. See FEIR at 3.5-371 (SMW letter, explaining purposes behind 
consolidated review). For example, the present EIR washes its hands of any suggested 
mitigation measure or alternative involving the Tahoe Basin portion of the West Parcel, 
s imply by claiming "the Brockway Campground proposal is a separate project 
undergoing its own environmental review, and no development is proposed for this 
location associated with the MVWPSP." FEIR at 3-42. Yet, the FEIR does not and 
cannot deny that the two endeavors do or could share common features, such as 
emergency roadway access (including to/from SR 267), water and sewer infrastructure, 
and amenities, whjch could be more comprehensively planned and reviewed in one 
environmental document. See FEIR at 3-7 (recognizing tl1e proposals share the 
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Paul Thompson and 
Planning Commissioners 
June 7, 2016 
Page 5 

Fibreboard Freeway for emergency access); F EIR at 3.5-426 (response to comment 1041-
5). I 

Nor does the EIR's alleged cumulative impact analysis correct this 
deficiency.

2 
As ow- prior letter explained, nowhere does the cumulative impact ana lysis 

give an indication of what the Project's impacts would look like in combination with the 
Brockway Campground proposal. See FEIR at 3.5-374-3.5-375. The FEIR's response 
boils down to a "trust us" statement, claiming the requested a nalysis was considered 
when the environmental impact analyses were prepared. See FElR at 3.5-427 (response 
to comment 1041-11 ). But the purpose of the EIR's cumulative impact analysis is to view 
sign ificant impacts in a holistic manner and to evaluate ways to avoid or reduce them. As 
discussed above, the EIR unifom1ly rejects any measures involving the Tahoe Basin 
portion, claiming it is not part of the Project. Such an approach cannot withstand scrutiny 
under a proper cumulative analysis, especially given the proximity (in both time and 
location) and common ownership of the two proposed endeavors. 

B. Tbe EIR Misrepresents the Nature of the Pt·oject. 

Our prior letter noted that the DEIR lacked essentially information about 
the Project, including the nature of the approvals being requested by the applicant at this 
time, versus in subsequent phases. See FElR at 3.5-372- 3.5-373. We thank the County 
for providing additional information about the approval process, including being clear 
that the initial approvals involve the adoption of a development agreement (" DA''). See 
FEIR at 3.5-426-3.5-427. However, we disagree with the FEIR's conc]usioJ1 that aDA 
" is a financial document and is not necessary to understand the environmental impacts 
and mitigation measures associated with a project." FEIR at 3.5-426. 

1 
The FEIR also baldly claims that the Water Supply Assessment ("WSA") does 

not apply to the development proposed for Brockway. FETR at 3.5-426 (response to 
comment 1041 -5), 3-7. However, it is indisputable that the Water Supply Assessment 
covered the Brockway development area when it was previously proposed as part of the 
Project. Thus, the County ca1mot guarantee that the WSA will not help facilitate the 
Brockway Campground proposal. 

2 
The EIR's failure to properly analyze cumulative impacts in each environmental 

impact category is discussed throughout our D ecember I 8, 20 15 letter on the DEIR and 
in the remainder of this letter. 
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Paul Thompson and 
Planning Commissioners 
June 7, 2016 
Page6 

As we explained in our prior comments, DAs lock in vested rights to a 
certain development plan (FEIR at 3.5-373) and thereby are extremely relevant to the 
environmental review for that development. The DEIR asserts that it was prepared as a 
Program EIR for a "framework" for a flexible development. DEIR at 3-7. A 
development agreement, by contrast, is very inilexible. A general, firs t-tier program
level ElR is appropriate for a (typically long-range) planning or policy document, like, a 
general plan for a city or county, a long-range development plan for a university campus, 
or an overarching Master Plan for future uses of a large infrastructure facility like a port. 
See e.g., AI Larson, 18 Cai.App.4th 729 (master plan for port); Save the Sunset Strip 
Coalition v. City of West Hollywood (2001) 87 Cal. App. 4th 1172 (general plan). These 
plans identity overarching policies and types of future projects, as well as general areas 
where such projects might be buil t. They do not make commitments to concrete, specific 
development projects. Analyzing such plans at a broad level, concentrating on the 
impacts that are common lo all the individua l projects, makes sense. 

A generalized, " programmatic" analysis that glosses over project 
components is entirely inappropriate for the approval of U1is Project. which involves 
approval of a speci fie development plan, a rezoning, a development agreement, and 
tentative and final subdiv ision maps. According to the proposed DA here, the developer 
"shall have a vested right to develop up to 760 dwelling units and up to 6.6 acres of 
commercial development (up to 34,500 square feet of commerc ial and 22,000 square feet 
of homeowner amenities) on the pmtion of the West Parcel (662 acres) that is designated 
for such uses." Proposed Development Agreement at 5. Where, as here, a precise site 
has been delineated and specific facilities are in the works, the lead agency has a statutory 
mandate to produce a "detai led statement setting forth ... [ a]ll signi ficant effects on the 
environment of the proposed project." Pub. Res. Code§ 211 OO(b)( l ) ; see also Stanislaus 
Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal. App. 4th 182. 

The specific p lans for the proposed Project are unquestionably the type of 
"particularly described facets" that were also at issue in Stanislaus Natural Heritage 
Project. 48 Cai.App.4th at 203. There, the court found that the county's amendment of 
its general plan to include a plan for Diablo Mountain resort, was itself a "proj ect," thus 
requiring a specific, project-level analysis oftbe significant environmental effects of that 
project. !d. at 202. Here, Placer County is even farther along: it is processing an 
application for a specific plru1, rezohing, development agreement, and lru·ge-lot tentative 
and final subdivision maps for the Project. B ut Placer County, like Stanislaus County in 
Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project, has produced a " program'' EIR that is chock full of 
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Paul Thompson and 
Planning Commissioners 
June 7, 2016 
Page 7 

deferred analysis and mitigation and does not sufficiently analyze the long-term 
environmenta·l impacts of the envisioned final project. 

CEQ/\ ' s promise is that the environmental consequences of a development 
of this magnitude will be "considered before, not after, [the decision to approve the 
project] is made." Jd. at 196. Analysis ofthe known and reasonably foreseeable 
environmental impacts of the entire project is fund<1mental to informed decision-making. 
ld. at 199. Whatever the title on the EIR' s cover, the document must fully define the 
"project." U is crucia l to provide sufficient meaningful information up fi·ont about the 
reasonably foreseeable effects of the final project, and options for mitigation, otherwise 
the public and decision-makers have no way of knowing exactly what they are approving. 
!d. at 202, 206. 

Thus, the EIR must be revised and recirculated to adequately analyze and 
mitigate the specific signiticant environmental impacts caused by the detailed 
development approvals before the County at this time. It must not defer th is analysis and 
mitigation to a later conformity review process. Moreover, as our prior letter explained, 
a recirculated EIR must include sufficient details to ensure preservation of the East 
Parcel, which the ElR touts as a ''central component" of the P roject. FEIR at 3.5-427 
(response to comment 1041-9); see also FEIR at 3.5-373. This includes mechanisms to 
ensure preservation until the area is either purchased by a conservation organization or a 
conservation easement is in place providing for permanent preservation, as well as 
funding mechanisms to ensure preservation both before and after an easement or 
acquisition takes place. Currently, the EIR fails to deliver on this "central component'' of 
the Project and its alleged environmental benefits, by failing to spell out or guarantee 
protection of the East Parcel. The FEIR's fail me to adequately respond to this comment 
is unacceptable. See Flanders Foundation v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea (20 12) 202 
Cai.App.4th 603, 616. 

In sum, the EIR's project description t"emains incomplete and inaccurate. 
The DEIR must be revised and recirculated to analyze the whole of the project, including 
the development planned on the Tahoe Basin portion of the West Parcel. Further, the 
recirculated DEIR must analyze and mitigate the whole project's s ignificant 
environmental impacts utilizing a level of detail that is commensurate wiU1 the approvals 

I 

pending before the County. 
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Planning Commissioners 
June 7, 2016 
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ll . The FElR Fails to Correct the Deficiencies in the DEIR's Analysis and Mitigation of 
the Project's Significant Environmental Impacts. 

A. Tbe EIR's Analysis of Impacts to Biological Resources Remains Inadequate. 

1. The EIR Continues to Rely on Preservation of the East Parcel to 
Claim the Project Will I-I ave Less than Significant Biological Impacts, 
in Violation of CEQA. 

We commented that a number of the DEIR's analyses of impacts to 
biological resources improperly relied on conservation of the East Parcel to support the 
conclusion that the Project would have less-than-significant impacts on those resources. 
FEIR at 3.5-375 (SMW letter, comment I04 l-13). As we explained, the proper approach 
is to tirst analyze the significant impacts of the Project on biological resources, such as PF29_9 
tlu·ough habitat destruction or modification, and then to assess feasible measures to avoid 
or lessen such impacts, such as by conservation efforts. In short-circuiting this process, 
the EIR subverts informed decision-making by failing to reveal the full extent ofProject 
impacts, fa ils to consider all appropriate mitigation measures and analyze their 
effectiveness, and precludes public participation- all serious, prejudicial errors. The 
County's attempts in response to justify its legaUy deficient analyses do not hold water. 

First, the County argues that, while it noted the "benefits of preserving the 
East Parcel .. . impacts on biological resomces on the West Parcel were not treated as 
being ' mitigated' by benefits of preserving the East Parcel." fEIR at 3.5-428 (response 
to comment 1041-13). This is simply not true. As we pointed out in our earlier 
comments, the DEIR based its less-than-significant determination for impacts to the 
Califomia spotted owl and northern goshawk in part on preservation of the East Parcel. 
See DEIR at 7-54. The County claims that it merely "disclosed" the "[b]enefits of 
preserving the East Parcel ... as part of the impact analysis leading to the signiticance 
conclusion," but that the preservation was not key to its significance determination. 
FEIR at 3.5-428-29 (response to comment 1041- I 3). 

In reality, the EIRis clear- its determination that the Project' s impacts to 
owl and goshawk habitat would not meet threshold signi ficance criteria is indeed based in 
part on the fact that ''the loss of up to 169 acres of suitable foraging habitat on the West 
Parcel would be offset by the redesignation and long-term conservation of 198.2 acres of 
suitable foraging habitat presently zoned for development." DEIR at 7-54 (emphasis 
added). This is one of the four clearly enumerated reasons that the EIR gives for 
determining that the Project will have a less-than-significant impact on owl and goshawk 
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habitat, despite removing 169 acres of suitable foraging habitat in the West Parcel. This 
is, essentially, relying on the Bast Parcel 's preservation to ''mitigate" the loss of habitat in 
the West Parcel- or why else would this information be necessary to the ElR's 
conclusion that the Project would not have a significant impact on these birds? CEQA 
does not allow an ErR to fold what is effectively an assumed mitigation measure into a 
significance determination- the project's significant impacts must be determined first, 
and then the EIR must identifY enforceable mitigation that wi ll "offset" the impacts. See 
Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 656.3 

PF29-9 

Despite the County's claim that the case is inapposite here, the Lotus case is cont. 
actually right on point. As the County acknowledged in its response to comments, Lotus 
held that an EIR was legally inadequate where it assumed certain mitigation techniques 
would be incorporated into the project, and thus the EIR did not disclose the impacts of 
the project without those special techniques. FEIR at 3.5-429 (response to comment 
1041-13); see also Lotus, 223 Cal.App.4th at 656. Further, the court in Lotus held that 
the ErR there was inadequate because it "fail[cd] to discuss the significance of the 
environmental impacts apart from the proposed 'avoidance, minimization, and/or 
mitigation measures' and thus fai l[ed] to consider whether other possible mitigation 
measures would be more effective." Lotus, 223 Cai.App.4th at 657. As we explained in 
our comments on the DE!R, such is the case here: the EIR relies on preservation of the 
East Parcel as a key factor in its determination that impacts to the Californ ia spotted owl 
and northern goshawk would be less than significant. See FEIR at 3.5-375-76 (SMW 
letter, comment l041-1 3). ln so doing, the EIR fai ls to reveal the true nature of the 
impacts and consider other feasible mitigation measures and their etTectiveness, in 
violation ofCEQA.4 

3 The County also tries to claim that it is the commenter's responsibility to provide 
it with some evidence that there would be a significant impact on these species. FElR at 
3.5-428 (response to commenll041 -13). We are not arguing with the facts underlying 
the County's significance determination; we are warning the County that its impacts 
analysis is legally deficient. It is evident lo even the casual observer that destruction of 
up to 169 acres of suitable foraging habitat would result in a significant biological 
impact. Under CEQA, it is the EIR's job to evaluate just how significant this impact 
would be, and to consider all feasib le measures to lessen or avoid the impact. 

4 Contlating environmental analysis and mitigation is also prejudicial because 
CEQA contains special requirements to ensure monitoring and enforcement of mitigation 
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Considering alternate mitigation is especially important here, where 
preservation of the East parcel is part of the Project and merely protects the status quo by 
keeping the parcel as undeveloped forest land. As we explained, a proper CEQA analysis 
must compare the Project's impacts to existing conditions, not what is theoretically 
allowed to be built under the General Plan. The County claims that it has not relied on an 
improper baseline because it is not comparing the Project's impacts to a hypothetical full 
buildout of the East Parcel. FETR al3.5-428. Instead, the County argues that it merely 
"notes" the benefits of pTeserving the East Parcel. PF29-9 

However, the EIR repeatedly emphasizes that preserving the East Parcel 
will change what could have been developed on the East Parcel, implying that the 
existing environmental condition wi ll somehow be bettered by the East Parcel's 
preservation. See, e.g., DEJR at 7-43 (one reason that impacts to common habitat types 
would be less than significant is "because the East Parcel would be preserved, 665.9 acres 
of conjfer forest and other common habitats presently zoned for potential development 
would be conserved in perpetuity"); 7-54 (stating Project would place East Parcel under 
conservation easement, thus protecting 265.5 acres of California spotted owl and notthern 
goshawk habitat from development); 7-56 (same for 149.2 acres of mule deer habitat). 

The EIR's continued reliance on preservation of the East Parcel in its 
discussion of the Project's direct impacts paints the preservation as somehow lessening 
the Project's impacts. But because this preservation merely keeps the property in its 
p resent condition, it is irrelevant to analyzing the direct impacts of the Project's changes 
to the existing environment. The East Parcel 's preservation does nothing to alter those 
direct impacts. Implying that preservation of the East Parcel does anything to reduce the 
Project's direct impacts from developing the West Parcel is misleading and detracts from 
the EIR's value as an informative document and tool for decision-making. 

2. The FEIR Fails to Correct the DEIR's Inadequate Analysis of the 
Project's Impacts on Special-Status Plant Species. 

We also commented that the DETR failed to comply with CEQA because it 
deterred evaluating the Project's impacts on special-status plant species. Specifically, the 
Cow1ty failed to survey for those species and describe their presence in the Project area in 

measures. CEQA Guidelines §§ 15097(a), J5126.4(a)(2). If the mitigation is subsumed 
within the analysis and not included as a separate measure, il would escape these 
requirements. 
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the EJR. FETR at 3.5-378 (SMW letter, comment 1041-1 5). ln response, the County tdes 
to excuse this incomplete description by labeling the ElR a "program level" document. 
FEIR at 3.5-430 (response to commentl041-l 5). As we explained above, the County 
cannot evade the detailed analysis required by CEQA merely by declaring the document 
a "program E IR"-it is the actual nature of the project that matters. And here, the nature 
of the Project cal ls for a more specific description of the environmental setting than the 
EIR provides. See Section I.B. 

Programmatic EIRs may contain more general information when there are 
unknown details of future actions. See Section LB. Here, this is not the case, despite the 
County's claims to the contrary. Rather, this Project would involve detailed initial 
approvals including a development agreement. See FEIR at 3 .5-426-27. Because 
development agreements secure vested rights to specific development, a "programmatic" 
E IR is inappropriate here. See Section LB. With the Project' s parameters quite cettain at 
this point, surveys could have been conducted from the outset- and should have been, to 
fully inform the public and decision-makers of the Project' s environmental setting. 

And, as we commented, that some of the E IR's proposed mitigation 
measures would require surveys prior to construction does not change the fact that, 
without those surveys now, the public and decision-makers catmot assess the Project's 
potential impact on biological resow·ces, nor can adequate mitigation be developed. See 
FEIR at 3.5-378 (SMW letter, comment 1041-1 5) (citing Sundstrom v. County of 
Mendocino (1988) 202 Cai.App.3d 301, 306-07; San Joaquin Raptor Center v. County of 
Merced (2007) 149 Cai.App.4th 645, 671-72). Some deferred study may be appropriate 
in certain program-level documents, but here, the proposed Project is much more definite, 
and the level of impact analysis done now must reflect that. 

3. The ElR's Cumulative Impacts Analysis Remains Inadequate. 

Finally, we commented that the DEfR 's cumulative impacts analysis was 
tlawed because it relied on inadequate mitigation measures to conclude the Project would 
not have a substantial contribution t.o cumulative impacts to special-status species. FEIR 
at 3.5-381 (SMW letter, commentl041-18). The County, however, claims that the 
mitigation measures are adequate, and thus its cumulative impacts conclusions are 
properly supported. FEIR at 3.5-433 (response to comment 104 1-1 8). But these 
mitigation measures do not mitigate all of the Project's impacts that may contribute to 
cumulative impacts. Specifically, the incremental, less-than-sign ificant direct impacts to 
special-status birds from the Project's operations will not be addressed by the EIR's 
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mitigation, and dms may contribute to cumulative impacts. The EIR must make this 
analys is. 

In its defense of Mitigation Measure 7-5a- on which the EIR's cumulative
impacts analysis relies for its determination-the County admitted that the measure d id 
nothing to mitigate any of the Project' s operational impacts on certain bird species. FEIR 
at 3.5-432 (response to comment 1041- 16). The DEIR disclosed that "construction and 
operations and maintenance activities could also result in noise, dust, and other 
disturbances to nesting birds in the vicinity, potentia!Jy resulting in nest abandonment and 
mortality to eggs and chicks." DEIR at 7-57 (emphasis added). As the County admits in 
its response to comments, Mitigation Measure 7-5a would do nothing to mitigate these 
operational impacts on birds. FE1R at 3.5-432 (response to comment 1041-16). 
Accordingly, the EJR cannot conclude that this construction-focused mitigation measure 
would prevent the Project from having a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
impacts to special-status wildlife from operational impacts. Indeed, the ElR fails to 
discuss at all the potential or operational impacts on these birds to contribute to a 
cumulatively considerable significant impact. See DETR at 7-63 - 7-64. This analysis is 
especially important in light of the simultaneously planned construction for the adjacent 
Brockway Campground. By failing to consider a known, unmitigated potential 
contribution to cumulative impacts, the EIR violates CEQA. 

B. The Effi's Analysis of, and Mitigation for, the Project's Visual Impacts 
Remain Inadequate. 

l. The FElR Err·s in its Justifications for Failing to Provide a More 
Detailed Analysis of the Project's Visual Impacts. 

In our letter on the DEIR, we expla ined that an analysis of the Project' s 
effect on visual resources was of paramount importance since certain portions of the 
Project site would be visible from famously scenic locations such as Martis Valley, Lake 
Tahoe, and the greater Tahoe Basin. As an initial matter, we criticized the DEIR 's visual 
resources analysis because it was based on a conceptual site plan that illustrated one 
general scenario of how the Specific Plan could be implemented, without actually 
depicting what the community would look like. FEIR at 3.5-38 1, 382 (SMW letter, 
comment T041-19). The FElR asserts that the lack of detail is justifiable because it is a 
program EIR. Jd. at 3.5-433. As discussed above, this does not excuse preparation of 
analys is that is appropriate for the proposed development plan. 
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The FEIR also asserts that its approach to environmental review is adequate 
because it analyzed a " worst case" scenario of the Project's visual etfects. As discussed 
below, the ElR's analys is of the Project's visual effects does not come c lose to depicting 
a worst case scenario. ln fact, in many instances, the EIR re fuses to include the necessary 
photographic simulations that would a llow the public to judge for itself the severity and 
extent of the Project 's impact on the area's scenic resources. In other instances, the EIR 
misleads the public by making inaccurate statements that are designed to sidestep the 
serious criticism that this Prqject would irreparably degrade the unique visual character of 
the site and its surroundings. 

2. The FEIR Lacks the Necessary Evidentiary Suppo..t for Its 
Conclusion that the Project Would Not Have a Substantial Adverse 
Effect on a Scenic Vista. 

Numerous members of the public submitted extensive comments 
documenting the Project's potential to adversely affect views from nwnerous scenic 
locations in and around the Tahoe Basin. These individuals expressed particular concern, 
for example, about views from the Tahoe Rim Trail. See, e.g., FEIR at 3.5-383 
(comment 1041-21 ); FEIR at 3.5- 117 (comment IO 18-52). The Tahoe Rim trail is 
considered one of the world's premier trails. Accessible by hikers, equestrians, and 
skiers, it winds around spectacular Lake Tahoe. 

As the DElR c learly shows, the Project site abuts the Tahoe Rim. See 
DEIR Exhibit 3-3 (showing the alignment of the Tahoe Rim Trail immediately adjacent 
to the Project site); DEIR Exhibit 3-7 (showing the location of the Project's multi-family 
condominiums and commercial land uses along the Project's southern boundary); DETR 
at 9-26 (showing another view of the struct~res on the Project si te' s southern boundary); 
and DEIR at 3-18 (stating that the Project's condominiwns could be up to 75 feet in 
height and the commercial structures could be up to 60 feet). 

Members of Local environmental organizations including Friends of West 
Shore and the Tahoe Area Sierra Club who are very familiar with the Trail and views 
from the Trail provided ample evidence that the Project has the potential to visually 
intrude on views from the Trail (and multiple other locations within the Tahoe Basin) . 
See FEIR at 3.5-109- 3.5-124 (comments IO 18-41- IO 18-62). These statements 
constitute substantial evidence that the proposed Project may have a significant visual 
impact. In Oro Fino Gold Mining Co. v. County of Ei Dorado (1990) 225 Cai.App.3d 
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872, 882, the Court held that personal knowledge about impacts in a project area 
constitutes substantial evidence of a potentially significant impact. 

Given the immediate proximity of the Trail to the Project's buildings, 
numerous members of the public requested that photographic simulations be provided at 
multiple locations along the Trail so that the public could be apprised of exactly how the 
Project would appear from the Trail. See e.g. , FEIR at 3.5-382- 3.5-384 (comment I041-
20- I04J -25); FEIR at 3.5-l 09- 3.5-124 (comments IO 18-41- 1018-62). Despite these 
reasonable requests, the FEIR preparers refuse to provide any simulations of views from 
the Trail. 

Instead, the FETR takes a couple different tacks. First, it takes a "trust us" 
approach when it asserts that views from the Trail were "considered" and that 
photographs taken fi·om the Trail suggest simulations were unnecessary because a ridge 
and substantial tree coverage ''block" the Trail from the development area. FEIR at 3.5-
434 (response to comment 1041-21 ). We are unable to locate in the ETR any of the 
photographs that were purportedly taken from the Trail. Moreover, the ElR contradicts 
itself regarding the Project site's visibility from the Trail. For example, the DEIR states 
that the development area would be " largely screened" from the Trai l, and the FEJR also 
concedes that views of the Project from the Trajl would be screened, rather than blocked. 
See DEIR at 9-32; see also FEIR at 3.5-435 (response to comment I041-21 , stating that 
"these photographs continn that views from the trail would be screened."). The fact that 
the Project's structmes may be screened from hikers along the Tahoe Rim Trail offers no 
assurance that the Project would not substantially degrade the visual quality of the Trail. 
Even if partially screened by trees, a view of condominiums, stores, and restaurants 
would clearly detract from the Trail' s natural, undisturbed setting. This is both a 
significant visual and recreational impact. 

Second, apparently recognizing the obligation to provide some sort of 
documentation about views from the Trail, the FEIR includes a few "visual profiles," 
which purpmi to evaluate the visibility ofthe Project from the Trail. See FElR at 3-1 3 
and Exhibits F3-9 through FJ-12 (located prior to FElR page 3.5-189). Yet, as shown 
below, these visual profiles are not valid substitutes for simulations; they simply provide 
a rudimentary schematic showing the sightline beh¥een a viewer and the Project site. 
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Even worse, not one of these visual profiles is taken from a location on the 
Trail that is close to the Pr~ject itself. Rather, they are taken from distances ranging fi·om 
five to more than 19 miles away!5 Not surprisingly, the FEIR concludes that the 
proposed Project would not be discernable from the Tahoe Rim Trail. FEIR at 3-13. 

The EIR may not use these visual profiles to reach its conclusion that the 
Project would not have a significant adverse effect on scenic vistas from the Tahoe Rim 
Trail. An EIR may not rely exclusively on a tool for a finding of insignificant impacts if 
other substantia) evidence in the record demonstrates that the Project may actually cause 
significant impacts. Communities for a Better Env 't v. California Resources Agency 
(2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 112-13 (thresholds of significance cannot be used as binding 
standards that foreclose the use of other evidence to demonstrate that a project may have 
significant effects); Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency 

5 
Exhibit F3-9 (Visual Profile - General Creek) shows the visual profile from 

General Creek, a distance of more than 19 miles away from the Project site. Exhibit F3-
l 0 shows the visual profile from Marlette Peak, a distance of more than 10 miles away 
from the Project site. Exhibit F3-ll shows the visual profile from Mount Baldy, a 
distance of more than five miles from the Project site. Exhibit F3- 12 shows the visual 
profile from South Camp Peak, a distance of more than 17 miles fi·om the Project site. 
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(2004) 11 6 Cal.App.4th 1099, II 09 (" in preparing an EIR, the agency must consider and 
resolve every fa ir argument that can be made about the possible significant environmental 
effects of a proj ect, irrespective of whether an established threshold of significance has 
been met"). As discussed above, the Friends of West Shore and the Tahoe Area Sierra 
Club prov ided ample evidence of the Project's signiticant visua l effects. 

In sum, as documented above, the ETR fails to support with substantial 
evidence its conclusion that the Project would have a less than significant effect on scen ic 
vistas. I f the EIR preparers truly want to demonstrate that the Project would have no 
impact on views from the Tahoe Rim Trail, they should provide the photographic 
simulations from the Trail. The EIR's re fusal to make this information available, despite 
repeated requests by the Public, is particularly disingenuous. 

3. The FEIR Fails to Correct the Deficiencies in the DElR' s Analysis of, 
and Mitigation for, Nighttime Views. 

Despite our detailed comments explaining the inadequacies in the DEIR's 
analysis of the Project's impacts on dark skies and nighttime views, the FEIR fails to 
resolve these deficiencies. For example, we explained that because the DEIR failed to 
provide any information about its methodology for evaluating the Project's lighting 
impacts, the DElR lacked the evidentiary basis to conclude that the Project's impac.ts 
would be less than significant. FEIR at 3.5-385 (comment 1041-26). We also explained 
that, notwithstanding the DEIR's faulty impact analysis, its visual simulations taken from 
Lake Tahoe (Exhibit 9-33) and Martis Valley (Exhibit 9-34) clearly show that the Proj ect 
would lighten the night sky considerably. 

In response to our comments about the photo simulations from Lake Tahoe 
and Martis Valley, the FEIR again attempts a few different tacks. With regard to our 
comment about views from Lake Tahoe, the FEIR authors tell us that we are just wrong 
as "there is not a discernible difference in the night sky conditions behveen the 
photograph and the photo simulation." FEIR at 3.5-436 (response to comment 1041-26). 
We respectfully disagree. As the following DEIR photo simulation shows, the Project 
would result in a night sky that is visibly lighter than existing conditions. 
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The purpose of a simulation is to simulate reality, i.e., to accurately show 
how the Project would appear if built so that the public is able to judge for itself the 
change in the physical environment. We question the County's rationale for using photo 
simulations if the ElR authors can simply choose to interpret the results in a manner that 
they see fit. Clearly, the EIR authors were hoping that the public would come to a 
different conclusion. Yet, we were not the only ones to comment on the Project's effect 
on night skies from Lake Tahoe. The Friends of West Shore and the Tahoe Area Sierra 
Club also expressed concern about the Project's adverse effect on dark skies. See FEIR 
at 3.5-1 27 (comment 1018-67). 

With regards to our comment that the simulation from Martis Valley also 
shows a considerable lightening ofthe night sky, the EIRpreparers agree. Yet, here, they 
assert that the difference in color was due to an error in the DEfR's methodology, a " file 
compression inconsis tency." [d. at 3.5-436 (response to comment 1041-26). The FEIR 
then states that the problem was "corrected." Jd. Not surprisingly, the new simulation 
conveniently shows no lightening of the sky. 

It is to avoid differences of opinion and apparent analytical errors that Lhe 
EIR must disclose its methodological approach to evaluating the Project's impacts on 
dark skies. The FEIR asse1ts that it provides additional detail on its methodology. For 
exan1ple, the FEIR states that it modeled picture windows 5-7 feet in height. FEIR at 3.5-
438 (response to comment I041-26). But, this type of information is not analytic 
methodology; rather it states the authors' modeling assumptions. 

To be adequate, the EIR's evaluation of the Project's impact on n ighttime 
views must: ( 1) establish a nighttime light baseline assessing the quality of dark skies; (2) 
include a thorough description of the Project's increase in lighting in terms of spectrum, 
shielding and amount of light; and (3) establish appropriate significance thresholds to 
judge if the increase in light would be substantial. Only upon completion of this analysis 
will the EIR authors be in a position to evaluate whether measures exist to mitigate this 
impact. 

(a) The EIR FaiJs to Establish a Baseline for Assessing the Quality 
of Darl< Skies. 

The "environmental setting wi ll normally constitute the baseline physical 
conditions by which a Lead Agency determines whether an impact is significant." 
Guidelines § 15l25(a). This requirement is crucial to a valid EJR: "Knowledge of the 
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regionaJ setting is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts . . .. The ErR must 
demonstrate that the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project were 
adequately investigated and discussed and it must permit the significant effects of the 
project to be considered in the full environmental context." Guidelines§ 15l 25(c). In 
other words, it is impossible for an ElR to fulfill its informational purpose when it is only 
revealing part of the picture for a potential environmental impact. 

In order to accurately evaluate the Project's light impacts, one must first 
establ ish a nighttime light baseline assessing the quality of dark skies. As the attached 
article authored by the International Astronomical Union explains, it is ce1tainly possible 
to monitor the quality of the night sky and light pollution. Cameras that are able to save 
images in an unaltered raw format can be caJibrated to get measurements of the 
luminance of tbe sky in a physical scale. Then the photo of the night sky can be 
converted to false color impacts, which represent the distribut ion of sky brightness. See 
Using a Digital SLR Camera to Monitor Light Pollution, Dark Skies Awareness, 
International Astronomical Union, attached as Exhibit I . 

Ideally, photographs taken to establish the night sky baseline would be 
taken on a clear night with little or no moon. Photographs of the existing setting should 
also be taken when skies are at their darkest. The photograph of existing nighttime views 
from Martis Valley, for example, was taken at approximately 6:00p.m. on January 2, 
2015. FEIR at 9-48. While it does get dark comparatively early in the winter, it is 
unclear whether it is fully dark at 6:00 p.m. Any last remnants of daylight would lead to 
the false impression that the existing night sky is lighter than it really is, thereby 
diminishing the effect of the Project. 

(b) The E JR Fails to Document the Project's Lighting and to 
Evaluate the Effect that this Lighting Would Have on the 
Night: Sky. 

Once a proper baseline. is established, the EJR must then evaluate how the 
Project's lighting sources would impact dark skies. To undertake this analysis, as we 
explained previously, the ElR must take into account three aspects of lighting: 
(a) shielding of fixtures; (b) spectrum ofJight sources; and (c) amount of light. FEIR at 
3.5-385 (SMW Jetter, comment 1041-26). We provided detailed methodological 
guidance for evaluating light and glare impacts prepared by the Dark-Sky Association, a 
recognized authority on light pollution and the leading organization combating light 
pollution worldwide. See FEIR, Appendix T, Ex. 5 (Dark Matters !, Dark-Sky Coalition), 
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at 3. In its guidance, the Dark Skies Coalition explains these aspects of lighting are easily 
quantifiable. 

Unfortunately, like the DEJR, the FEIR makes no attempt to quantify the 
Project's lighting aspects; instead it states that such an analysis is not possible because 
the technical specifications of the light sources are unknown. FEIR at 3.5-438. It then 
asserts (hat the EIR preparers used other residential projects (referred to as "in-kind" 
projects) as a predictor of the brightness and spectrum of the proposed Project. !d. at 3.5-
438. Yet, the ElR does not provide any information about these other residential 
developments that would allow us to determine whether they are in any way 
representative of the nature and size of the proposed Project. For example, the ElR never 
discloses the total lighting (lumen) expressed as lumens per acre fi:om the " in kind" 
residential development. lt also does not disclose any jnfonnation about the spectrum of 
light sources in the ''in-kind'' residential developments. PFZ9-16 

In light of these omissions, the DElR has no basis to reach its conclusion 
that the Project would not significantly impact the area's dark skies. Although it may 
sometimes be appropriate to use ' 'in-kind" projects to determine whether a pr~ject's light 
impacts would be significant, agencies must use the simulation correctly, and they may 
not rely exclusively on this approach for a finding of insignificant impacts if other 
substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that the Project may actually cause 
significant impacts. See Protect the Historic Amador Waterways, 116 Cal.App.4th at 
1109. Nor may the EIR rely on this in-kind simulation if it fails to accurately measure 
the particular environmental effects caused by the Project. I d. 

Local environmental organizations including Friends of West Shore and 
Tahoe Area Sierra Club echoed many of our comments on the DEIR 's iJ1adequate 
analysis of impacts to night skies. Unfortunately, the FEIR fails to resolve the 
deficiencies identified by these organizations and also fails to adequately respond to those 
comments. See FEIR 3.5-1 4 (beginning at comment TO 18-63 ). For example, the 
organizations explained that the DErR ignored impacts to the night sky from numerous 
locations such as the Tahoe Rim Trail, above Sand Harbor, Pacific Crest Trail, Cave 
Rock, and other scenic areas around the entire Tahoe Basin. FETR at 3.5-125. TheFEIR 
refers the reader to Master Response 4, yet this Master Response confirms that no 
nighttime simulations were prepared at these locations. FEIR at 3-14. In fact, this 
Master Response makes the deficiencies in the DEIR's analysis crystal clear. 
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In particular, the FEIR's Master Response explains that 70 profi les were 
prepared from 44 separate viewpoints for purposes of analyzing the Project's visual 
impacts, i.e., daytime impacts. FEIR at 3- 13. Yet, in what would appear to be an 
egregious error, dark sky simulations were prepared for just three viewpoints, including 
the Martis Valley Trailhead, on the Fibreboard Freeway, and off the shore of Carnelian 
Bay. !d. at 3- I 4. We can tlnd no logical explanation as to why the dark sky analysis did 
not take into account the same 44 viewpoints that were apparently used to evaluate the 
Project' s daytime impacts. 

(c) The EIR Fails to Include Thresholds of Significance. 

Determining whether a project may result in a s ignificant adverse 
e1wironmentaJ effect is one of the key aspects ofCEQA. Guidelines§ l5064(a) 
(determination of significant effects ' 'plays a critical role in the CEQA process"). CEQA 
speci tically anticipates that agencies wi ll use tlu·esholds of significance as an analytical 
tool for judging the significance of a .Pr~ject's impacts. Jd. § 15064.7. A threshold is a 
nwneric or qualitative level, compliance w ith which means impacts are normally less 
than significant and non-compliance with which means impacts wi ll normally be 
significant. CEQA Guidelines§ l5064.7(a); see also Protect the Historic Amador 
Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 1 16 Ca1.App.4th 1099, II 07. 

Thus, one of the first steps in any analysis of an environmental impact is to 
select a threshold of significance. Here, the ElR contains no thresholds of significance 
for detennining whether the Project would create a new source of substantial light that 
would adversely affect nighttime views in the area. This flaw leads to a cascade of other 
fai lures: without a threshold, the EIR cannot do its job. For example, the FEIR asserts 
that although lights fi·om the Project would be visible from Martis Valley, this impact 
would be less than significant. FEIR at 3.5-436 (response to comment 1041-26). The 
document provides no standard by which to evaluate this impact' s s ignificance. The 
photo simulation of Lake Tahoe discussed above is a perfect example of why an EIR 
must include significance thresholds. Had the EIR included such thresholds, there would 
be little or no dispute as to whether the Pr~jecl 's lighting would substantia lly affect Lake 
Tahoe's night sky- instead of relying on the EIR author's subjective interpretation. As 
discussed above, given that the amount, shielding and spectrum of light are easily 
quantifiable, the revised ElR should identify quantifiable thresholds for determining 
impacts to the area's night skies. 
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(d) The EIR Fails to Analyze the Cumulative Light Impacts on the 
Night Sky. 

Tn our prior letter, we commented that the DEIR failed to adequately 
analyze the Project's cumulative impacts on nighttime views. FEIR at 3.5-387 (SMW 
letter, comment 1041-28). For example, although the DEIR correctly determined that the 
cumulative effects on views from Mrutis Valley would be cumulatively considerable, the 
DEIR fai led to actually analyze this impact. Tnstead, it offers a vague proclamation that 
the Project would contribute to existing adverse effects on nighttime views and concludes 
these impacts would be significant and unavoidable. DEIR at 9-54, 9-55. Yet, as 
Cal ifornia courts make clear, a conclusion of s ignificant and unavoidable does not re lieve 
an agency from its duly to analyze the impacts. " An EIR should be prepared wi th a 
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers with information which enables 
them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental 
consequences .. .. " Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management 
District (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1123 (quoting Santiago, 11 8 Cal.App.3d at 83 I ); 
see also Mira Monte Homeowners Assn. v. County of Ventura (I 985) 165 Cal.App.3d 
357, 365 (An ElR is meant to protect "the right ofthe public to be informed in such a 
way that it can intelligently weigh the environmental consequences of a[] contemplated 
action."). Here, the public and decision-makers have the right to know what the night sky 
would look like if the Prqject and other developments are fully implemented. The EIR 's 
failure to provide this information violates CEQA. 

(e) The EIR Fails to Adequately Mitigate the Project's Night 
Sky Jmpacts. 

As discussed above, despite the DEIR's conclusion to the contrary, the 
Project would result in a significant increase in light and a corresponding impact on the 
area's night skies. In addition, the DEIR does acknowledge that the Project would resu lt 
in a cumulatively significant impact on n ighttime views (at least in certain locations). 
DEIR at 9-53, 54. Unfortunately, as we explained in our prior letter, the EIR does not 
identify sufficient mitigation. FEIR at 3.5-384-3 87 (SMW letter). Consequently, we 
identified several mitigation measures that should be imp lemented to preserve the dark 
skies of the Project area. Specifically, we suggested that the applicant commit to: (a) 
placing a cap on the amount of lighting; (b) prohibiting exterior lighting that is not 
shielded; (c) requiring the use of yellow light sources; and (d) adopting a lighting plan 
that would curtail the degradation of the nighttime visual environment. As regards the 
lighting plan, we even attached a srunple p lan that includes measures that address a 
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project's light impacts wh ile preserving safety, security and the nighttime use and 
enjoyment of the property. See FETR at 3.5-386- 387 (SMW Jetter, comments 1041-26-
27). 

The FEIR responds by stating that the Project already includes lighting 
development "standards" and asserts that we did not indicate why the DElR's measures 
would not be adequate. FEIR at 3.5-439 (response to comment 1041-27). The FEIR is 
incorrect. We provided ample evidence as to why the measures included in the DEJR 
would be insufficient. For example, we explained that although the Project's lighting 
"standards" suggest that exterior lighting would be shielded, a review of the Design 
Standards in Appendix 8 indicates only that the shielding of outdoor lighting fixtures 
"should be considered." See FEIR at 3.5-386 (SMW letter, comment 1041-26); DElR at 
9-46 and Appendix B, page t 9. In fact, the Specific Plan's design "standards" do not 
actually require that the applicant take any action at all ; instead the Specific Plan suggests 
that "considerations for lighting should be considered and implemented." Specific Plan, 
Appendix 8 at B 19 (emphasis added). A measure calling tor the applicant to take into 
consideration a particular action provides no assurance that the measure would be 
implemented. 

For the reasons set fmth above, the EIR' s fail m e to properly assess the 
Project-specific and cumulative impacts to visual resources, and to identify enforceable 
mitigation for them, is fatal. A revised EIR should be prepared that includes a 
comprehensive evaluation of impacts and this analysis must be supported with substantia l 
evidence as required by CEQ A. The revised EIR must also include additional mitigation 
measures to ensure that the scenic beauty and night skies of this stunning mountain 
environment are protected. 

C. The FEIR's Analysis of, and Mitigation for, the Project's Transportation 
Impacts Ar·e Inadequate. 

We engaged MRO Engineers, a transportation engineering firm, to analyze 
the DEIR and prepare comments on its transportation analysis. Along with MRO, we 
submitted extensive comments on the DEIR's analysis of transportation impacts. Rather 
than provide reasoned responses to these comments, the FEIR simply defends the DEIR' s 
flawed analysis. Notably, the FEIR fails entirely to respond to the detailed comments 
prepared by MRO Engineers, despite the fact that their December 2, 2015 report was 
provided to the County, was incorporated by reference into our letter, and was repeatedly 
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cited in our Jetter.6 MRO Eng ineers has prepared a supplemental report documenting the 
defic iencies in the FEIR. This report, dated June 1, 2016. is attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference into this letter. See Exhibit 3. 

Set forth below are some of the more egregious remaining shortcoming in 
the ElR's transportation and circulation analysis. 

1. The FEJR Fails to Correct the Deficiencies in the DETR's Analysis of 
Transportation Impacts Because it Errs in its Calculation of the 
Project's Trip Generation. 

Our prior Jetter, along with the December 2, 2015 MRO Engineers ' Repmi, 
identified several errors in the DEIR 's estimate of the Project's trip generation. We 
explained that the DEIR's flawed methodology resulted in an understatement of the 
Project's effect on local and regional traffic conditions. See FElR beginning at 3.5-388; 
see also MRO Report, December 2, 2015. 

(a) The FEIR's Estimate of the Project's Tr-ip Generation 
Remains Jnaccut·ate Because it Assumes an Arbitra l')' Internal 
Trip Percentage. 

We explained that the DEIR substantially underestimated impacts on area 
roads and intersections because it substantially overestimated the number of trips that 
would stay internal to the Project. Specifically, the DEIR assumed that 80% of all 
commercial trips would never leave the Proj ect site. As the MRO December 2, 20 I 5 
report explained, no documentation or evidence is provided in support of the 
internal/external trip percentages. fnstead, the number of intema1 versus external tr ips 
appeared to have been fabricated fi·om thin air. FEIR at 3.5-389 (SMW Jetter, comment 
1041-34); MRO Report, December 2, 201 5 at 3,4; see also MRO Report, .June 1, 2016, at 
4. 

6 Although it appears that our December 2, 2015 letter may have inadvertently 
attached an incorrect version of the MRO report, we promptly responded to a request 
from County stafffor a corrected version. Therefore, the County had the opportunity to 
respond to the MRO report. We also request that the corrected version be included in the 
FEIR. For convenience, we attach the December 2, 2015 MRO Report hereto as Exhibit 
2. 
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MRO's analysis demonstrates the significant problem with the ErR's 
approach. It shows that the commercial-based intemal trips exceed the total number of 
trips generated by the full-time residential units. MRO Rep011, December 2, 2015, at 3-
14 and MRO Report, June l, 2016, at 4-14. Having the number of internal trips 
associated with U1e commercial land use far exceed the number of intemal trips 
associated with the residential land use is illogical and incorrect. These numbers must 
match, as tl1ey are essentially the same trip, i.e., a trip origin at a residence with a 
destination at a commercial site, or vice versa. Jd. As MRO explains, a balancing 
process must be undertaken to ensure that these numbers match. That process was 
apparently ignored in the DEIR analysis. In short, the EIR grossly overestimates the 
number of internal trips generated by the commercial space. Consequently, the number 
of external trips bas been substantially underestimated. 

MRO conducted an analysis using the aforementioned balancing process. 
The resu1ts of the new analysis are as follows: 

• Weekday Daily Conditions- The DEIR underestimated external project 
travel by 2,602 trips (i.e., 65 percent)7

, 

• Weekday PM Peak-Hour Conditions - The DEIR underestimated external 
project travel by 223 trips (i.e., 68 percent), 

• Sunday Daily Conditions - The DEJR underestimated external project 
travel by 590 trips ( i.e., 20 percent), and 

• Sunday Peak-Hour Conditions - The DEl R underestimated external project 
travel by 4 14 tTips (i.e., 22 percent). 

MRO Report, June 1, 2016, at 11. 

The FEIRresponds by stating that the assumption that 80% of the Project's 
commercial trips would never leave the site was based on the DEIR's project description. 
FEIR at 3.5-441 ,442 (response to comment !041-34). Yet the DEIR's Project 
Description fai led to provide sufficient support for th is asswnption. It simply states that 

7 
The DEIR identified 3,985 weekday daily external trips while the corrected 

weekday external trip generation is 6,587. See MRO June I, 2016 repmt at 5 and 9. 
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the Project's commercial uses, stores, and restaurants would be designed to support 
Project residents. DElR at 3-1 6. 

PF29-22 
Moreover, as the MRO report explains, it is unreasonable to assume that cont. 

only residents of the Project would patronize the retail faci lities. MRO Report, June I, 
2016, at 3. Indeed, since the Project places no restrictions on outside visitors shopping at 
the Project's stores or dining at the Project's restaurants, the ErR cannot simply ignore 
the potential for these vis itors to drive to these retail uses. 

(b) T he FEIR's Estimate of the Project's Retail and Commercial 
Trip Generation Remain Inaccurate. 

The DEIR also substantially underestimated the amount of traffic that 
would be generated by the Project because it assumed that all the commercial/retail uses 
would be developed in a single location. The December 2, 2015 MRO rep01t explained 
that this approach to determining the Project's trip generation was incorrect because the 
DEIR and Staff Report c learly state that the Project's commercial uses could be 
distr ibuted throughout the site. See MRO Report December 2, 2015, at 2; DEIR at 3-17; 
June 2, 2016 Staff Report at 7; and MRO Report June 1, 20 16, at 1. MRO explains that 
the actual distribution and configuration of the commercial/retail space makes a 
substantial difference in terms of how much traffic is generated by that land use. MRO 
Report June 1, 2016, at 2. lf the retail/commercial use is provided in three equal-sized 
components, the daily trip generation would be 47 percent higher than if all of the space 
is in a single location. In the PM peak hour, a 44 percent increase in trips would result 
from spl itting the commercial land uses up in this way. Jd. 

The FEIR offers a couple of excuses as to why its approach to trip 
generation is acceptable. Each of these ·is unavailing. First, the FEIR asserts that it is 
unknown at this time where, and in what configuration, the commercial uses would be 
developed. FEIR at 3.5-441 (response to comment 1041-33). Yet, the DEIR clearly 
shows two sites that are designated for neighborhood commercial use. See DEIR Exhibit 
3-7 at 3-15. Second, the FEIR suggests its approach is reasonable because the Project's 
commercial/retai l would be designed to serve a self-contained population. FEIR at 3.5-
440, 4 I (response to comment 1041-33). As discussed above, the EIR cannot rely on this 
unreasonable assumption for purposes of calculating the Project's trip generation. Since 
distl·ibuted retail/commercial is specifically contemplated by the applicant, the DElR is 
obligated to identify the trip generation, and analyze the traffic impacts, from this land 
use configw-ation. 
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(c) The FE IR's Estimate of the Project's Trip Gene•·ation 
Remains Inaccurate Because it Relies on "Typical" Conditions 
that Do Not Reflect the Area's Unique Winter Conditions. 

We commented that the trip rates used for winter conditions, which were 
derived from the Instihtte of Transportation Engineers ("ITE") Trip Generation Manual, 
should not have been used because they do not reflect the abundant winter recreational 
activities along SR 267 that attract sufficient visitors to result in a signiJicant increase in 
travel demand during the winter season. FEIR at 3.5-388 (SMW letter, comment 1041-
31-32); MRO Report, December 2, 2015, at 14. MRO explained that the lTE Manual 
represents "typical" conditions and does not reflect the increased level of traffic demand 
associated with these unique winter conditions. 

The FEIR does not directly respond to this comment. Rather, it: (I) 
identifies that the Sunday winter peak occurs between 3:45 and 4:45pm; and (2) 
reiterates the trip generation rate used in the DEJR, suggesting that the lTE category of 
''Recreational Homes" is for second h~mes and those rented on a seasonal basis. FEIR at 
3.5-440 (response to comment 1041-32). The FEIR further asserts that the residents of 
the Pr~ject would have the choice not to travel on this road during the winter peak hour. 
ld. Consequently, the FEIR fails to resolve this deficiency because it contains no 
infonnation regarding the atypical volumes of winter traffic in the area due to winter 
recreational activities. 

2. The FEIR FaiJs to Aclrnowledge that the Pl'oject Would Significantly 
Impact the Intersection of SR 267 and the Pl'oject Access Roadway. 

As noted above, the DEIR substantially underestimated the volume of 
Project-generated traffic, primarily due to incorrect adjustments to reflect internal travel 
at the Project, as well as an unrealistic approach to estimating the trip generation for the 
proposed commercial/retail land uses. To provide an example oftbe effects of these 
technical deticiencies, MRO performed an analysis ofthe intersection of the SR 
267/Project Access Roadway, incorporating corrected project trip generation values for 
the summer Friday PM peak hour. See MRO Report, June 1, 2016~ at 15. As MRO 
explains, once the Project's trip generation estimate is corrected, the number of external 
trips would increase, which would increase the Project-generated demand on the critical 
outbound left-turn movement and the other conflicting movements at the SR 267/Project 
Access Roadway intersection. The end result is that the SR267/Project Access Roadway 
intersection would operate at an unacceptable LOS E. This is a significant impact, which 
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was not revealed in the DEIR. Consequently, no mitigation measure was identified to 1~:~~-25 
remedy the Project-related operational deficiency. This is a substantial tlaw in the DEIR. 
requiring that the El R be revised and recirculated. 

3. The FEIRFails to Adequately Analyze Tahoe Regional 
Transportation Impacts, Including Impacts to the I-80 F reeway and 
its Ramps. 

We commented that U1e DEIR did not analyze impacts on I-80 or its ramps. 
FEIR at 3.5-393 (SMW letter, comments 1041-43-44); MRO Report, December 2, 2016 
at 16, 17. As an initial matter, MRO explained that the DElR substantially 
underestimated the percentage of the Project's traffic that would use T-80 to/ from the 
west, i.e., to/from Sacramento and the San Francisco Bay Area. See MRO Report 
December 2, 2015, at 16. MRO compared the assumed geographic distribution of the 
proposed Project's trips to those assumed for the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan PF29-26 

("VSVSP") Project. While the VSVSP Project DEIR determined that 51 percent of 
overnight guests would travel to/fi:om Sacramento and the San Francisco Bay Area, the 
MVW DEIR assumed that just 23 percent would travel to/from these locations. /d. 
Although the two projects are not identical, they are sufficiently similar that the project 
trip distribution parameters should not vary substantially, and certainly not by the amount 
the EIR suggests. TheFElR failed to respond to MRO's comment. 

Despite the significant role that L-80 w ill play in accommodating Proj ect 
traffic, the DEIR provided no analysis of the impacts on the I-80 mainline. The FEIR 
now provides a cursory analysis ofthe I-80 mainline and asserts that 1-80 likely already 
operates at unacceptable levels and under cumulative conditions would also operate at 
unacceptable levels. FEIR at 3 .5-444, 445 (response to comment 1041-43). The FEIR 
concludes that because the Project would not cause a 0.05 volume to capacity ("V/C'') 
ratio increase, the Project's impacts on I-80 would be less than significant. !d. However, 
this conclusion is faulty. As the June l , 2016 MRO report explains, Caltrans provides a 
different significance criterion for facilities that operate at unacceptable levels of service 
under "no project" conditions. Specifically, Caltrans states that if an existing State 
highway facility is operating at less than the appropriate target level of service ("LOS"), 
the existing Measure of Effectiveness (''MOE") should be maintained. MRO June I, 
2016 report at 17, 18. ln this case, the MOE is the V /C ratio and, according to the FEIR, 
the addition of the Project traffic would cause the MOE to increase, i.e., become worse 
by 0.01 in both peak hour periods, both east and west of SR 267. FEIR at 444, 445 
(response to comment 1041-43). Since the MOE would not be maintained, a significant 
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impact would occur on the 1-80 mainline. The EIR must be revised and recirculated to 
discuss this new impact, and evaluate potentially feasible measures to reduce the impact. 
Moreover, the revised EIR's analysis of impacts to 1-80 must take into account accurate 
trip generation estimates. 

Our prior letter, and the MRO December 2, 2015 report, also pointed ou t 
that no analysis had been conducted w ith respect to the 1-80 on- and off-ramps at SR 267. 
FEIR at 3.5-393 (SMW letter, comment l04 1-44). The FEIR responds by stating that the 
calculatjon for the freeway segment LOS for merge and diverge segments included an 
analysis of traffic volwnes versus capacities for both freeway ramp areas and the ramps 
themse-lves. FEIR at 3.5-445 (response to comment 1041-44). 

As MRO explains, this is simply incorrect. Nothing in the analysis of the 
ramp merge and diverge areas tells us anything about whether the ramps themselves have 
sufficient capacity to accommodate the Project's traffic demand. MRO Report, June I, 
2016, at 18. It is essential that the EIR include an analysis ofthe impacts to these ramps 
from the Project and under cumulative conditions. 

The EIR also fails to adequately analyze other regional traffic impacts 
occurring within the Tahoe Basin. The Tahoe Basin is an area of"statewide, regional, or 
areawide significance" under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines § L5206(b)(4)(A)). The Basin 
has an environmental carrying capacity (i.e., a point at which Lake Tahoe and the Basin 
no longer sustain the environmental attributes that make it an area of statewide and 
regional s ignificance), which js reflected in thresholds set by the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency ("TRPA"). For projects that impact the Basin, the lead agency must 
"consult with transportation planning agencies and public agenc ies [in the Basin] that 
have transportation facilities within their jurisdictions that could be affected by the 
project." CEQA Guidelines§ 21092.4(a). 

Consequently, the EIR must take into account the Basin's environmental 
caiTying capacity. For example, while the DEIR admitted that the Project would cause 
significant and unavoidable traffic impacts along SR 267 (DEIR at 2-38- 2-43), the DEfR 
fai led to provide an overall estimate of the additional vehicle miles travelled (VMT) in 
the Basin that would result fi·om the Project. See MRO June 1, 2016 report at 27. This is 
important because TRPA's environmental carrying capacity calls for a VMT threshold of 
I 0 percent below 1981 levels (or 2,067,600). FEIR at 3- 17. The FEIR attempts to 
provide the VMT estimate, calculating that the Project would generate 13,745 on a peak 
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travel day. !d. This estimate was based on an assumption that 35% of the Project' s trips 
would travel to the Basio.8 ld. 

The FEIR c laims that even with Project-generated VMT, the VMT in the 
Basin would be less than the threshold (equaling a tota l of 1,998,345). !d. However, the 
FEJR fails to identify or analyze the Project's cumulative impacts to VMT in the Basin, 
when viewed in conjunction with the many other projects currently planned for the area 
(such as the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan and the Brockway Campground 
Project) - or the potential for town-centered development within the Basin, as called tor 
in the TRPA Regional Plan Update. Moreover, it is important to reiterate that the 
project's VMT estimate is inaccurate because of the significant deficiencies in the trip 
generation estimates described above and in the MRO June I , 20 16 report, particularly 
with respect to internal trips at the proposed Project. Given that there is only a remaining 
69,255 VMT before the threshold is met, this is a critical issue. Moreover, using up 
al'most 20% of the Basin 's remaining VMT capacity for one project certainly constitutes 
a significant adverse impact. 

Equally important, the FETR briefly acknowledges the Project, which 
would generate an estimated 1,394 daily trips to the Basin, would far exceed TRPA 's 200 
daily trip threshold. FEIR at 3-17; FEIR at 3.3-2 (TRPA comment letter). However, the 
FElR cursorily concludes that it need not utilize TRPA's thresholds or required 
mitigation because the Project site is located outside the Basin. FElR at 3-17. As 
discussed, although the Project may be located outside of the Basin, the traffic the Project 
would generate would not stay in one place; that traffic would alsb be located inside the 
Basin. Thus, the FEIR 's response does not pass muster. 

In sum, the Project's substantial VMT and daily trip generation result in a 
significant impact to the unique environment ofthe Basin that must be analyzed and 
mitigated, regardless of jurisdictional boundaries. Viewed in a different way, if new 
projects just outside of the Basin were allowed to ignore TRPA thresholds, they could 
easily cumulatively result in an exceedance of the environmental carrying capacity of the 
Basin without ever identifYing this as a significant impact or requiring mitigation. This 

8 
We believe this is an underestimation as studies show that a much larger portion 

of visitors to the project area would also v isit attractions in the Basin. See, e.g., FEIR at 
3.5-90 (Friends of West Shore and Sierra C lub letter). 

SH UTE, MIHALY 
('7' - W J: I N B b_ R G E R u.t• 

PF29-26 

cont. 

446



 

Paul Thompson and 
Planning Commissioners 
June 7, 2016 
Page 31 

wou ld not only degrade the environment of a treasured resource,9 it would also preclude 
any new development or much needed redevelopment within the Basin itself. 

4. The FEfR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project's Potential to 
Increase Hazards. 

The DELR [ailed to evaluate the Project's potential to increase hazards. See 
FEJR at 3.5-396 (SMW letter, comment 1041-50); MRO Report, December 2, 2015, at 
18; see also MRO Report, June I, 2016, at 20. Rather than provide a thorough analysis 
of all Project-related hazards, the DEIR focused its analysis exclusively on chain controls 
on SR 267. ld. We explained that this myopic approach to impact analysis ignored other 
hazards, such as the potential risk to public safety that would occur for motorists trying to 
turn onto SR 267 (which has speeds between 55 and 60 mph) from the unsignalized 
Project Access Roadway. !d. This potential public safely risk warrants critical analysis 
because according to Cal trans, the introduction of a stop-sign-controlled intersection on a 
high-speed roadway such as SR 267 is, practically by definition, a signi ficant hazard. 
The Caltrans Highway Design Manual (p. 400-3) specifically states: 

Intersections have a higher potential for connict compared to other sections 
of the highway because travel is interrupted, h·affic streams cross, and many 
types of turning movements occur. 

See MRO Report, June l , 2016, at20. 

Rather than actually analyze this impact, the FEIR simply asserts that the 
SR 267/Project Access Roadway intersection would be designed so as not to create a new 
hazard. FEIR at 3.5-449 (response to comment 1041-50). The FEIR states that the 
intersection would have separate left- and right-turrt lanes for exiting traffic, as well as 
acceleration lanes on SR 267 in both the northbound and southbound directions. /d. 

9 
Increased YMT and vehicle trips not only affect traffic and air quality, they also 

impact the water quality/clarity of the Lake as fine sediments generated by roadway 
traffic accounts for a significant portion of the sediments in the Lake. See Fugitive Dust 
Emissions from Paved Road Travel in the Lake Tahoe Basin, availab le at: 
http://www .2ndnatureUc.corn/wp-content/uploads/20 13/07/Fugitive-D ust-Emissions
:from-Paved-Road-Travel-in-the-Lake-Tahoe-Basinl.pdf; accessed June 7, 2016, attached 
hereto as Exhibit 4. 
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Skeptical that this intersection could be designed in a manner that would 
avoid the potential for vehicular accidents, MRO conducted an independent evaluation of 
the new intersection design and the proposed acceleration lanes. See MRO Report, June 
I , 2016, at 19-22. MRO determined that the Project access intersection is grossly under
designed and would create the potential for high speed side-swipe collisions between 
vehicles exiting the Project site and through vehicles on SR 267. Jd. 

It is also important to note thal terrain in the Project v icinity makes driving 
even more hazardous. The proposed access road would be on a steep incline. Steep 
roads can be particularly treacherous during snowy and icy conditions. Indeed, 
Highlands View Drive, located just to the north of the Project site, closes during 
inclement weather in the winter due to hazardous driving conditions, and its incl ine is 
less steep than the Project's proposed access road. The EIR does not even acknowledge 
the hazardous nature of the access road, nor does it explain how access would be 
maintained dming winter conditions. The Project clearly would result in a substantial 
increase in hazards due to design features, yet this is not acknowledged in either the 
DEJR or the FEIR. Consequently, the EIR must be rev ised to analyze this impact and 
feasible mitigation, and then recirculated. 

5. The FEIR Fails to AnaJyze the Project's Potential to Result in 
Inadequate Emergency Access. 

According to federal official s, stubborn drought conditions and an epidemic 
of dead and dying trees mean California is facing a potentially catastrophic fire season. 
See "Spike in dead trees adds to fire danger," San Francisco Clu·onicle, May 18, 20 16, 
attached as Exhibit 5. The Project site is particularry at risk since the site and 
surrounding lands are designated as being within high and very high fire hazard severity 
zones. DEIR at 18-2. 

We commented that the DEIR lacked the evidence to conclude that the 
Project would not interfere with emergency access to the Project site. FEIR at 3.5-410 
(SMW letter, comment nw11bers 1041-67- 70); MRO Report, December 2, 2015, at 18, 
19. We explained that SR 267 is the only roadway by which emergency vehicles could 
access the Project site and this roadway would operate at LOSE as a result of the Project 
and LOS F under cumulative condjtions. See Specific Plan at 2-9 (disclosing that all 
evacuation routes lead to SR 267); DEJR at 2-38- 2-45; MRO Report December 2, 2015, 
at 18, 19. 
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Notwithstanding this extreme traffic congestion on SR 267, the DEIR 
omi tted entirely an analysis ofthe Project's impact on emergency access and response 
times. Indeed, under the heading "Issues Dismissed from Further Consideratjon," the 
DEIR did nothing more than acknowledge the locations of two emergency vehic le access 
roads. DEIR at 10-27. 

In response to our comment, the FEIR asserts that this impact is analyzed in 
two locations: under Impact 17-3 (Increased demand for tire protection and emergency 
medical services) and in the Emergency Plan and Emergency Evacuation Master 
Response. The FEIR continues to suggest that impacts relating to emergency access and 
response times would be less than significant. See DEIR at 17-16; FElR at 3-37. 

A review oflmpact 17-3 reveals that it does not include the required 
evaluation of the Project' s impact on em.ergency access and response t imes. Rather, the 
DElR simply states that consultation with the Northstar Fire Department (''NFD") would 
be required during project design to ensure that access for emergency vehicles is 
adequate. DElR at 17-17. The mere act of consulting with NFD would do nothing to 
ensure adequate emergency access, as it does not require the applicant or NFD to take 
any action. In addition, it is bard to envision any action that NFD could take to ensure 
adequate emergency vehicle access to the Project s ite given the expected gridlock along 
SR 267. Therefore, the EIR cannot re ly on the discussion in Impact I 7-3 to conclude that 
impacts relating to emergency access and emergency response times would be less than 
significant. 

The FEIR's Master Response fares no better since all of the information 
relating to emergency access and response time is explicitly deferred. Specifically, the 
FEJR looks to a yet-to-be prepared Fire Pr·otection Plan ("FPP") that would eventually 
identi fy emergency access road standards. FEIR at 3-37. It is wholly inappropriate to 
rely on this FPP to conclude that the Pr~ject would not impact emergency access and 
response times and allow it to be delayed until after Project approval. CEQA allows a 
lead agency to defer mitigation only when: (I) an ErR contains criteria, or performance 
standards, to govern future actions implementing the mitigation; (2) pract ical 
considerations preclude development of the measures at the time of initial project 
approval; and (3) the agency has assurances that the future mitigation will be both 
"feasible and efficacious." Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond 
(2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 94-95 ("CBE "); San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. 
County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 669-7 1; Guidelines § 15 126.4(a)(l )(B). 
Here, the EIR has met none of these requirements. 

SH UTE, M IHALY 
C ~ \XI E I N B E R G E R 1.1.1• 

PF29-28 

cont. 

449



 

Paul Thompson and 
Planning Commissioners 
June 7, 2016 
Page 34 

The FEIR further explains that the Specific Plan includes an Emergency 
Preparedness and Evacuation ("EPEP") and that this plan purportedly addresses the 
potential risks from environmental hazards and evacuation scenarios. See FEIR at 3-38. 
Yet, a review of the EPEP indicates that it also does not include the necessary impact 
analysis nor any performance standards for emergency response times. 

The FEffi. does, however, finally include an analysis of traftic conditions 
during an evacuation scenario, and its conclusions are alarming. In the event of a 
wildfire occurring during the peak of the summer tourist season, it would take about 1.3 
hours for all vehicles to exit the Project site under the existing plus Project conditions and 
1.5 hours under cumulative plus Project conditions. FEIR at 3-39. As alarming as these PF29-28 

lengthy evacuation times are, they do not reveal what these motorists would do once they cont. 

encounter gridlock on SR 267. Nor does this evacuation scenario provide any indication 
as to how long it would take emergency vehicles to access the scene of the wildfire, e.g., 
in the wildlands behind the Project site. 

The ElR's fa ilure to include even a superficial evaluation of the effects of 
the Project-induced traffic congestion on emergency access and vehicle response times is 
a fatal flaw. Moreover, the EIR lacks any basis to conclude that the Project's potential to 
interfere with emergency access and response times would be less than significant. The 
EIR must be revised to include a comprehensive analysis of, and mitigation for, this 
critical public safety impact. The revised EIR must then be recirculated for publ ic review 
and comment. 

6. The FEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze 01· Mitigate the Project's 
Cumulative T.-ansportation Impacts. 

We commented that the DEIR failed to adequately analyze the Proj ect's 
cumulative traffic impacts. See FElR at3 .5-397 (SMW letter, comment 1041-52); MRO 
Report, December 2, 2016, at 17, 18. One notable deficiency in the cumulative traffic 
analysis relates to the fact that although the DEJR purports to evaluate traffic operations 
in tbe year 2034, in reality the future traffic volumes are based on the year 2025. Jd. As 
MRO explains, "in effect, zero traffic growth was assumed for nine of the nineteen years 
included in the cumulative conditions analys is (i.e., from 2025 through 2034)." ld. The 
FEfR does not respond to this cotmnent. 
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7. The FErR Fails to Adequately Mitigate the P1·oject's Significant 
Transportation Impacts. 

(a) The EIR Lacks the Evidentiary Support that Jts Measures 
Would Effectively Mitigate the Project's 1m pacts. 

We commented that the DEJR failed to identify feasible mitigation 
measures for the Project's significant impacts to intersection and roadway segment 
operations. FETR at 3.5-391-392 (SM W letter, comment 104 1-39); MRO Report 
December 2, 2015, at 19-21. The MRO Report, for example, described the flaws in the 
few mitigation measures that were identified in the DElR. MRO explained that 
Mitigation Measure I 0-1 a and M itigaOon Measure l 0-1 b, for example, which cal l for 
opOmizing signal timing at two locations, would likely have little or no effect in 
improving traffic operations. !d. MRO also explained that the DEIR l'ailed to provide 
any evidentiary support for the conclusion that Mitigation Measure I O-le, which calls for 
the provision of signage on Highlands View Road, would mitigate the Project's traffic 
impacts at SR 267 and Highlands View Road to a less than significant level. !d. The 
FEIR fai ls to prov ide any response to these comments. 

We also faulted the mitigation measures identified for the Project's 
significant impacts on public transit service. fEIR at 3.5-395 (SMW letter, comment 
1041-48, 49); MRO Report, December 2, 2015, at 20. Specifically, we explained that the 
DEIR did not provide any indication as to how the establishment of a Zone of Benefi t 
("ZOB") or annexation into a pre-existing ZOB, or j oining and maintaining membership 
in the Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management Association ("TNT/TMA") 
would effectively reduce the Project's significant transit impacts, especially when the 
DEIR failed to disclose the amount of money the applicant would be required contribute 
to these entities. !d. MRO echoed this concern: 

Beyond the lack of any meaningful analysis of project-related transit 
demand or the faulty evaluation of the transit system "enhancements" 
proposed by the project, however, is the fact that the pmposed mitigation 
measures will have absolutely no effect with respect to remedying the 
transit capacity deficiency identified in the DEIR. Only one form of 
mitigation will be truly effective in this regard: Provide additional transit 
service, which requires additional and/or larger transit vehicles running 
more frequently. Neither payment of an atmual fee nor joining a 
transportation management organization will have any effect in this regard. 
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MRO Report, December 2, 2016, al21. 

Furthermore, in response to our comment that the DEIR fai led to anatyze 
the effect that the Project would have on public transit, the FEIR includes a new analysis 
and determines that the Project's impact on public transit would actually be less than 
significant. FEIR at 3.5-446 (response to comment 1041-46). Consequently, the EfR 
authors may ultimately suggest that the mitigation measures calling for the establishment 
of a ZOB or j oining the TNT/TMA are no longer necessary. 

Regardless of the DEIR's determination that the Project's impact on public 
transit would be less than significant (which we do not agree with), the Project's impact 
on local roads and intersections remain significant and largely unmitigated. Therefore, 
the County cannot simply abdicate its responsibility under CEQA to consider and 
approve specific measures that would reduce these traffic impacts. Pub. Res. Code §§ 
21002. 1(a), 21061. As discussed below, to effectively reduce the Project's traffic 
impacts, the EIR must evaluate feasible alternatives and/or measures that would minimize 
the Project's vehicular h·ips. In addition to an alternative that would reduce the number 
of units, one of the most logical and effective trip reduction measures is to substantially 
expand public transit service. 

(b) The ElR Inappropriately Rejects Feasible 
Mitigation Measures. 

If the EIR had identified adequate mitigation measures as required under 
CEQA, many of the Project's signiflcant traffic impacts could have been avoided, or at 
least substantially lessened. We suggested severa l measures intended to reduce the 
number of trips generated by the Project such as subsidies for transit use; providing 
covered bicycle parking near the Project's retail establishments; the provision of shuttle 
service to key destinations in the region; and a requirement that the applicant actively 
recruit transit riders by distributing transit infonnation to each residence and retail 
establishment in the development. FEJR at 3.5-392 (SMW letter, comment 1041-39). 
The FEIR mentions that the applicant would implement "a shuttle," yet dismisses the 
remainder of these measmes without adequate analysis or ignores them altogether. FEIR 
at 3.5-444 (response to comment f041-39). 

For example, in regards to our suggestion that the applicant provides a 
transit fare subsidy or fi·ee transit passes for the Project's residents, the FEIR rej ects this 
measure outright. It claims that the Project would not be controlled by a single applicant 

Sl-1 UT E., M IH ALY 
L' - W EINB ERGERw• 

PF29-30 

cont. 

452



 

Paul Thompso11 and 
Planning Commissioners 
Juhe 7, 2016 
Page 37 

following construction and thus n o method exists to provide transi t passes. !d. This 
excuse is unavailing. Certainly mechanisms exist lor the applicant to provide annual 
transit passes. Indeed, the ElR calls for the establishment of a ZOB, the purpose of 
whic h is ''to provide adequate funding of capital and ongoing operational transit 
services/requirements." DEIR at 10-33. We question why the applicant could not 
provide a cash legacy to the ZOB after the development is complete and designate the 
ZOB to implement the free transit passes on an on-going basis. 

Free trans it service is highly effective in attracting riders, even in relative ly 
remote areas such as Martis Valley. Missoula Montana 's three-year "zero-fare'' 
demonstration project, for example, greatly increased transit use in the Missoula area. 
See "Free Transit Attracts Riders, Helps Communities in More Ways Than One," 
Shareable, September 16, 2015, attached as Exhibit 6. Providing free transit passes 
would be highly effective in encouraging people to take the bus, rather than their cat s, to 
certain destinations. For example, because parking is extremely limited at most of the 
area's ski resotts, people have an added incentive to travel by bus, especially if the bus 
service is convenient and free. 

The applicant could also provide funding to actively recruit transit riders. 
See FEIR at 3.5-392 (SMW letter, comment 1041-39). Many individuals staying at the 
Project' s residential units or frequenting the Project's stores and restaurants may not be 
aware of existing bus lines serving the area. By distributing b·ansit information to each 
residence as well as the stores and restaurants in the Project, visitors would be apprised of 
opp011unities to travel by bus to certain locations. Operation of a transit assistance 
center, offering on site, one-stop shopping for transit opportunities, preferably staffed 
with a live person to assist visitors could be quite effective in reducing travel by 
automobile. 

In response to our suggestion that the applicant provide programs to 
encourage travel by bicycle, the FEIR asserts that measures that promote travel by 
bicycle could affect internal trips but would not mitigate offsite external Project impacts. 
FEIR at 3.5-444 (response to comment !041-39). We disagree. The applicant could 
provide bicycles dw·ing the non-snowy seasons for travel in and around the Project site 
s imilar to Portland's free community bike program. The Project site is less than I 0 miles 
from Lake Tahoe and Kings Beach. lt is also close to Norths tar, whi cJ1 offers an array of 
summer activities such as live music, golf, miniature golf, skate rental, and a rock wall . 
Certainly some visitors might g ladly make these trips by bicycle rather than car. 
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Finally, as discussed above, perhaps the most effective way to reduce the 
Proj ect's traffic impacts is to significantly expand transit service. Tn addition to 
contributing (an unspecified amount ot) money to the ZOB and the TNT/TMA, the 
applicant should make a sizable financial donation to the local transit agency specifically 
earmarked for the expansion of transit service, i.e., larger transit vehicles running more 
frequently. The applicant could also commit to engage in a partnership with nearby ski 
resorts such as Northstar to collaborate on transit service that is intended to link residents 
to services, tourists to local attractions, and workers to employment. 

The only measW"e the FEIR does agree to include- the implementation of a 
shuttle- is too vague to al low for a determination of its effectiveness. FElR at 3.5-444 
(response to comment 1041-39). Indeed, we can find no information in the EIR about this PF29-30 

shuttle other than the fact that it would travel to local destinations. Jd. What locations cont. 

would be served by this shuttle? How many shuttles would be in operation? What s ize 
shuttle(s) would be used? How often would the shutt le(s) run? What hours would they 
run? Moreover, the FEIR states that the shuttle would not be implemented until the 340th 
unit is constructed. Because the Project's traffic would begin to inundate roads and 
intersections as soon as the first phase of residential development is occupied, we can 
find no plausible reason why this shut1le service should not also commence immediately 
following occupancy of phase l. 

Additionally, as explained further below (see inji-a Section TII.B), we 
suggested an alternative that would avoid significant traffic impacts by reducing the 
nwnber of units, conserving the Tahoe Basin portion of the West Parcel, and utilizing an 
alternate access road for the Project. As discussed below, the FEJR dismisses each of 
these suggestions out of hand. 

In sum, the FEIR does nothing to revise the m itigation measures included 
in the DErR and our comments therefore remain valid. l n addition, although we 
submitted seemingly reasonable, and certainly feasible, suggestions for mitigation, the 
EIR's refusal to consider them is disingenuous and a c lear violation of CEQ A. 
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D. The FEIR Adds New Information Regarding GreeJ1housc Gas E missions 
that Requires Recirculation, But Fails to Correct All the Deficiencies in 
the DEIR. 

I. T he FEIR's New Analysis of GHG Emissions Must Be Recirculated. 

The FEIR correctly notes that, as our comment letter on the DEIR informed 
the County, the Californ ia Supreme Court has recently issued a decision that calls for an 
alteration in the DEIR's analysis of greenhouse gas ("GHG'') emjssions. See FEIR at 3-
20- 3-23 (discussing Center for Biological Diversity v. California Department ofFish and 
WildLife (20 15) 224 Cai.App.4th 1 105 ("CBD v. CDFW")); FEIR at 3.5-399-3.5-402 
(SMW letter). CBD holds that an agency reviewing a development prqject may not rely 
on a standard statewide reduction from the business-as-usual ("BAU", also referred to as 
no action taken or "NAT" in the DEIR) GHG emission scenario to claim less-than
significant prqject-related GHG emissions, unless it can provide substantial evidence of a 
link between the statewide reduction below BAU and the needed reductions for the 
project. !d. The FEIR a lso correctly notes that the DErR failed to provide the required 
substantial evidence of such a link, and that local air quality agencies no longer 
recommend relying on the BAU standard. FEIR at 3-22, 3-29. As our comments on the 
DEIR noted, the CBD decision thus invalidates much of the approach utilized' in the 
DEIR for evaluating GHG emissions. 

We commend the County for recognizing the CBD decision and removing 
the BAU standard as a threshold of significance from the EIR. See FEIR at 3-29. 
Unfortunately, the FEIR fails to recognize the import of this change. Rather, it 
incorrectly claims that " [t]he DEIR's significance conclusions remain unchanged, 
including the way it used the PCAPD Tier II threshold of21.7 percent below BAu.·· 
PEJR at 3-22. This statement entirely ignores the analysis in the DEIR, as well as the 
alterations the FETRmakes to this analysis. The DEIR used the 21.7 percent below BAU 
as a threshold for 2020, and found that operational GHG impacts at that time would be 
less than significant. DEIR at 12-9, 12-13- 12-15. The FEJR deletes the operative 
language, and instead fmds a significant GHG impact for 2020. See, e.g. , FEIR at 3-30 
(deleting operational GHGs "would not exceed the GHG efficiency based Tier II 
threshold recommended by PCAPCD for 2020"), 2-22 (same), 3-31 (adding "which is a 
significant impact"), 3-34 (deleting "the built out MVWPSP would achieve a reduction in 
greenhouse gas emjssions of23.2 percent by 2020"). As the FEIR notes, recirculation is 
required when the fEIR reveals a significant impact that was not discussed in the DEIR. 
FEIR at 3-2. This is precisely what happened here. 
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The FEIR provides two main excuses for why the ·'Draft ElR 's s ignificance 
conclusions remain unchanged" (FEIR at 3-22), both of which must fai l. First, the FEJR 
claims that, even though the conclusions regarding impacts in 2020 have changed, the 
DElR's overall conclusion that the project would have signi ftcant and unavoidable 
operational impacts at full-bui ld out remains unchanged. FElR at 3-22. This is 
irrelevant. Clearly, as revealed by the changes re ferenced above, the DEIR found 
operational GHG impacts in 2020 to be less than significant and the FEIR finds these 
impacts ''significant." As discussed, that is a change requiring recirculation. Further, 
even if the EIR lumps all operational GHG impacts into one impact category, CEQA 
requires recirculation where there has been a substantial inc rease in the severity of an 
impact. CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.5(a)(2); FEIR at 3-2 (quoting same). Here, even if 
the overall conclusion of significance remains unchanged, because the DEIR c laimed that 
operational impacts in 2020 would be less than significant, the FE!R's reve lation that 
those impacts are indeed significant results in an increase in severity of operational 
impacts requiring recirculation. 

Next, the FEIR claims it is "doubtful that much of the project would be 
constructed prior to 2020." FEIR at 3-34. Yet, the FEIR admits that the tirst phase could 
be completed by 2018 (FEIR at 3-23), and then logically at least the second phase could 
be completed by 2020 (possibly more with overlapp ing construction). With potentially 
two or more phases of the project to be completed by 2020, evaluation of envi ronmental 
impacts in 2020 is very relevant. The FEIR docs not state what the first phases of 
construction would entail. H owever, since at full buildout the project would generate 
roughly 30,000 MT C02. per year (FEIR at 3-31 ), only about 3% of the project would 
need to be buill by 2020 to exceed the FEIR 's established threshold of 1,100 MT 
C0 2elyear. This is entirely plausible and foreseeable. Thus, unless the project includes a 
condition that construction would not start until after 2020, the County crumot c laim that 
GHG impacts in 2020 (or before that) are irrelevant. It must recirculate the ElR to 
discuss this new impact. 

ln sum, in light of recent California Supreme Court precedent, the FElR 
correctly alters a threshold of significance for the project. The FEIR accordingly deletes 
a prior finding that GHG impacts in 2020 would be less than significant to state that those 
impacts are indeed signjficant and unavoidable. The County must now recirculate the 
ElR so that the public may adequately comment upon the project's significru1t GHG 
impacts under the FE! R 's new threshold of significance, and suggest ways to avoid or 
mitigate them (see discussion infra re GHG mitigation). 
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2. The FEffi Fails to Adequately Respond to Comments that t he DEI R 
Contains Misleading Information Regarding GHG Emissions. 

Sierra Watch and MAP commented that the DEIR included misleading 
information by claiming the project would not result in sign.ificant climate change 
impacts in 2020 because it reduces GHG emissions by more than 21.7% compared to 
NAT (or BAU). See FEIR at 3.5-400- 3.5.402 (SMW letter). As discussed above, the 
Cali fornia Supreme Court has validated this comment, stating that an agency cannot 
claim a s ingle project is doing its part to reduce Gl-JG emissions by meeting a generic 
statewide standard. This is because, as the FEIR recognizes, new projects are much more 
capable of achieving reductions than pre-existing uses and therefore will likely be 
required to implement more reductions. While the FEIR does delete the NAT/BAU 
standard as a threshold of s ignificance, specifically noting that it is not supported by 
substantial evidence as applied to this project, it majntains the discussion of this standard 
" [t]o help characterize the nature of the impact." FEIR at 3-3 1. 

Indeed, the FEIR now claims the project would produce a 30% reduction in 
GHG emissions (instead of23.2%) and that the Project is therefore "relatively Gl-IG
efficienL" See FElR at 3-32- 3-33. The ErR provides no explanation as to why a method 
of analysis involving BA U that is no longer recommended by the local air district and is 
not supported by substantial evidence could somehow he lp "characterize the nature of the 
impact." This is especially true given the nature of the project, which involves 
construction of vacation residences and commercial space where no development 
currently exis ts. While under a "business as usual" scenario the state may need to keep 
generating homes for people to Jive in as population grows, there is no similar need to 
produce luxury vacation residences that induce additional driving and consumption. As 
the EIR recognizes, this Project would result in 30,000 MT C02e per year of new GHG 
emissions. Claiming this is somehow "efficient" in terms of the State's climate change 
goals is misleading. See Friends ofOroville v. City ofOroville (2013) 219 Cal.App.4th 
832, 844 ("speculative and contradictory conclusions" do not support analysis of GHG 
impacts). The EfR must be recirculated to remove any references to NA T/BAU or the 
Proj ect being "efficient" that are not supported by substantial evidence. 

3. The FEIR Fails to Adequately Respond to Comments About the 
Pl'oject's Consistency with ApplicabJe Plans. 

Sierra Watch and MAP commented on the DETR 's failure to analyze 
whether the project complies with applicable plans and policies for GHG reduction, 
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iJ1cluding AB 32, SACOG's Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy ("MTP/SCS"), Executive Order S-3-05, and Executive Order B-30-15. See 
FEIR at 3.5-402- 3.5-404. Sierra Watch and MAP even provided a road map for how to 
conduct such analyses. The FEIR responds with a host of excuses, citing agency 
discretion and that analysis would require speculation. See FEIR at 3.5-452- 3.5-455. 
However, for a long-term project such as this one, some amount of foresight is required. 
and as our letter pointed out, other agencies have been able to conduct the analysis. 

While the EIR does contain some discussion of these plans, its analysis is 
incomplete at best. For example, while the FElR provides a generic description of 
statewide ru1d regional GHG reduction targets, it fails to provide the public with an 
understanding of how a new major regional source ofGHG emissions from a 
development such as this could throw the State off the steep emissions reductions 
trajectory needed to help correct course to avoid some of the most catastrophic impacts 
ti·om climate change. Our letter on the DETR provided conservative methods to conduct 
the necessary analyses (such as using 1990 emission levels as a target for 2020, as set 
forth in AB 32; comparing Project or vehicle emissions to the regional targets set for 
2020 and 2035 by the MTP/SCS; and using SANDAG 's approach to analyzing 
consistency with 2050 reduction targets), but the FEIR cursorily dismisses these 
suggestions. The FElR is conect that the GHG analysis for SANDAG's RTP/SCS is 
currently pending before the state Supreme Coutt. See FE[R at 3.5-454. However, the 
Cow1ty is on notice that the requested analysis is feasible. Thus, if/when the Supreme 
CoUtt affirms the Court of Appeal' s decision that an analysis of consistency with the 
state's long-term GHG reduction targets is required for long-term projects, the County 
will have no defense for its lack of analysis. See FEIR at 3-21 (noting that the Supreme 
Court in CBD v. DFW admonished that ' 'especially for long-term projects" an EIR "may 
in the near future need to consider the project's effects on meeting longer-term emissions 
reduction targets."). 

4. The FElR Fails to Adequately Respond to Comments About the 
DEIR's Underestimation of GAG Emissions. 

As explained in our prior comments and in the December 2, 20 15 and June 
I , 2016 MRO rep01ts, the DEJR's GHG analysis relied on inaccurate trip generation 
figures to calculate GHG emissions from vehicle travel, thereby underestimating the 
Project's impacts on climate change. See FEIR at 3.5-404- 3.5-405 (SMW letter, 
comment 1041-61- 1041-62). As explained above and in the June 1, 2016 MRO report, 
the FEIR fails to correct the errors in the trip generation figures and therefore continues 
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to understate the Project's GI-JG impacts. See supra Section I I.C( I); MRO Report, June 
1, 20 16, at27. 

The FEIR's bald claim that the document actually overestimates the 
Project's trip genera tion is unsupported by the record. FEIR at 3.5-455- 3.5-456 
(response to comment 104 1-62). It bases this claim on the fact that trips generated by the 
Project are likely already assumed by the Regional Transportation P lans and Sustainable 
Communities Strategies for the Bay Area and Sacramento regions, and therefore the ElR 
is likely double counting these trips. /d. But the EIR presen ts no evidence that these 
regional plans contemplated the proposed Project, nor does it attempt to incorporate any 
analysis from the EIRs for those plans. 

5. The EIR's Mitigation of Significant GHG Impacts 
Remains Inadequate. 

Sierra Watch and MAP commend the County for acting upon the groups' 
comments that mitigation is needed for GHG significant impacts in the early phases of 
development, and accordingly removing the condition that mitigation only be imposed 
''after December 3 1, 2020." FEIR at 3-33. However, the EIR's mitigation for GHG 
impacts remains woefully deficient for several reasons. 

First, now that the FEIR has employed a different threshold of significance 
for GHGs, the mitigation provided is completely divorced from the impact identified. 
The FEIR states that significant GHG impacts result where the project results in annual 
emjssions greater than I, I 00 MT C02e/year. The logical conclusion is that this impact 
would be mitigated if project emissions are reduced to below 1,100 MT C02e/year. Yet, 
the mitigation provided in the EIR is entirely framed around consistency with GHG 
reduction targets adopted by the State that are based on a substantial linkage between the 
Project and the statewide reduction goals. FEIR at 3-33. But the FEIR admits elsewhere 
that no such statewide reduction targets that are linked to individual projects currently 
exist, and they may never exist. See, e.g. , FEIR at 3-30 ("There are no current 
mechanisms available to determine the level of GHG-efficiency needed on a single 
project in order to determine if it fits within the State's Scoping Plan targets."); see also 
FEIR at 3-34 ("It is unknown whether the project would achieve threshold targets 
because such targets do not yet exist and it is speculative to assume what they might be 
and/or what regulations wi ll be in place to help achjeve them."). Nor does the EIR offer 
a contingency plan if there are no such statewide goals in place. Thus, the mitigation is 
not only unrelated to the identified impact, il is illusory. 
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This mitigation result is unacceptable under CBQA, especially where the 
County has at its fingertips a host of potentially feasible mitigation measures to reduce 
GHG emissions. Rather than defer mitigation measures and tie them to an uncertain 
statewide reduction plan, the EIR must require feasible mitigation now for the p roject's 
identi tied significant GHG impacts. The EIR claims "the cost and feasibil ity of certatn 
policies that would be mandated as mitigation are not known." FEIR at 3-35 . But it is 
the EIR's job to assess the feasibiltty of mitigation measures. Such measures are not 
unknown. Indeed, they are spelled out very specifically in our and others' comment 
letters, as well the FEIR. 10 See, e.g., FEIR at 3.5-406- 3.5-407 (SMW letter); FEIR at 3-
34. The FEIR offers no valid rationale as to why the measures can' t be evaluated now 
and required as conditions of approval for the project, and why offsets or other measures 
cannot be required if any of the identified measures prove infeasible or incapable of 
reducing the project's significant GHG impacts. 

As explained above, CEQA only a llows deferral of mitigation where (I) 
practical considerations preclude development of the measures at the time of project 
approval, (2) the EJR contains criteria to govem the future actions implementing the 
mitigation, and (3) the agency has assurances that the futw-e mitigation will be both 
" feasible and efficacious.'' Californians for Alternatives to Taxies v. Dept. of Food & 
Agric. (2005) 136 Cal.App.4th 1, 17. These criteria are not met here. Specifically, as 
discussed above, there is no practical impediment to developing mitigation as specific 
measures have already been identified. Fmther, the criteria provided are vague and 
illusory as no eligible statewide reduction goals have been identified that can be 
translated to sufficient project-level reductions. Thus, there are certainly no assurances 

10 In its response to comments, the FEIR claims baldly claims that the "applicant 
cannot feasibly incorporate measures such as car sharing programs and creating 'light 
vehicle' networks." FEIR at 3.5-456 (response to comment 1041-63). lt also claims that 
it evaluates measures "similar" to those proposed by Sierra Watch and MAP. !d. 
However, the ETR must provtde more. Because the PEIR still lists the GHG impact as 
significant and unavoidable after mitigation, it must consider all feasible mitigation that 
might teduce the impact, and carefully consider the feasibility of each. There are many 
measures proposed by Sierra Watch, MAP, and others that the EJR has yet lo consider. 
These include, for example, using zero emission vehicles for construction and people 
movement, reducing the use of pavement and impermeable surfaces, and providing 
educational resources on energy and vehicle uses. 
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that the identified mitigation will be feasible or efficacious since the identi tied mitigation 
may never come to fruit ion. 

The FEIR claims the County prefers to defer mitigation because "GHG 
reduction measures wil1 likely be feasible in the future that are not feasible at the time 
this Draft ElR is published." FEIR at 3.5-456. Whi le the point is taken, it does not 
provide a justification for deferring all mitigation unti l the State or other agency adopts a 
reduction target that is based on a substantial linkage between the Project and the 
reduction goal. While the County could certainly include flexibility in its mitigation 
program, such as by analyzing feasib il ity and best technology available after certain 
increments of time, CEQA does not permit the County to kick the can down the road on 
all feasible mitigation to some unknown time in the future. Further, the current 
mitigation leads to a perverse incentive for the County to never develop an appropriate 
Climate Action Plan that coordinates local projects to statewide GI-lG reduction goals. 

In short, the EIR must evaluate any/all potentially feasible mitigation 
measw·es to reduce the significant GHG emissions identified. Further, if it decides to 
approve the proposed Project, it must adopt any/all feasible measures as an enforceable 
part of the Project approval. 

Ill. The EJR's Alternatives A nalysis Must Be Recirculated with Alternative 5 and 
Sien·a Watch's and MAP's Suggested Alternative. 

A. The Ef R Must Be Recirculated fo1· J>ublic Comment on Alternative S. 

In response to comments that the FEIR failed to include a reasonable range 
of alternatives and should include additiona l reduced density alternatives, the FEIR adds 
a new alternative (Alternative 5) that involves a reduced density alternative on the East 
Parcel. See FEIR at 3-41. Alternative 5 would not include a conservation easement to 
preserve the remainder of the Project site. The FEIR claims that Alternative 5 "would 
reduce the severity of the impacts for all resources affected by the proposed project." 
FEIR at 2-42; see also FEIR at 2-43. The inclusion of such an alternative requires 
recirculation of the DEIR. CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.5(a). Yet, the FEIR claims that 
recirculation is not required because "no feasible alternatives have been recommended 
that would avoid a significant impact." FEIR at3-4. This is not the test. The CEQA 
Guidelines provide that an EIR must be recirculated if a "feasible project alternative or 
mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly 
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Lessen the signi ficant environmental impacts of the project." CEQA Guidelines§ 
15088.5(a)(3). 

There is no question that Alternative 5 is clearly different than other 
alternatives analyzed, because it involves a reduced density development on the East 
Parcel rather than the West Parcel, and fails to include a conservation easement on Lhe 
East Parcel. Further, the FEJR claims that Alternative 5 would lessen the proposed 
Project's environmental impacts in every impact category. FEIR at 2-42, 2-43. Thus, 
CEQA ' s requirements for recirculation have been met here. 

It is especially important for the public to weigh in on Alternative 5 
because it involves an entirely different development plan than the proposed Project in a 
currently w1developed area. The public must be given the opportunjty to thoroughly vet 
the EIR's conclusion that Alternative 5 would result in less environmental impacts than 
the proposed Project. Given Alternative 5 's development on the East Parcel and the 
failure to include a conservation easement on either the West or the East parcel to prevent 
growth-inducing impacts on both parcels, it is highly questionable whether the alternative 
would, in fact, result in less impacts than the proposed Project in all impact categories. 
The FEIR' s claims that Alternative 5 would result overal l in less impacts are cursory and 
unsupported by substantial evidence. The FEIR also fa ils to provide substantial evidence 
as to why the a lternative could not include a conservation easement on both or e ither the 
West Parcel and East Parcel. The FETR cannot inc lude an alternative to support a 
reasonable range of alternatives without substantiating its claims about that alternative or 
providing a meaningful opportunity to comment upon it. 

B. The EJR Still FajJs to Include a Reasonable Range of Altc•·natives, and Fails 
to Demonstrate that Sierra Watch 's and MAP's P•·offered Altemative is 
Patently Infeasible. 

In our prior comments, we informed the County that the DEIR failed to 
evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, especially in light of the fact 
that the EIR fails to evaluate a single alternative that would reduce one or more of the 
Project's primary significant impacts to less than signitlcant. FEIR at 3.5-4 19- 3.5-420. 
These inc lude significant impacts to visual resources, transportation and circulation, and 
GHG emissions. A lthough the FElR adds Alternative 5 and claims it lessens 
environmental impacts, the FEIR admits that alternative (like the others) "would not 
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avoid the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed MYWPSP.'" 1 1 FEIR at 2-
42. The EIR must be recirculated to add at least one alternative that reduces one or more 
of these impacts to a less than significant level. See FElR at 3.5-420 (and cases cited 
therein). 

Sierra Watch and MAP suggested such a potentially feasible alternative, 
which involved reducing the number of units to produce a less than significant tTaflic 
impact, moving the access point for the Project off of267 and to an existing intersection 
such as Highlands View Drive or Northstar Drive, and conservation of the Tahoe Basin 
portion of the property on the West side. See FElR at 3.5-420- 3.5-421. The FEIR is 
improperly dismissive of this alternative. First, it never treats the alternative as a whole 
package. Rather, it states the alternate entrance "was not considered because the physical 
impacts of such a connection would not reduce the magnitude of significant 
transportation impacts, because it would only shift trips between the project and 
Northstar otT of SR 267 for a short distance." FElR at 3-42. But the FEJR fails to 
acknowledge that the suggested alternative also involves the reduction in the number of 
units and thereby the volume of traffic. 

The FEIR also ignores the safety benefits that would result from moving 
the Project entrance off of SR 267. As currently proposed, the Project's sole point of 
access would be an unsignalized intersection with SR 267. As discussed above, this 
design is inherently hazardous as (l) motorists leaving the Project site would have to turn 
onto SR 267, which is a high-speed hjghway; and (2) the access road's steep terrain 
would make driving during winter conditions especially treacherous. Using Northstar 
Drive (a signalized intersection) as the point of access would eliminate both of these 
hazards. 

In addition, moving the access road to Northstar Drive or another existing 
roadway would also preserve the visual integrity of SR 267, a designated scenic route. 
DErR at 9-29. The stretch of SR 267 immediately adjacent to the Project site provides 
uninterrupted views of forest lands. In addition, an historic cabin is located inunediately 
to the left of the proposed Project entrance adding to the bucolic setting. Construction of 
a new access roadway, along with other Project features including the Project's signage, 

1 1 
Further, as explained above, it is doubtful that Alternative 5 would actually 

lessen environmental impacts and may very well, like Alternative 2, actually increase 
impacts. Thus, Alternative 5 does not contribute to a reasonable range of alternatives. 
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bus stop, and other necessary infrastructure wou ld be vis ually intrusive. Leaving this 
stretch of highway in tact would substantially minimize the Project' s v isual impacts. 

The FEIR claims that " access directly to and from Northstar would not be 
feasib le and was not considered because the applicant does not control the property 
between Northstar and the West Parcel." FEIR at 3-41. Yet, this argument is unava il ing. 
Courts have already rt:jected such a rationale for determining that an alternative is 
infeasible. See Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of lnyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 
1437, 1454-65 (rej ecting argument that a lternative involving land exchange was 
infeasible, finding EIR lacked substantial evidence that the land exchange could not be 
feasibly accomplished). The FEIR provides no substanti al evidence that obtaining a 
roadway access easement from Northstar Resort/CNL, as proposed by Sierra Watch and 
MAP, would be infeasible. See FEIR at 3 .5-421; Guidelines § l 5126.6(f)( l). 

PF29-37 

Second, the FEIR claims that it need not evaluate an alternative involving cont . 

conservation of the Tahoe Basin portion of the West Parcel, because "the Brockway 
Campground proposal is a separate project undergoing its own environmenta l review, and 
no development is proposed for this location associated with the MVWPSP." FEIR at 3-
42. Even assuming arguendo that Brockway Campground is a separate project, which as 
explained supra Sierra Watch and l\1AP dispute, this excuse must fai l. The Project 
proponent owns the Tahoe Basin portion of the land and preservation of this area is a 
feasible way to help lessen or avoid the Project's significant and cumulative traffi c, 
visual, and GHG impacts. The FEIR does not, and cannot, deny this . 

Third, the FEIR fails to provide an adequate response to w hy the document 
could not evaluate a feasible alternative that reduced the number of units to a level that 
would result in less than significant traffic impacts. In sum, the County must recirculate 
the EIR to fully evaluate the alternative proposed by Sierra Watch and MAP, or another 
a lternative that would avoid the Project's primary significant environmental impacts. 

Finally , the FEIR fai ls to provide any information regarding the feasibi lity 
of the alternatives presented in the EIR, and most notab ly the reduced density alternative 
(Alternative 3) that appears to be feasible and would meet Project objectives and reduce 
Project impacts. The County should not delay in making this information available to the 
public, as it is critical that the public review any evidence the County may rely upon in 
making its feasibility determination . As noted in our letter on the DEIR, the County 
cannot approve the project as proposed if there is a feasible alternative that would 
substantially lessen the project's significant impacts. Pub. Res. Code§ 21002. An 
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alternative need not meet every project objective or be the least costly in order to be 
feasible. See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b). 

IV. The EIR Must Be Recir·culated. 

Our comments on the DElR set forth CEQA's standard for recirculation. 
FElR at 3.5-421 (SMW letter, comment 1041-84 (citing CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.5)). 
As explained, the County must recirculate the EIR if (1) significant new information 
becomes available prior to certification, or (2) the E IR is so inadequate "that meaningful 
public review and comment were precluded." !d. The FEIR recognizes, as it must, that 
this is the correct standard, but it refuses to acl<Jlowledge that recirculation is required 
here. See FEIR at 3-2-3-4. 

As demonstrated throughout this letter and in our comments on the DEIR, 
Sierra Watch, MAP, and others have presented infoonation that reveals either new or 
more severe significant environmental impacts, or potentially feasible mitigation 
measures or alternatives to lessen these impacts, that have not been subject to review and 
comment in a DEIR. Furthermore, we have demonstrated that the EIR is fundamentally 
inadequate in several respects, including by improperly deferring analysis and mitigation 
under the guise of a "program EIR." The County must revise and recirculate the EIR to 
include a proper analysis and mitigation of all the Project' s significant impacts. As it 
stands, the document fails as an informational document and violates CEQA. 
Accordingly, the County' s proposed CEQA findings are unsupported and inadequate as a 
matter of law. 

In conclusion, for the reasons set forth herein and in our comment letter on 
the DElR, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission recommend denial of 
the Project unless and until the County complies with CEQA. 
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Very truly yours, 

SHUTE, MmAL Y & WEfNBERGER LLP 

Amy J. Bricker 
Laurel L. Impett, AlCP, Urban Planner 
Laura D. Beaton 
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Kollath, Dark Skies Awareness, Intemational Astronomical Union. 

Review of Transportation and Circulation Analysis Martis Valley West 
Parcel Specific Plan Draft Environmentallmpact Report, MRO 
Engineers, December 2, 20 15. 

Letter Report Re Review ofTranspottation and Circulation Analysis 
Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact 
Report, MRO Engineers, June 01 , 2016. 

"Fugitive Dust Emissions from Paved Road Travel in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin", Dongzi Zhu, et al. , Journal of the Air & Waste Management 
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"Spike in dead trees adds to fire danger", San Francisco Chronicle, 
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DARK SKIES AWARENESS 
An IYA2009 Cornerstone Project 

HOME PROGRAMS NEWS 

Using a Digital SLR camera to monitor light pollution 

Zoltan Kollath, Konkoly Observatory, Budapest, Hungary 

Recent Oigita! Single Lens Reflex (DSLR) cameras pro11lde a ne.w opportunlly to monitor the quality of I he night sky and light pollution. Cameras that able to save 
images in an unaltered raw format. can be calibrated to get measurements of the luminance of the sky in a physical scale. Then the photo of the night sky can be 
converted to false colour images. which represents the distribution or sky brightness. In these plctures the colour represents 111e a'lerage amount of light arriving 
from a small portion of the sky,lel's say from a 1 arcsecond by 1 arcsecond area, given in magnitudes. In this case the unit of the luminance is magnilude per 
square arcsecond (mag/sqas). Our experiments show that commerCial DSLR cameras can easily reach 10 percent precision (e.g. 0.1 mag/sqas), wt1en calibrated 
thoroughly. 

VVhat are needed to took good pictures for night sky monitoring? Beside the camera, a tripod and a remote switch is essential, since long exposures are necessaty 
at dark locations. For most of the cameras the longest exposure llme, without a remote switch, is 30 seconds. That can be enough in urban locations; but under 
dark skies at least3-5 minute long exposures are recommenced, even at ISO 600 selling. The histogram rundion of the camera can help in selecting the right 
exposure time; the peak in the histogram should be well defined. The widest available lens should be used, to get a large pol'1ion of the sky on the Image. A fisheye 
lens gives the oppor1unity to display the ltghl pollution for the Whole sky from a single image. 

The Images should be stored in raw Image format. Jpeg files incorporates lots of pre-processing which risks the calibration. For precise measurements dark frames 
(images with the same exposure but with the lens cap is on) have to be taken, il can be used to compensate for the noise in the sensor and eledronlcs. A couple of 
dark images can be used for a whole night. Our preliminary results show that omilting the dark image results in a minor error in the luminance. 

we have started a program to monitor the sl\y quality of Hungarian natfonat parks and landscape protection areas. In lhe Zselic Landscape Protection Area we 
have preliminary results by a Canon EOS 3500 camera. In the near future we will start a similar monitoring at U1e Hortob3gy Nallonat Park. AI both locations we will 
conlinue the measurements with circular fish eye tenses. 

I :::_L--------
....... - ... , ;; ,; ,. .:... . .. 

The bJ1ninanco or the ~ky in lha direction of Kaposllir displayed by a false colour scale. 
The boltom d1agram shows lhe '1arlat10n of the luminance along the ve1'11~1 whi le line 
on the image. 

http://www.darkskiesawareness.org/zselic-ds lr.php 5/17/2016 
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o get as precise ca 1bralion as possi e, we used I erent types of stan dar measurements and then compared tho !'esuns· irsl the camera was ca •bra ted n 
laboratol')' conditions: A screen was m by stabilised light soorces, and the luminance was measur-ed by a proressiona~ luminance meter. The colour or light source 
was varie-1 to get an estimate on the error due to the spectral effects (the spectral sensitJvity of the camera Is different from the standard filters of luminance 
measurenents). These laboratory measurements are used also to fit the effect of vignelting of the lens. The above basic procedure was used to got images 
calibrated in standard luminance scale (cdlm2). We converted these values to astronomical units cy the following formula: 

L (mag/sqas) • 0.17 . 2 .5'1og10(l(cd/m2Y108000.0) 

On the fielD we compared the numbers reduced from the OSLR Images to measurements done by a professional imaging luminance meier. fle resulted false 
colour Images agreed to each other wllh I he expecled 10 percent precision. We use regularly Sky Quality Meters (SQM) to monitor the brightness of lhe sky. SCM 
values correlates well with the average lurnlnance of the pictures taken by a wide-angle lens, when both devices are pointed to lhe zenith. The typical deviation 
between the SQM and DSLR measurement is about 0.04-0.06 mag/sqas. We also checked the linearity of the CCD by mu!Uple exposures and different light levels. 
It is conduded that the raw Images of a digital camera can be used for our purposes since the cai bralion errors do not exceed the precision needed for light 
poilu lion 1noniloring. Changes of weather conditions results In s\milar or larger errors than the Interior error of our measurements. 

This calib·ation procedure may be difficull for the average OSLR camera user. But for most of the applications it is not necessary to repeat all of our tests. We ptan 
to make tile user friendly "light" version of our sortware publicly available. Then with a few SQM measurements the predefined calibration of the program can be 
checked and refined to produce images like the ones In thls page. Even if the absolute calibration of the system Is not petfect, the method can be used to monitor 
the changes In local conditions. It would be a good Idea to take such pictures during global events, like Ear1h Hour, to demonstrate tile effects or different lighting 
conditions. A slrnpte comparison of images taken with dlrrerenl snow coverage provides a simple test on the rettected amount of light In winter- just to mentlon a 
few possibilities for applications. 

http:/ /www.darkskiesaware1 ,_ ... org/zsel ic-dslr.ph p 5/ 17/20 16 

469



 

EXHIBIT 2 

470



 

December 2, 20J 5 

Ms. Laurel L. lmpett, AICP 
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP 
396 Hayes Street 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Subject: Review of Transportation atld Cirwlation Analysis 
Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Ms. lmpett: 

As requested, MRO Engineers, Lnc., has completed a review of the "Transportation and C irculation" 
analysis completed with respect to the proposed Mm"lis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan in Placer 
County, California. The proposed project is the subject of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR), which was prepared by Ascent Environmental, Inc., for the Placer County Planning Services 
Division in October 2015. The DElR incorporates a traffic impact analysis completed by Fehr & 
Peers. 

This letter report documents the results of our detailed review of the Transportation and Circulation 
analysis presented in the DELR. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan project would be located on a 662-acre s ite on 
the west side of State Route 267 (SR 267) between the Town of Truckee and the no•"th shore of Lake 
Tahoe in Placer County, California. As proposed, the West Parcel development would include the 
fol lowing components (DEIR, p. 3-12- 3- 13): 

• Residential- A maximum of 760 units consisting of a mix of single-family homes, townhomes, 
cabins, multi-family residences, and condominiums; 

• Accessory Homeowner Amenities - 22,000 square feet (SF); and 

• Commercial/Reta il - A maximum of 34,500 SF on 6.6 acres, "which could be distributed 
throughout the Residential-designated area on parcels of any size." (DErR, p. 3-17) 

REVIEW OF TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION ANALYSIS 

The traffic and transportation system impacts associated with the Martis VaLley West Parcel Specific 
Plan project are addressed in Chapter I 0- Transportation and Circulation of the DEIR. Our review 
of that analysis revealed several issues that must be addressed prior to approval by Placer County of 
the proposed project and its environmental documentation. These issues are presented below. 

I. Incorrect Trip Generation Estimate - For the proposed commercial/retail component of the 
project, the volume of traffic for the various analysis time periods was appropriately estimated 
using information presented in the Instit11te of Transportation Engineers ( ITE) Trip Generation 
Manual (Ninth Edition, 2012). Moreover, where possible and appropriate, the estimates were 
developed using the logarithmic equations provided, rather than the average trip rates. This is 
important because the average trip generation rates provided in the ITE Trip Generarion Manual 

471



 

Ms. Laurel L. lmpett, AICP 
December 2. 2015 

Page 2 

do not accurately reflect the typical trip generation pattern for shopping centers (i.e., the bigger 
they get, the fewer trips they generate per I ,000 SF). 

Despite this, however, the trip generation estimate for the proposed project contains several 
questionable elements, as detailed below. 

A. Inaccurate Commercial/Retail Trip Generation Estimate 

The trip generation estimates developed for the DEIR traffic analysis are summarized in 
Table 10-11. (DEIR, p. 10-23) As shown there, the commercial/retail space is treated as a 
single unit having 34,500 SF. However, as described above, the DEIR says that this space 
might be distributed throughout the project area. In other words, the commercial/retail space 
might actually be made up of several smaller commercial/retail facil ities. To demonstrate the 
significance of this issue, Table I provides a trip generation comparison for the following 
three hypothetical commercial/retail development scenarios: 

o Scenario A: A single building with 34,500 SF (as documented in the DElR), 

o Scenru·io B: Two commercial/retail buildings, each with 17,250 SF, and 

o Scenario C: Three commercial/retail buildings, each with 11 ,500 SF. 

Table 1 
Commercial/Retail Tl'ip Generation Comparison1 

PM Peak-How: Trios 
Size DailvTrios In Out Total 

Scenario A: One Commercial/Retail Buildillf! - 34,500 SF2 

34,500 SF 3,400 14 1 153 294 

TOTAL 3,400 141 153 294 

Scenario 8: Two Commercial/Retail Buildin.J!s - 17 250 SF Each 

17,250 SF 2,167 89 96 185 

17,250 SF 2,167 89 96 185 

TOTAL 4,334 178 194 370 

Diffcrence3 934 (+27%) 76 (+26%) 

Scenario C: Three Commercial/Retail Buildillf!S - 11,500 SF Each 

11,500 SF 1,665 68 73 14 1 

11,500 SF 1,665 68 73 14 1 

11,500 SF 1,665 68 73 141 

TOTAL 4,995 204 219 423 

Differcncc3 1,595 (+47%) 423 (+44%) 

Notes: 
I Reference: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 9'" Edition, 

2012. 
2 As analyzed in the DEl R "Transportation and Circulation" section. 
3 Difference compared to Scenario A. 

472



 

Ms. Laurel L. Impel/. AICP 
December 2, 2015 

Pafie3 

The actual distribution and confTguration of the commercial/retail space makes a substantial 
difference in terms of bow much traffic is generated by that land use. As shown, if the space 
is provided in three equal-sized components, the daily trip generation is 47 percent higher 
than if all of the space is in a s ingle location. In the PM peak hour, a 44 percent increase in 
trips would result from splitting the space up in this way. 

B. Invalid Part-Time Residentia l Trip Generation Rates 

The trip generation estimates for "part-lime" or "second" homes were based on the average 
rates in the "Recreational Homes'' land use category in the lTE Trip Generation Manual. 
That category is appropriate, except for the fact that (with the exception of the Sunday peak 
hour) the trip rates are based on studies a t only two locations (i.e., they are the weighted 
average of two numbers). In fact, the pages in the Manual for weekday daily, weekday PM 
peak hour, and Sunday daily conditions each contain the following notation in bold font: 
"Caution -Use Carefully- Small Sample Size.'' 

According to the ITE Trip Generation Handbook (Third Edition, August 2014, p. 26), 
selection of the appropriate trip generation factor should be based, in part, on the following 
guidelines: 

• " Use [thel Fitted Curve Equation when: 

o A fitted curve equation is provided and the data plot has at least 20 data points" 

• "Use [thel Weighted Average Rate when: 

o The data plot has at least three data points (and, preferably, s ix or more)" 

• "Collect Local Data when: 

o Data plot has only one or two data points (and, preferably, when five or fewer); 

o Independent variable value is not within range of data" 

As noted above, the " Recreational Homes" database presented in the LTE document is 
deficient, as it contains only two data points, rather than the three (or, preferably, six or 
more) called for. 

Further, the number of second homes proposed at the West Parcel (620 dwelling units) is not 
within the range of the data set included in the Trip Generation Manual. Those two data 
points reflect projects with 700 units and about 1,480 units. Clearly, the West Parcel is 
smaller than the smaller of those two, so it is not within the range of the data presented in the 
Trip Generation Manual. 

In summary, the trip generation rates presented in the "Recreational Homes" category in the 
ITE Trip Generation Manual cannot be considered to be reliable indicators of the volume of 
traffic associated with the 620 second/part-time homes, which represent over 80 percent of 
the residential development proposed at the West Parcel. 

C. Incorrect Internal Trip Adjustment 

The trip generation estimates documented in DELR Table 10-11 include extensive 
adj ustments to reflect " internal trips" at the proposed project. Internal trips are made 
comple te ly within the boundaries of the proposed project; they never reach SR 267 or any 
other road outside the project itself. The primary example of this type of trip would be a 
project resident traveling to or from one of the commercial sites within the project. In 
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conu·ast, "external u'ips" have one end (either origin or destination) within the project and 
the other end outside the project. For example, a trip by a project resident from home to 
Truckee would be an external u·ip (as would the return trip). 

The following adjustments were incorporated into the analysis to reflect internal travel 
within the project site (DEIR, pp. I 0-2 I - I 0-22): 

• Commercial: "Trips to and from the commercial areas are expected to be generated by 
the project's residential uses except for employee trips and deliveries. Therefore, to 
reflect a conservative approach, 80 percent of the commercial trips were assumed to be 
internal and 20 percent external." 

• Residential - Second Homes: "No further reduction of internal trips for these Second 
Homes is necessary or waJTanted," because the internal trips are already accounted for 
within the u·ip generation rates for this land use. 

• Residential - Full-Time Homes: "It was assumed 10 percent of u·ips by full-time 
residents would be to and from the internal commercial uses, while the remaining would 
be external uips." 

. FiJSt, we must point out that the internal trip percentages employed in the analysis are 
apparently arbitrary and without any basis in fact. No documentation or evidence is provided 
in support of the specific percentages. Instead, they seem to have been fabricated from thin 
air. 

Second, we note that the same internal trip percentages have been applied to all time periods 
in the DElR analysis. In reality, research indicates that these factors vary throughout the 
course of the day. 

It is, therefore, inappropriate and incorrect to apply the same factors across the board for all 
time periods. 

The internal capture percentages assumed for each land use are reflected in DElR Table lO
ll, which shows how much traffic the proposed project will generate. However, that table 
shows only the derived external trips; none of the internal trip values are presented, which 
prevents the reader from fully understanding the assumed travel patterns associated with the 
proposed project. To assist in providing such an understanding, we have prepared Tables 2 
and 3, which present both internal and external trip estimates by land use for each of the 
analysis scenarios. Table 2 addresses weekday conditions, while Table 3 shows values for 
Sunday. (More detailed versions of these tables, in which the residential uses are broken 
down by type, are presented in A ttachment A.) 

As described above, the internal trips within the West Parcel will occur between the 
commercial/retail space and the fuJI-time residential units. No internal trips were assumed to 
be associated with the part-time residential units, as those trips are already accounted for by 
the trip generation rates employed. (DEIR, p. 10-21) 

Tables 2 and 3 reveal a signiticant problem that is common to all four analysis periods. In 
particular, the number of internal trips associated with U1e commercial/retail land use far 
exceeds the number of internal trips generated by the full-Lime residential units. In fac t, on 
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In the winter, the northernmost segment of SR 267 is projected to operate at 148 percent of 
its capacity under Cumulative Plus Project conditions. Put another way, with the addition of 
project-generated traffic, it will carry over 37,000 vehicles per day, while its capacity is 
25,000 vehicles per day. All five segments will again exceed capacity, and two of the 
segments will decl ine from "acceptable" conditions (LOS E) to LOS F (i.e., beyond 
capacity). 

We note that these impacts were identified in the DElR, but the magnitude of the impacts 
was substantia lly understated, so that the public was deprived of information concerning the 
true impacts of the proposed project. 

Further, we note that each of these impacts has been defined as significant and unavoidable, 
so no mitigation will be implemented (or even attempted) to resolve these major 
deficiencies. It is inappropriate for the DEfR preparers to, in effect, walk away from these 
findings without making a greater effort to reduce or e liminate the traffic impacts. 
Mitigation options certainly exist- reduced project size or greater transit usage, for example. 

In any event, the DEIR traffic impact analysis is significantly flawed and must be corrected. 
The revised analysis must then be recirculated for public review and comment. 

D. Summer vs. Winter Trip Generation 

Evidence presented in the DEIR clearly indicates that travel conditions vary substantially on 
a seasonal basis in the study area. For example, DEIR Table 10-6 (p. 10-9) shows existing 
traffic volumes for the seven segments of SR 267 evaluated in the Transportation and 
Circulation analysis. Without exception, the winter volumes m·e substantially greater than the 
summer volumes. The winter volumes are typically 20- 25 percent higher than the summer 
volumes, although in one case the winter traffic level is over 90 percent higher. 

According to Tahoe Regional P lanning Agency (TRPA) records, this differs fTom conditions 
in the region as a whole, where July and August are the busiest months. (TRPA, 2012 
Transportation Monitoring Report, Figure 14, p. 16.) Apparently, the abundant winter 
recreational activities along SR 267 attract sufficient visitors to result in a significant 
increase in travel demand during that season. 

The data in the HE Trip Generation Manual represents " typical" conditions, and would not 
reflect the increased level of traffic demand associated with these unique winter conditions. 
Therefore, while the ITE information is suitable for use in estimating the proposed project's 
trip generation for summer conditions, it will under-estimate the volume of project traffic in 
the winter, when rhe large number of part-time/second home owners arrive to ski , snowshoe, 
etc. 

Because of the substantia l seasonal variation documented in tl1e DEIR, it is essential that the 
estimates of project-generated traffic accurate ly reflect conditions during each of tl1e analysis 
time periods. In short, separate trip generation estimates are required for summer and winter 
conditions. 

2. Failure to Identify Significant Intersection Impact - DEIR Table 10-12 (p. I 0-27) provides 
intersection delay and level of service values for Existing Plus Proj ect conditions. It identifies 
three intersections (two signalized, one s ide-street stop-controlled) as having significant impacts. 
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weekdays the commercial-based internal trips exceed the total number of trips generated by 
tbe full-time residential units. 

• Weekday Daily Conditions 

o FuJI-time Residentia l Internal Trips: 11 8 

o Full-time Residential Tota l Trips: I, 184 

o Commercial/Retail Interna l Trips: 2,720, which is 23 times the number of residential 
inte rna l trips and over double the total number of full -time residential trips. 

• Weekday PM Peak Hour 

o Full-time Residentiallnternal T rips: 12 

o Full-time Residential Total Trips: 121 

o Commercial/Retail Jnterna l Trips: 235, which is 19 times the number of residential 
internal trips and almost double the total number of full-time residential trips. 

• Sunday Daily Conditions 

o Full-time Residential Internal Trips: 105 

o Full-time Residential Total Trips: 1,055 

o Commercial/Retail Inte rna l Trips: 697, which is over six times the number of 
residential internal trips and about two-thirds the to ta l number of full-time 
residentia l trips. 

• Sunday Peak Hour 

o Full-time Residentia l lnternal Trips: 11 

o Full-time Residentia l Total Trips: 104 

o Commercial/Retail Internal Trips: 86, which is almost eight times the number of 
residential internal trips and over 80 percent of the total number of full-time 
residential trips. 

Having the number of internal u·ips associated with the commercial land use far exceed the 
number of such trips associated with the residential land use is illogical and incorrect. T hese 
numbers must match, as they are essentially the same trip (i.e., a trip origin at a residence 
with a destination at a commercial site , or vice versa). As will be described be low, a 
balancing process must be undertaken to ensure that these numbers match. That process was 
apparently ignored in the DElR analysis. 

In short, the number of internal trips generated by the commercial space has clearly been 
grossly over-estimated. Consequently, the number of external trips has been substantially 
under-estimated. 
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DEffi Project Trip Generation Estimates• 
Weekday Internal, External and Total Trips 

Internal Project Trip Estimate 
Size Capture Internal External Total 

Weekday Daily Conditions 

Full-Time 
140DU3 10% 118 1,066 1,184 

Residential2 

Part-Time 
620 DU 0% 0 2,239 2,239 

Residential4 

Commercial/Retail 34,500 SP 80% 2,720 680 3,400 

TOTAL 2,838 3,985 6,823 

Weekdav PM Peak-Hour Conditions 

Full-Time 
140DU 10% 12 109 121 

Residentiaf 

Part-Time 
620DU 0% 0 162 162 

Residential4 

Commercial/Retail 34,500 SF 80% 235 59 294 

TOTAL 247 330 577 

Notes: 
I Reference: DEIR, Table 10-11 - Project Trip Generation, p. 10-23. 
2 Includes 100 single-family homes and 40 townhomes. 
3 Dwelling unit. 
4 Includes 400 single-family homes, 160 townhomes, and 60 cabins. 
5 Square feet. 
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DEIR Project Trip Generation Estimates1 

Sunday Internal External and Total Trips 
Internal Project T rip Estimate 

Size Capture Internal External Total 
Sundav Dailv Conditions 

Full-Time 
140 DU3 10% 106 950 1,056 

Residentia12 

Part-Time 
620DU 0% 0 1,817 1,817 

Residential4 

Commercial/Retail 34,500 SP 80% 696 174 870 

TOTAL 802 2,941 3,743 

Sunday Peak-Hour Conditions 

Full-Time 
140DU 10% 11 93 104 

Residential2 

Part-Time 
620 DU 0% 0 224 224 

Residential4 

Commercial/Retail 34,500 SF 80% 86 22 108 

TOTAL 97 339 436 

Notes: 
I Reference: DEIR, Table I 0-11 - Project Trip Generation, p. I 0-23. 
2 Includes 100 single-family homes and 40 townhomes. 
3 Dwelling unit. 
4 Includes 400 single-family homes, 160 townhomes, and 60 cabins. 
5 Square feet. 
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The ITE Trip Generarion Handbook presents detai led guidance with respect to analyzing 
internal trips at mixed-use developments, such as the West Parcel. The Third Edition 
(August 2014, p. 45) of that document provides four basic premises tJ1at form the basis for 
evaluating internal capture. One of those is particularly relevant: 

"Premise 4: The 1111111/Jer of trips from a land use within a mixed-use 
developme/11 to another lcmd use within the same mixed-use development (that 
is, em internal trip) is a function of the size of the "receiving" land use and the 
number of trips it attracts, as well as the size of the "originating" land use and 
the number of trips it sends. The number of trips between a particull1r pair of 
internal land uses is limited to the smaller of these two values. " [En1phasis in 
original.] 

The document goes on to say (p. 45): 

"Key to the success of this methodology in replicating internal capture pal/ems 
at mixed-u.1·e sites is its balancing step rhm constrains internal trip-making to 
realistic levels given the mix of land uses." 

And further (p. 61 ): 

"I. Estimates for each individual and use are based on the quantity of that land 
use and its capacity to send or receive internal trips. Witlumt balancing, 
there is no assurance there is enough capacity on the receiving end to 
accept as many trips as are being sent. 

2. The total trips sent intemafly (that i.1~ internally captured trips).from one use 
to cmother must equal the munber received at the other end of the trip. Both 
numbers must be the same. " 

The balancing step referred to above is tbe 111lSSIIlg element in the West Parcel trip 
generation analysis. As a result of the failure to perform this step, the analysis fails to reflect 
that the internal trip-making capacity of the commercial/retail space vastly exceeds tJ1e 
corresponding capacity of the residential units. 

"Volume I: User's Guide and Handbook" of the ITE Trip Generation Manual presents a 
method for estimating internal trips at multi-use developments, including a set of templates 
incorporating the balancing procedure referenced above. Attachment B contains copies of 
those forms, which have been completed using the pertinent information for each of the 
analysis periods addressed in the West Parcel traffic analysis. Tables 4 and 5 summarize the 
results of that process for weekdays and Sundays, respectively. (More detailed versions of 
tl1ese tables, in which the residential uses are broken down by type, are presented in 
Attachment C. Table C- 1 addresses weekday conditions, while Table C-2 shows values for 
Sunday.) 

Table 4 shows that, under weekday daily conditions, correctly applying the internal trip 
estimation process indicates that the total number of internal trips at the West Parcel will be 
236, which represents a three percent internal trip rate when combined with the 6,587 
external trips. ln the weekday PM peak hour, a total of 24 internal trips are expected, which 
is equ ivalent to four percent of the total number of 577 project trips. 
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Sunday conditions are shown on Table 5. Over the course of a Sunday, ti1e correctly applied 
internal trip estimation process reveals a total of 2 12 internal tr ips out of the total of 3,743 -
a six percent internal trip rate. During the Sunday peak hour, 22 internal trips are forecast, 
which represents five percent of the total of 436 trips. 

Table4 
Corrected Project Trip Generation Estimates1 

Weekday Internal External a nd Total Trips 
Internal Project Trip Estimate 

Land Use Size Capture Internal External Total 
Weekdav Dailv Conditions 

Full-Time 
140 DU3 10% 11 8 1,066 1,184 

Residential2 

Part-Time 
620 DU 0% 0 2,239 2,239 

Residential4 

CommercialfRetail 34,500 SF5 80% 11 8 3,282 3,400 

TOTAL 236 6,587 6,823 

Weekday PM Peak-Hour Conditions 

Full-Time 
140 DU 10% 12 109 121 

Residential2 

Part-Time 
620DU 0% 0 162 162 

Residential4 

Commercial/Retail 34,500 SF 80% 12 282 294 

TOTAL 24 553 577 

Notes: 
I Reference: DEIR, Table 10-11 - Project Trip Generation, p. 10-23. 
2 Includes 100 single-family homes and 40 townhomes. 
3 Dwelling unit. 
4 Includes 400 single-family homes, 160 townhomes, and 60 cabins. 
5 Square feet. 
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Corrected P roject Trip Generation Estimates ' 
Sunday In ternal Externa l and Total Trips 

Internal Pro ject Trio Estimate 
Size Capture Internal External Total 

Sunday Daily Conditions 

Full-Time 
140 DU3 10% 106 950 1,056 

Residen tia12 

Part-Time 
620DU 0% 0 1,817 1,817 

Residential4 

Commercial/Retail 34,500SP 80% 106 764 870 

TOTAL 212 3,531 3,743 

Sunday Peak-Hour Conditions 

Full-T ime 
140DU 10% II 93 104 

Residentia12 

Part-Time 
620 DU 0% 0 224 224 

Residential4 

Commercial/Retail 34,500 SF 80% II 97 108 

TOTAL 22 414 436 

Notes: 
I Reference: DEIR, Table 10- 1 I - Project Trip Generation, p. I 0-23. 
2 Includes 100 single-family homes and 40 townhomes. 
3 Dwelling unit. 
4 Includes 400 single-family homes, 160 townhomes, and 60 cabins. 
5 Square feet. 
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Of particular imerest in the traffic impact analysis, of course, are the external trips. Those are 
the trips that will be added to the study area intersections and road segments and will, 
therefore, result in the project's impact on the nearby transportation system. Table 6 
summarizes a comparison of the faulty external trip estimates employed in the West Parcel 
DEIR traffic analysis versus the estimates documented in Tables 4 and 5, which are based on 
correctly balancing the internal trips among the on-site land uses. For added perspective, the 
internal and total trip values are also shown, as well as the difference between the DElR 
values and the corrected values. Those differences are summarized here: 

• Weekday Daily Conditions - The DElR under-estimated external project travel by 2,602 
trips (i.e., 65 percent), 

• Weekday PM Peak-Hour Conditions- T he DEIR under-estimated external project trave.l 
by 223 trips (i.e., 68 percent), 

• Sunday Daily Conditions - The DEIR under-estimated external project travel by 590 
trips (i.e., 20 percent), and 

• Sunday Peak-Hour Conditions - The DElR under-estimated external project travel by 
414 trips (i.e., 22 percent). 

Table 7 illustrates the effect of assigning these additional external trips to SR 267 in the 
study area, in accordance with the project trip distribution employed in the traffic analysis. 
That trip distribution is generally as follows: 

• Summer: 65 percent north I 35 percent south, and 

Winter: 70 percent north I 30 percent south. 

Table 7 presents the projected traffic volumes, volume/capacity (V /C) ratios, and levels of 
service for the segments of SR 267 under Placer County's j misdiction for both Existing Plus 
Project and Cumulative Plus Project conditions. 

Under Ex.isting Plus PJOject conditions in the summer, the project alone consumes up to 21 
percent of the total roadway capacity. Specifically, on the two segments between Northstar 
Drive and the Project Access Road, the project will cause the VIC ratio to increase from 0.58 
(i.e., 58 percent of capacity) to 0.79 (i.e., 79 percent of capacity). In the winter, the project 
will consume the equivalent of 22 percent of the highway's capacity on those same two 
segments, increasing the V/C ratio to as high as 0.93 on a typical weekday. 

While the project's incremental impact is generally similar under cumulative conditions, the 
end result is even worse, as SR 267 is projected to operate at or beyond capacity even 
without the project-generated traffic. In the summer, the highway is expected to have a V/C 
ratio of 1.20 just south or the Placer County line, representing operation at 20 percent 
beyond capacity. When the project traffic is added, this will increase to 1.37 - a full 37 
percent in excess of capacity. None of the segments of SR 267 will operate below capacity. 
South of the project access road, SR 267 will be three percent beyond capacity, while to the 
north of the project, it will range from 13 percent to 37 percent above capacity. Two of the 
highway segments wi ll be degraded from an "acceptable" LOS E to an unacceptable LOS F. 
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DEJR Trip Generation Estimate I Corrected Trio Generation Estimate 
Land Use lntemal External I Total I Internal External I Total 

Weekday Daily Conditions 

Full-Time Residential 118 1,066 1, 184 118 l ,066 1,184 

Part-Time Residential 0 2,239 2,239 0 2,239 2,239 

Commercial/Retail 2,7202 680 3,400 118 3,282 3,400 

TOTAL 2,838 3,985 6,823 236 6,587 6,823 

Difference Compared to DElR -2,602 +2,602 0 

Weekday PM Peak-Hour Conditions 

Full-Time Residential 12 109 121 12 109 121 

Part-Time Residential 0 162 162 () 162 162 

Commercial/Retail 235 59 294 12 282 294 

TOTAL 247 
330 

577 24 
553 

577 
165 In/165 Out 273 In/280 Out 

Difference Compared to DEIR -223 
+223 

0 
108 Irn/115 O ut 

Sunday Daily Conditions 

Full-Time Residential 106 950 1,056 106 950 1,056 

Pan-Time Residential 0 I ,817 1,8 17 0 1,8 17 1,817 

Commercial/Retail 696 174 870 106 764 870 

TOTAL 802 2,941 3,743 212 3,531 3,743 

Difference Compared to DEIR -590 +590 0 

Sunday Peak-Hour Conditions 

Full-Time Residential 11 93 104 I I 93 104 

Part-Time Residential 0 224 224 0 224 224 

Commercial/Retail 86 22 108 11 97 108 

TOTAL 97 
338 436 22 

414 
436 

162 In/176 Out 200 In/214 Out 

Difference Compared to DElR -75 
+76 0 

38 In/38 Out 
Notes: 
I Reference: DEIR, Table I 0-1 I - Project Trip Generation, p. I 0-23. 
2 Differences between DEIR a nd corrected estimates are shown in bold font in shaded 

cells. 
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Corrected Roadway Seem cnt Levels of Service 

"No Project" Correc ted "W ith Project" 
Level of Service Results' Level o f Serv ice Results 

SR 267 Seg ment Volume LOS VIC, Volume LO S VIC 

Existing+ Proiect - Summer 
Placer County Line to 

15,300 D 0.61 19,421 E 0.78 
Schaffer Mill Rd. 

Schaffer Mill Rd. to 
14,390 D 0.58 18,59 1 E 0.74 

Northstar Dr. 
Northstar Dr. to 

12,280 E 0.58 16,521 E 0.79 
Highlands View Rd. 
Highlands Vie w Rd. to 

12,240 E 0.58 16,521 E 0.79 
Project Access Road 

Project Access Road 
12,240 E 0.58 14,546 E 0.69 

to SR 28 

Existi1111 +ProJect- Winter 
Placer County Line to 

18.970 E 0.76 23, 18 1 E 0.93 
Schaffer Mill Rd. 

Schaffer Mill Rd. to 
17,920 E 0.72 22,21 1 E 0.89. 

Northstar Dr. 

Northstar Dr. to 
14.860 E 0.7 1 19.43 1 E 0.93 

Highlands View Rd. 
Highlands View Rd. to 

14,620 E 0.70 19,231 E 0.92 
Project Access Road 

Project Access Road 
14,620 E 0.70 16,596 E 0.79 

to SR 28 

Cumulative + Pn~iect - Summer 
Placer County Line to 

30,080 F 1.20 34,201 F 1.37 
Schaffer Mill Rd. 

Schaffer Mill Rd. to 
25,290 F 1.01 29,49 1 F 1.18 

Northstar Dr. 
Northstar D r. to 

22,420 F 1.07 26.66 1 F 1.27 
HiJ1.hlands View Rd. 
Highlands View Rd. to 

19,400 E 0.92 23,681 F 1.13 
Proj ect Access Road 

Proj ect Access Road 
19,400 E 0.92 21,706 F 1.03 

to SR 28 

Cumulative + ProJect - Winter 
Placer County Line to 

32.810 F 1.3 1 37,021 F 1.48 
Schaffer Mill Rd. 

Schaffer Mill Rd. to 
27.240 F 1.09 3 1,53 1 F 1.26 Northstar Dr. 

Northstar Dr. to 
22,090 F 1.05 26,66 1 F 1.27 

Highlands View Rd. 
Highlands View Rd. to 

19,430 E 0.93 24,041 F 1.14 
Project Access Road 

Project Access Road 
19,430 E 0.93 20,625 F 1.02 

to SR 28 
Notes: 
I Reference: DEIR, Table I 0-13 - Roadway Segment Levels of Service- Existing Plus Project Conditions 

(p. 10-23) and DEIR Table 10-19- Roadway Segment Levels of Service- Ctun ulative Plus Project 

'.! 
Conditions (p. I 0-4). 
Volume/capacity rat io. 
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Review of tJ1e intersection level of service calculation sheets in DEIR Appendix I, however, 
reveals that the summer PM peak-hour delay value and level of service for the intersection of SR 
267/Project Access Roadway was incorrectly reported. According to Table 10-12, that location 
would have a worst-case delay value of 23 seconds/vehi cle and an acceptable level of service of 
LOS C under Existing Plus Project conditions. The level of service calculation sheet (presented 
here as Attachment D) shows that the worst-case movement (the northbound left turn) would 
actually have a delay value of 55 seconds/vehicle and would operate at an unacceptable LOS F. 
This is an unreported signif"icant impact, which must be mitigated. 

Of course, this situation will be even worse when the trip generation estimates are corrected, as 
described above. That is, the number of external trips will increase, which will increase the 
project-generated demand on the critical left-turn movement and the other, conflicting 
movements at the SR 26/Project Access Roadway intersection. The end result will be a delay 
value that is somewhat greater than 55 seconds/vehicle. 

To determine the specific effect of the additional external trips, we have performed a modified 
intersection level of service calculation with a corrected set of project trip generation tigures. 
The specific SR 267/Project Access Roadway intersection traffic volumes used in the two 
calculations are listed below: 

DETR Corrected 

• Project traffic 

0 inbound left turn 57 96 

0 Inbound right turn 108 177 

0 Outbound left turn 108 182 

0 Outbound right turn 57 98 

• SR 267 through traffic 

0 Southbound 585 585 

0 Northbound 438 438 

Attachment E contains a copy of ow· level of service calculation sheet with the corrected project 
trip generation numbers. As shown there, the critical movement (i.e., the inbound left turn) at 
the SR 267/Project Access Roadway intersection will have a delay value of 225.1 
seconds/vehicle and will operate at LOS F. Put another way, on average, a driver desiring to 
turn left into the project s ite from northbound SR 267 will wait 3 minutes and 45 seconds for an 
adeq uate gap in oncoming traffic before being able to enter the site. 

In summary, this is a significant. impact (even without the corrected trip generation numbers), 
which was not revealed in the DELR. Consequently, no mitigation measure was identitied to 
remedy the project-related operational deficiency. This is a substantial flaw in the DEIR. which 
requires revision and recirculation. 

3. Incomplete Set of Peak-Hour 1/·affic Analysis Scenarios - The traffic impact analysis 
addressed conditions in the following peak-hour scenarios: 

• Summer Friday PM Peak Hour, and 
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The choice of the summer Friday PM peak-hour period is based on the following statement 
(DEIR, p. 10-4): 

For this DEIR, the summer condition is represented by a Friday a.ftemoon peak 
hour in August ... Friday afternoon conditions typically represent peak conditions 
resulting ji'om various recreational activities and overnight visitor travel to seasonal 
residences, rentals, or other lodging accommodations. 

In contrast, the winter conditions traffic analysis addressed Sunday conditions and, specifically, 
the supposed "301

" highest peak hour of the ski season." The DEIR says (p. 10-4): 

Sunday p.m. peak-hour counts were conducted because this is generally the peak 
travel period during the winter season, especially adjacelllto ski resorts. 

Although the DEIR does not say so, these two time periods clearly represent traffic arriving for 
weekend visits and traffic departing at the end of a recreational weekend. That being the case, it 
makes sense to analyze both ends of the weekend in both the summer and the winter. All of the 
same conditions regarding " recreational activities and overnight visitor travel ... that are used to 
justify the summer Friday analyses also apply to a winter Friday. And the peak travel conditions 
associated with a winter Sunday afternoon also apply to a summer Sunday afternoon. 

While the two peak-hour scenarios presented in the DEIR may contribute to a limited 
understanding of the traffic impacts associated with the proposed project, those impacts will not 
be fully revealed and understood until analysis scenarios addressing conditions during the 
summer Sunday PM peak hour and the winter Friday PM peak hour are completed and 
distributed for public review. 

4 . Failure to Analyze Project Impacts on the luterslate 80 Freeway - The DElR presents a 
reasonably in-depth analysis of traffic openuions on S R 267. However, only limited 
consideration is given to the potential impacts of the proposed project on In terstate 80 (l-80), 
which will serve a substantial portion of the project-generated traffic. In fact, according to the 
DEIR (p. 10-3): 

Interstate 80 (1-80) provides primary regional access to the study area. 

Further, the DEIR (p. I 0-22) states that 35 percent of the summer project traffic will use 1-80, 
with 23 percent to and from the west (i.e., to/from Sacramento and the San Francisco Bay Area) 
and 12 percent to/from the east. In the winter, 39 percent of the project traffic will use 1-80, with 
25 percent to/from the west and J 4 percent to/ti·om the east. 

In contrast to this assumed geographic distribution of project trips, according to travel surveys 
conducted at Squaw Valley and employed in the recent DElR for the Village at Squaw Valley 
project, 51 percent of overnight guests at Squaw Valley are from the San Francisco Bay Area or 
the Sacramento/Central Valley area. T his value, which is based on actual surveys, is 
approximately double the assumed amount of 1-80 project lf·affic in the Mattis Valley DEIR. 
Attachment F contains Table 9-15 from the Vi llage at Squaw Valley DEIR, which shows that 13 
percent of summer overnight guests at Squaw Valley are from the Sacramento/Central Valley 
m·ea and 38 percent are from the San Francisco Bay Area. Althougb the two projects are not 
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identical, they are sufticienlly similar that rhe project u·ip distribution parameters should not 
vary substantially, and certainly not by the amount suggested here. 

Despite the significant role that l-80 will play in accommodating project traffic, no analysis of 
the 1-80 mainline is provided in the DEIR. 

Further, al though the DEIR (p. 10-3) claims to have analyzed the J-80 eastbound and westbound 
on- and off-ramp at SR 267, this is not truly the case. Instead, only the ramp merge and diverge 
areas were addressed. (DEIR, p. 10-7, 10-9, and L0-45) These are the locations where the on
and off-ramps join or depart from the freeway mainline. No analysis is provided to indicate the 
project's impacts on the ramps themselves, however, or, as mentioned above, the freeway 
mainline. 

Among the intersections included in the analysis are SR 267/1-80 Westbound Ramps and SR 
26711-80 Eastbound Ramps. DElR Exhibit I 0-6 (p. 10-25) illustrates the "Project-Only" trips. 
Review of that figure reveals U1at a total of 74 PM peak-hour project-generated !Tips were 
assigned to/from the west on 1-80 on a summer Friday. In that same summer Friday PM peak
hour period, 40 project-related trips were assigned to/from the east on 1-80. During the winter 
Sunday peak hour, 84 tJips were oriented to/from the west on I-80, while 48 trips traveled 
to/from the east. 

However, as described in detail above, these volumes are substantially under-stated. As 
presented in Table 6 above, the DEI.R failed to account for 223 Friday PM peak-hour trips and 
75 Sunday peak-hour trips. Based on the trip distribution used in the DEIR and the corrected trip 
generation estimate presented here, an additional 77 PM peak-hour trips would use 1-80 in the 
Friday PM peak hour, for a total of 191. In the winter Sunday peak hour, an additional 29 
project-related vehicles would use 1-80, for a total of 161. 

Despite the fact that 1-80 was projected to carry a substantial portion of the traffic generated by 
the proposed project, no analysis was conducted to assess potential project-related traffic impacts 
on the l -80/SR 267 on- or off-ramps or the freeway mainline. Consequently , it is impossible to 
determine whether the proposed project will adversely impact traffic operations on the freeway 
or its ramps. To ensure a thorough analys is of potential traffic impacts, it is essential that these 
analyses be performed and documented in a revised DEIR. 

5. Cumulative Conditi.ons Traffic Volume Estimates and Analysis - The cumulative conditions 
analysis presented in the DEIR addresses projected traffic operations in the year 2034. However, 
as described on p. 10-37 of the DEIR, the year 2034 traffic volumes are actually year 2025 
u·affic volume projections. That is, the Town of Truckee's TransCAD travel demand forecasting 
model was used to create estimates of traftic in the year 2025 (when the Town of Truckee 
General Plan is assumed to be built out), " ... with minimal development expected thereafte r." 
(DEIR, p. 10-37) In effect, zero traffic growth was assumed for nine of the nineteen years 
included in the cumulative conditions analysis (i.e., from2025 through 2034). 

Even though the year 2025 traffic projections represent buildout of the Truckee General Plan 
(DEIR, p. 10-37], the approach employed in the analysis fails to reflect traffic increases 
associated with growth beyond T ruckee's boundaries (e.g., in unincorporated Placer or El 
Dorado County), which would not be reflected in the Town's General Plan land use. 

The use of 2025 traffic volume projections is inappropriate unless the analysis is described as 
being for that year. To suggest that the analysis covers a nineteen-year time period when it 
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actually considers only ten years is misleading. "The cumulative conditions analysis must be 
revised using valid estimates of year 2034 traffic volumes, then recirculated for public review. 

Even with these deficient traffic volume forecasts, the DEIR concludes that the project's 
cumulative transpo11ation impacts would be significanL However, because the DElR 
substantially underestimated the magnitude of the project-specific impacts (as described in detail 
above), it also underestimates the project's cumulative impacts. 

6. Safety-Related Impacts - The OEIR concludes that the project will result in no significant 
safety-related impacts. (DElR, p. I 0-36) However, t.he entire focus of the safety discussion 
concerns chain controls on SR 267. Specifically, the DEIR says: 

Because the project would provide advanced notice of chain requirements and space 
outside of the Caltrans right-of-way and the main project access road easement for 
the installation of chains before cars exit the project site, the project would not 
result in a substantial increase in hazards due to design. features or incompatible 
uses, and this would be a less-than-sign~ficant impact. [Emphasis not added.J 

This limited perspective ignores other relevant considerations, however. For example, what is 
the effect of the project-generated traffic on the ability of emergency vehicles to respond to an 
incident at or near the project site? Similarly, what will be the effect of the project if an 
evacuation is needed, in the event of a wildfire, for example? These questions are addressed in 
greater detail below under "Emergency Vehicle Access." 

Furthermore, the safety analysis completely ignores an issue cited at OE[R p. 10-42, 
"Cumulative Mitigation Measure 10-Sf: Pay Placer County fee for future roadway 
improvements, including the SR 267/Project Access Road intersection." The DEIR states: 

Although the widening of this intersection plus the installation of a traffic signal or 
two-lane roundabout would result in acceptable levels of service, Caltrans would 
nor support either signalizalion or a roundabout because of the steep grade of SR 
267 (over 4 percent) at this location and the resulting pote/llial of rear-end 
collisions, especially in snowy conditiotlS." 

This raises the obvious question: If it is not safe to install a traffic signal or a roundabout, how 
can it possibly be safe to allow project traffic to enter the highway from a stop sign, with through 
traffic on SR 267 moving at free-flow speeds of 55 - 60 MPH? Whereas the DEffi expresses 
concern regarding pmential rear-end collisions, vehicles turning onto SR 267 from a stop will be 
subject to broadside collisions, which are generally more severe than rear-end collisions. 

This is clearly a significant impact related to "a substantial increase in hazards due to design 
features," which is not acknowledged in the DEIR. 

7. Emergency Vehicle Access - The DEIR contains a cursory discussion of emergency access 
issues within and near the West Parcel Specific Plan area, including descriptions of two 
emergency vehicle access roads. (DEIR, p. I 0-27) However, the project-related impacts on off
site emergency vehicle response are virtually ignored. 

SR 267 is the only roadway by which emergency vehicles could approach or depa11 the proposed 
project. What will be the effect on emergency vehicle response time when the entire length of 
SR 267 between the Placer County l ine and SR 28 operates at LOS E under Existing Plus Project 
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conditions (DElR Table 10-13, p. 10-30)? Or when all of the segments of SR 267 between the 
Town of Truckee and the project access road operate a! LOS F, with VIC ra tios as high as 1.41 
(indicating operation at 41 percent beyond capacity) under Cumulative Plus Project conditions 
(DEIR Table 10-19, p. 10-44)? 

The DEIR fail~ to include even a superficial evaluation of the effects of this extreme congestion 
on emergency vehicle response times. Further, it contains no quantitative analysis with respect 
Lo whether adequate capacity exists on SR 267 to accommodate the crush of traffic that will 
occur during an evacuation, such as during a wildfire. On a " typical" day, the added delays 
caused by the proposed project's traffic would be inconvenient for residents and first responders. 
On a day when a wildfire threatens, the effects of U1e additional traffic could be dire. 

8. Deficient Mitigation Measures - The DElR presents a number of mitigation measures aimed at 
offsetting the significant impacts identjfied in the Transportation and Circulation section. 
However, virtually all of the s ignificant impacts to intersections and roadway segments were 
ultimately deemed "significant and unavoidable" because they would occur on the Cal trans state 
highway system and, therefore, there is no certainty that any identified mitigation measures 
would ever be implemented. We have several comments relating to this. 

• With regard to those signitlcant and unavoidable impacts, we believe it bears noting that this 
finding will ensw·e the continued presence of substantial traffic congestion in the vicinity of 
Martis Valley and could even result in the c reation of hazardous condi tions. 

First, it should be noted that LOS F is defined as a condition under which traffic demand 
exceeds the capacity of the roadway facil ity. For traffic signal-controlled inte rsections , LOS 
F means that the average driver will be delayed for over 80 seconds. At a stop sign, a drive r 
would be delayed for over 50 seconds. On a segment of roadway, it means stop-and-go 
operation with delays and the constant threat of a rear-end collision. 

According to the DElR traffic analysis, three of the e ight study intersections will operate at 
LOS F under Existing Plus Project conditions and six of the eight will do so under 
Cumulative Plus Project conditions. (These numbers do not reflect the errors in calculation 
of internal u·ips, as described above, so U1ey might actually be worse.) Five of seven 
roadway segments will be at LOS F under Existing Plus Project conditions, while all seven 
will operate at LOS F under Cumulative Plus Project conditions. 

Because of the failure to provide any form of mitigation for these deficient traffic operations, 
and no matter how much congestion exists or how long delays might become at the study 
inte rsections, traffic operations will continue to be at LOS F, with no hope of improvement. 

Operation a t LOS F will have safety impacts, as well. For example, intersection delays such 
as those described above typically result in extensive queues of vehicles waiting to pass 
through an intersection. Such queues can be a serious impediment to the flow of emergency 
vehicles. Delays to ambulances or police or fire vehicles can obviously have life or death 
consequences. This is a particulm· concern in rural or mountainous areas, such as Martis 
Valley, where the road system is constrained by topography and few (if any) a lternative 
emergency access routes are available. 

In addition, continuation of unacceptable traffic operations in perpetuity, as envisioned by 
the D E LR, will almost certainly result in adverse impacts in the form of air quality and 
greenhouse gas emi ssion deficiencies. 
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Finally, we note once again that simply resorting to a finding of "significant and 
unavoidable" for these numerous traffic impacts is unacceptable. Consideration must be 
given to other potential forms of mitigation, including (but not limited to) a reduced project 
size or greater transit usage, for example. 

• Mjtigation Measure I 0-1 a and Mitigation Measure I 0-l b: Optimize signal t.iming at two 
locations (DElR , p. 10-28) - Generally speaking, traffic s ignals in the State of California 
respond directly to traffic demaad, automatically adjusting the amount of time all ocated to 
any particular movement (i.e., left turns, through movements, or right turns). Consequently, 
a mitigation measure calling for signal optimization might have little or no effect. In fact, 
the DElR provides no evidence of the supposed beneficial effect of these proposed 
mitigation measures in reducing the project-related impact, other than a vague, 
unsubstantiated statement that the intersection operations would be improved to LOS C. 

• Mjtigation Measure 10- lc: Provide signage on Highlands View Road to divert traffic to 
Ridgeline Drive and Norths tar Drive (DEIR, p. 10-28) - This mitigation measure represents 
an attempt to d ivert drivers from their intended route to an alternate route, in hopes of 
offselting a project-related impact. According to the "analysis" of the measure's 
effectiveness (DElR, p. 10-28), the alternate route along Ridgeline Drive and Northstar 
Drive is "likely more attractive" and "0.2 miles less distance" (i.e., shorter) than the primary 
route along Highlands View Road. lt concludes that the impact at SR 267/Highlands View 
Road would be reduced to less than signiticant, while maintaining acceptable operations 
along the recommended route. DEIR Appendix I contains no level of service calculations for 
mitigated conditions, so it is impossible to verify the claimed beneficial effect of the 
measure. 

We have several questions about this measure, the most basic of which is, how do we really 
know it will work} lf it's such an attractive route, why are 75 winter peak-hour drivers 
ignoring it and making a left turn from Highlands View Road onto SR 267? How many 
vehicles would need to be diverted to reduce the impact to less than significant? How many 
were assumed to do so? Is there a meaningful basis for the number of diverted vehicles, or 
was it simply an arbitrary assumption? 

• Mitigation Measure 10-Sa: Payment of annual transit fees and Mitigation Measure 10-Sb: 
Join and maintain membership in the Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management 
Association (DEIR, p. 10-33)- These measures m·e aimed at mitigating the project's transit 
impacts and, specifically, that: 

The proposed project is anticipated to cause existing [transit] capacity to be 
exceeded because the site is located south of Northstar, and additional transit 
ridership from the project 1vould be added to the peak direction. 

The DELR describes exiting transit services on SR 267 in the vicinity of the project site, 
including average ridership per run for summer and winter conditions. (DEJR, pp. I 0-10 -
I 0-12). Howeve1, no meaningful analysis of project-related transit impacts is presented. 
How many additional transit riders will be generated through development of the proposed 
project? What will be the specific impact on transit ridership and bus load factors? 
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The proposed projec/ would enhance existing transit service on Sf? 267 With 
construction of a '1e111 hus shelter within the MVWPSP near SR 267. 

In fact, that minimal contribution to the local transit infrastructure will serve as no form of 
enhancement to existing transit service. It will serve only residents of and visitors to the 
proposed project. Users of the existing transit service will only be inconvenienced by the 
addition of the bus shelter, as it wi ll add to travel time along the bus route. Although the 
DEIR states (without basis) that, " ... any increase in the travel time of the transit route 
would be modest," no analysis or estimate of the actual delay is provided. Review of the 
level of service calculation sheets in DEI.R Appendix I reveals that simply mak ing the left 
turn from northbound SR 267 into the project site will add close to a minute to the transit 
traveltime in certain time periods, as follows: 

o Existing+ Project- Summer Friday: 55.0 seconds, 

o Existing+ Project - Winter Sunday: 32.2 seconds, 

o Cumulative+ Project- Summer Friday: 52.6 seconds, 

o Cumulative+ Project- Winter Sunday: 62.4 seconds, 

These times ignore the time needed for the bus to tum around (as it will need to do), al low 
passengers to board and disembark, and turn back onto SR 267. Also, as we noted in an 
earl ier comment, the delay of 55.0 seconds referred to here will actually be 225.1 seconds 
(i.e., 3 minutes, 45 seconds) when the project trip generation estimate is corrected. T he other 
cited delays will also increase. 

Beyond the lack of any meaningful analysis of project-related transit demand or the faulty 
evaluation of the transit system "enhancements" proposed by the project, however, is the fact 
that the proposed mitigation measures will have absolute ly no effect with respect to 
remedying the transit capacity deficiency identi"fied in the DEIR. Only one form .of 
miti.gation will be truly effective in this regnrd: Provide ndditional trnnsit service, which 
requires additional and/or la rger transit vehicles running more frequently. Neither payment 
of an annual fee nor joining a transportation management organization will have any effect 
in this regard. In fact, membership in the transportation management organization might be 
counter-productive. To the extent that the transit-promotion activities of the organization 
result in greater ridership on the part of project residents, the transi t capacity defi ciency will 
be exacerbated. 

• Cumulative Impact J0-12: Cumulative impacts to transit (DEI.R, p. 10-45) - According to 
the DElR, this impact "would not be cumulatively considerable," based on the assumed 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 10-5a and 5b. However, as described above, those 
measure will have no effect in either reducing transit demand or providing additional transit 
capacity. Therefore, this conclusion is in error and an effective mitigation measure must be 
identified. 

9. Inadequate Consideration of Construction Impacts - Construction-related impacts are 
addressed on DEIR pp. 10-34 - 10-36. Among the conclusions presented there is the 
determination that a maximum of 464 daily trips wi ll be generated during any phase of 
construction. Further, up to 231 AM peak-hour trips will be generated (with 2 12 such trips 
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during six of the eight construction phases) and up to 174 PM peak-hour trips lwith 159 such 
trips in all but two of the phases). (DEIR Table 10-17, p. 10-35) 

We note that the trips in this table are incorrectly labeled as "trips per employee vehicle." We 
doubt, for example, that each employee vehicle will make 462 daily trips in Phase 2 of the 
construction process, or 231 AM peak-hour !Tips during that same phase. lt appears that the 
intent was to indicate tha t the trips listed in Table J0-17 are only employee trips; no truck trips 
are included. 

The constr uction period trip generation estimates were based, in part, on an assumed employee 
vehicle occupancy o f 1.3 persons per vehicle. (DELR Table 10-16, Footnote 3, p. 10-34) No 
information is provided to support this assumed value, which seems high. Consider, for example, 
tl1e following information regarding average auto occupancy (see Attachment G): 

• For trips to and from work: Average vehicle occupancy= I . 13 (Source: U.S. Department of 
T ranspottation, Federal Highway Administration, Summm)• of Travel Trends: 2009 National 
Household Travel Survey, June 20 II.) 

• California average vehicle occupancy: 1.103287 (Source: United States Census 2000, as 
reported by the Centei· for Urban Transportation Research, University of South Florida, 
20 10.) 

• Recommended by Caltrans for economic analyses: 1.15 (Source: Callrans, Life-Cycle 
Benefit-Cost Analysis Economic Parameters 201 2) 

Based on this information, the assumed value of 1.3 persons per vehicle is approximately 15 
percent too high. Because construc tion workers might be unlikely to ride-share, a more 
reasonable occupancy factor would be 1.1 5 persons per vehicle, which is the highest of the 
documented values listed above. fn addition, othe r forms of construc tion traffic wi ll occur during 
those peak-hour periods including deliveries of material and equipment, ready-mix trucks, food 
vendors, inspectors, etc. 

The trip generation estimates are further /lawed in that they assume that, over the course of an 
entire day, only two employee trips will be made per vehicle - one in and one out. This 
obviously ignores the potential that an employee (including supervisors) will ever leave the job 
site during the day, re turning before the end of the work day, thereby resulting in four tlaily trips 
for that individual. 

In addition, the DETR assumption of only one haul load per weekday (and, therefore, two haul 
trips) seems questionable. Is it really possible to construct over lOO residential units and 34,500 
SF of commercial space with only one truck load of material per day? 

Table 8 presents a modi tied set of construction-period trip generation estimates. To be consistent 
with DEJH Table I 0-1 7, it includes only employee trips and also unrealistically assumes that 
employees wi ll make only two trips per day. However, it assumes that construction employees 
will have a more realistic vehicle occupancy of 1. 15 persons per vehicle. 

Comparing the volume of construc tion period peak-hour traffic to the project trip generation 
estimate suggests that a detailed traffic analysis for construction conditions is warranted. 
Specifically, DElR Table 10-11 (p. 10-23) shows that 165 outbound trips are projected for the 
weekday PM peak hour. This is 3 1 fewer outbound PM peak-hour trips thm1 could reasonably be 
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expected during Phase 2 of the construction period and 14 fewer than during six other phases, as 
shown in Table 8. 

The AM peak-hour estimates of construction-period trips are over 30 percent higher than the PM 
peak-hour estimates. Of course, the DElR traffic impact analysis ignored potential AM peak
hour impacts, so it is not possible to compare the construction estimates to the project estimates, 
although, once again, the need for a detailed analysis of construction period traftic impact is 
c learly indicated. 

Table 8 
Modified Construction Trip Generation Estimate1 

Construction Construction Estimated Trip Generatim~ 
Phase Empl.oyees3 Daily AM Peak Hour" PM Peak Hour5 

0 45 78 39 29 
I 275 478 239 179 
2 300 522 261 196 
3 275 478 239 179 
4 275 478 239 179 
5 275 478 239 179 
6 275 478 239 179 
7 275 478 239 179 

Notes: 
I E mployee trips only. 
2 Based on employee vehicle occupancy of 1.15 persons/vehicle. 
) Source: DEIR Table l 0-16, p. I 0-34. 
4 Assumes I 00 percent of employees arrive during AM peak hour. 
s Assumes 75 percent of employees depart during PM peak hour. 

Given the likelihood that peak-hour traffic volumes associated with construction activity will be 
generally similar to (or even higher than) the volumes associated with the proposed project, it 
seems reasonable to expect that the impact of those trips on the study area intersections and road 
segments should be evaluated. Of course, the construction activity will primarily occur on 
weekdays, when background traffic volumes on the study area road system might be higher than 
on Sundays. T herefore, the construction traffic analysis should address weekday AM and PM 
peak hours. 

10. Inadequate Documentation. of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Estimate - Certain of the 
analysis documented in the DEIR Air Quality (Chapter II) and Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Climate Change (Chapter 12) analyses are based upon information developed in the course of the 
Transportation and Circulation analysis. 

With regard to the Air Quality analysis, DEIR p. 11-12 states: 

Mobile ·source emissions were estimated using .. . an estimate of projec/-generated 
vehicle trips and VMT developed as pan of the analysis presemed in Chapter 10, 
"Transportal ion and Circulation. " 
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Mobile-source emissions of criteria air pol/wants and precursors would result from. 
resident and visitor trips, employee commute trips, and other associated vehicle 
trips (e.g., deliveries of supplies, maintenance vehicles) under the MVWPSP. Table 
10-11 in Chapter /0, "Transportation and Circulation," shows the MVWPSP's 
project trip generation estimates including internal capwre reductions. The 
MVWPSP would generate up to 3,305 daily residential trips and 680 daily 
commercial and amenity trips ... 

Similar references are in DE[R Chapter J 2 (p. 12-1 0), Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change: 

Operational GHG em./SSions were estima!ed using estimates of project
generated vehicle trips and toted vehicle miles traveled (VMT) that were developed 
as part of the analysis presented in Chapler 10, ''Transportation and Circula!ion. '' 
Deve/opme/11 of the projec!ed number of veliicle trips and VMT generated by the 
project took into accounl !he internalization of trips because of the on~ile 
commercial uses to be developed as part oft he project. 

Careful review of the "Transportation and Circulation" analysis presented in DE!R Chapter 10 
reveals virtually no mention of YMT and ce1tainly no documentation of the assumptions and 
procedures employed in developing any YMT estimates. In fact, a digital search of the chapter 
reveals only a single reference to YMT or vehicle miles traveled; that reference occurs in the 
description of the Lake Tahoe Regional Plan and bears no relationship to the specific travel 
characteristics of the proposed project. Moreover, despite detailed digital searches of all three 
chapters (Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality, and Greenhouse Ga~ Emissions and 
Climate Change), we were unable to find any form of YMT estimate for the proposed project. 

Finally, we note that the project's VMT estimate (whatever it is) is inaccurate because of the 
deficiencies in. the trip generation estimates descJibed above, particularly with respect to internal 
trips at the proposed project. Correcting those errors will result in higher VMT values. 

The project's YMT estimates and the process used to derive those values must be explained in 
greater detail to allow the public to judge the validity of those critical parameters. 

CONCLUSION 

Our review of the Transportation and Circulation analysis incorporated into the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report for the proposed Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan revealed several issues 
potentially affecting the validity of the conclusions and recommendations presented in that 
document. Of particular concern is the fai lure of the DEfR to identify a significant impact at the 
intersection of SR 267/Project Access Roadway under Existing Plus Project conditions. Equally 
concerning are the gross errors in the project trip generation analysis resulting from misapplication 
of internal tTip adjustment factors. Those errors affect not only the validity of the traffic impact 
analysis, but also the air quality, noise, and greenhouse gas emissions analyses. These issues and the 
others described above must be addressed prior to approval by Placer County of the proposed project 
and the related environmental documentation. 
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We hope this information is useful. lf you have questions concerning any of the items presented 
here or would like to discuss them further, please feel free to contact me at (9 16) 783-3838. 

Sincerely, 

MRO ENGINEERS, INC. 

~~~~ 
Neal K. Liddicoat, P.E. 
Traffic Engineering Manager 
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Internal, External and Total Trips 

496



 

TableA-1 
DEIR Project Trip Generation Estimates• 

Weekday Internal, External and Total Trips 
Internal Proj ect Trip Estimate 

Land Use Size Capture Internal Extemal Total 
Weekdav Dailv Conditions 

Single-Family 
100 DU2 95 857 952 

Full-Time Homes 
10% 

Residential 
Townhomes 40DU 23 209 232 

Subtotal 118 I 066 1,184 
Single-Family 

400 DU 0 1,444 1,444 
Homes 

Part-Time 
Townhomes 160DU 0% 0 578 578 

Residential 

Cabins 60 DU 0 2 17 2 17 

Subtotal 0 2 239 2 239 

Commerciai!Retail 34,500 SF3 80% 2,720 680 3,400 

TOTAL 2,838 3,985 6,823 

Weekday PM Peak-Hour Conditions 
Single-Family 

IOODU 10 90 100 
Full-Time Homes 

10% 
Residential 

Town homes 40DU 2 19 21 

Subtotal 12 109 121 
Single-Family 

400 DU 0 104 104 
Homes 

Part-Time 
Townhomes 160 DU 0% 0 42 42 

Residential 

Cabins 60 DU 0 16 16 

Subtotal 0 162 162 

Commerciai!Retail 34,500 SF 80% 235 59 294 

TOTAL 247 330 577 

Notes: 
I Reference: DEIR, Table I 0-11 - Project Trip Generation, p. I 0-23. 
2 Dwelling unit. 
3 Square feet. 
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Table A-2 
DEIR Project Trip Generation Estimates' 
Sunday Interna l, External and Total Trips 

Internal Project Trip Estimate 
Land Use Size Capture Internal Extemal Total 

Sunday Daily Conditions 
Single-Family 

100 DU2 86 776 862 
Full-Time Homes 

10% 
Residential 

Townhomes 40DU 20 174 194 

Subtotal 106 950 I 056 
Single-Family 

400 DU 0 1,172 1, 172 
Homes 

Part-Time 
Town homes 160DU 0% 0 469 469 

Residential 

Cabins 60 DU 0 176 176 

Subtotal 0 / 817 1 817 

Com merci ai/Retai I 34,500 SF3 80% 696 174 870 

TOTAL 802 2,941 3,743 

Sunday Peak-Hour Conditions 
Single-Family 

100 DU 9 77 86 
Full-Time Homes 

10% 
Residential 

Town homes 40 DU 2 16 18 

Subtotal 11 93 104 
Single-Family 

400 DU 0 144 144 
Homes 

Part-Time 
Town homes 160DU 0% 0 58 58 

Residential 

Cabins 60 DU 0 22 22 

Subtotal 0 224 224 

Commercial/Retail 34,500 SF 80% 86 22 108 

TOTAL 97 339 436 

Notes: 
I Reference: DElR, Table I 0-11 - Project Trip Generation, p. I 0-23. 
2 Dwelling unit. 
3 Square feet. 
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Internal Trip Capture Calculations 
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ATTACHMENT C 

Corrected Project Trip Generation Estimates 
Internal, External and Total Trips 
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Table C-1 
Corrected Pr oject Trip Generation Estimates' 
Weekday Internal External and Total Trips 

Internal Project Trip Estimate 
Land Use Size Capture Internal External Total 

Weekday Daily Conditions 
Single-Family 

140DU2 95 857 952 
Full-Time Homes 

10% 
Residential 

Townhomes 40 DU 23 209 232 

Subtotal 118 1066 1 184 
Single-Family 

400 DU 0 1,444 1,444 
Homes 

Part-Time 
Townhomes 160DU 0% 0 578 578 

Residential 

Cabins 60 DU 0 2 17 217 

Subtotal 0 2 239 2 239 

Commercial/Retail 34,500 SP 80% 118 3,282 3,400 

TOTAL 236 6,587 6,823 

Weekday PM Peak-Hour Conditions 
Single-Family 

IOODU 10 90 100 
Full-Time Homes 

10% 
Residential 

Townhomes 40DU 2 19 2 1 

Subtotal 12 109 121 
Single-Family 

400DU 0 104 104 
Homes 

Part-Time 
Town homes 160 DU 0% 0 42 42 

Residential 

Cabins 60DU 0 16 16 

Subtotal 0 162 162 

Commercial/Retail 34,500 SF 80% 12 282 294 

TOTAL 24 553 577 

Notes: 
I Reference: DEIR, Table 10-11- Project Trip Generation, p. 10-23. 
2 Dwelli ng unit. 
~ Square feet. 
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Table C-2 
Corrected Project Trip Generation Estimates' 

Sunday Internal External and Total Trips 
Internal Project Trio Estimate 

Land Use Size Capture Internal External Total 

Sundav Dailv Co11ditions 
Single-Family 

JOO DU2 86 776 862 
Full-Time Homes 
Residential 

10% 
Town homes 40 DU 20 174 194 

Subtotal 106 950 1056 
Single-Family 

400 DU 0 1,172 1,172 
Homes 

Part-Time 
Town homes 160 DU 0% 0 469 469 

Residential 

Cabins 60DU 0 176 176 

Subtotal 0 1.817 1817 

Commercia l/Retail 34,500 SF3 80% 106 764 870 

TOTAL 212 3,531 3,743 

Sundav Peak-Hour Conditions 
Single-Family 

IOO DU 9 77 86 
Full-Time Homes 
Residential 

10% 
Townhomes 40 DU 2 16 18 

Sub tout/ 1/ 93 104 
Single-Family 

400DU 0 144 144 
Homes 

Part-Time 
Townhomes 160DU 0% 0 58 58 

Residential 

Cabins 60 DU 0 22 22 

Subtotal 0 224 224 

Commercial/Retail 34,500 SF 80% 11 97 108 

TOTAL 22 414 436 

Notes: 
I Reference: DElR, Table LO- ll - Project Trip Generation, p. I 0-23. 
2 Dwelling unit 
3 Square feet. 
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ATTACHMENT D 

Level of Service Calculation 
State Route 267/Project Access Roadway 

Existing + P•·oject - Summe•· PM Peak Hour 
(Fehr & Peers) 
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HCM 2010 TWSC 
8: Project Access Roadway & SR 267 

lnt Delay, s/veh 

0 

Vol, veh/h 
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 
Sign Control 
RT Channelized 
Storage Length 
Veh in Median Storage,# 
Grade, % 
Peak Hour Factor 
Heavy Vei'jcles, % 
MvmtFiow 

Conflicting Flow All 
Stage 1 
Stage 2 

Critical Hdwy 
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 
Follow-up Hdwy 
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 

Stage 1 
Stage 2 

Platoon blocked,% 
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 

Stage 1 
Stage 2 

Capacity (vehlh) 
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 
HCM Control Delay (s) 
HCM Lane LOS 
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 

Martis Valley West Parcel 

Free f ree 
None 

250 
0 
0 

92 92 
2 2 

636 117 

No Construction Traffic from Schaffer Mill Road 

Free Free 
None 

250 
0 
0 

92 92 
2 2 

62 476 

4.12 

2.218 
947 

947 

Existing Plus Project Conditions - Summer 
Friday PM Peak 

Stop 

0 
0 
0 

92 92 
2 2 

117 62 

6.22 

3.318 
478 

182 478 
182 
527 
512 

Synchro 8 Report 
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ATTACHMENTE 

Con-ected Level of Se1·vicc Calculation 
State Route 267/Project Access Roadway 

Existing + Project - Summe1· PM Peak Hour 
(MRO E ngineers, Inc.) 
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HCM 2010 TWSC 
3: Project Access Road & SR 267 

If 
lnt Delay, s/veh 27.5 

~o~P. 
Vol, veh/h 
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 
Sign Control 
RT Channelized 
Storage Length 
Veh in Median Storage, # 
Grade,% 
Peak Hour Factor 
Heavy Vehicles, % 
MvmtFiow 

~!lJOrlMioo~ 
Conflicting Flow All 

Stage 1 
Stage 2 

Critical Hdwt 
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 
Follow-up Hdwy 
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 

Stage 1 
Stage 2 

Platoon blocked, % 
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 

Stage 1 
Stage 2 

~~fUICh 
HCM Control Delay, s 
HCM LOS 

nOb !Ute lljorMvmt 
Capacity (veh/h) 
HCM Lane VIC Ratio 
HCM Control Delay (s) 
HCM Lane LOS 
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 

ffotes 
-: Volume exceeds capacity 

Martis Valley West Parcel 
11/25/2015 

EBT e8R 
585 177 

0 0 
Free Free 

None 
0 

0 
0 

92 92 
2 2 

636 192 

Ma!or1 
0 0 

EB 

$: Delay exceeds 300s 

WBI'WBT 
96 438 
0 0 

Free Free 
None 

0 
0 
0 

92 92 
2 2 

104 476 

Ma[r2 
636 0 

4.12 

2.218 
947 

947 

Existing + Project- Summer- Corrected 
Friday PM Peak 

NaC i!JBR 
182 98 

0 0 
Stop Stop 

None 
0 0 
0 
0 

92 92 
2 2 

198 107 

MlilO?t J 
1321 636 
636 
685 

6.42 6.22 
5.42 
5.42 

3.518 3.318 
-173 478 

527 
500 

-154 
-154 

527 
445 

NB 
151.5 

F 

+: Computation Not Defined *: All major volume in platoon 

Synchro 8 Report 
MRO Engineers, Inc. 
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ATTACHMENT F 

Table 9-15- Travel Characteristics of Summet· Overnight Guests 
(Source: P lacer County, Draft Environmental Impact Report- Village at Squaw Valley Specific 

Plan, May 2015) 
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Jls(;ent Environmental !mnS[lOrtation and Circ:ulation 

.· .... _., :?, .. ---~--:.-- ,..~-:(.·1--::::., ,~.,,._, .... ";'_,-... ~~·3=-t:..f-- ... ~-· 
- - .... --- - -- - -""• -.;;~- ---

- " I ,. i .: ( ~~ ~~~,) _ •J< \', fh'l~t~r.! ~~:.~J~l!f. ~ .. :.~ .•. '~!!· ~ ~' .. :.~~L"J! ~.0/;.ll' ~~ .. · 
~ 

- - ~--
Travel Characteristic Overnight Guests• 

Arrival Travel Mode Auto 85% 

Airplane & Rental Car/ Shuttle 15% 

Trip Origin Truckee 1 Northstar 0% 

Tahoe North Shore 0% 

Squaw Valley 0% 

Reno/Sparks 10% 

Tahoe WesVSouth Shore 0% 

Sacramento 1 Central Valley 13% 

Bay Area 38% 

Airports 10% 

Other 29"A. 

Travel Mode for Trips Originating within Olympic Valley2 Auto 35% 

Walk 56% 

BusjVan 5% 

Overnight Guest Trips Outside of Squaw Valley Did not Leave Squaw Valley 22% 

1 to2trips 43% 

3 to4trips 17% 

5to 6trips 5% 

Notes: Responses may not sum to 100% due to rounding and/or omission of low percentage responses."·' • sul'leytoplcwas not asked to particular group. 
1 Refer to the text of Section 9.1.8, "Winter Season/Summer Season Travel BehavlorCharacteristics, "In this OEIR for data collection source and methods. 
2 Mode choice refers to pMmal)l travel mode during stay. 
Source: Data provided by Squaw Valley Ski Resort In 2012·2013 

- --

The data in these tables reveals several meaningful conclusions for winter overnight guests/visitors. As 
described in Section 9.3.2, "Methods and Assumpt ions," this group is particularly important in evaluating the 
proposed project's travel characteristics . 

.., 100 percent arrived to/from the r-esort via auto (either private vehicle or rental car) . 

.., Once within Squaw Valley, the majority of trips (68 percent) were made by walking. However, one-quarter 
of respondents reported using a vehicle . 

.., The majority (60 percent ) of guests checked-out between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m . 

.., On average, overnight guest groups made 0.93 trips outside of Squaw Valley during their visit (calculated 
as the weighted average of the last row in Table 9-12). This suggests that 100 guest groups would 
generate 93 vehicle trips exiting Squaw Valley and 93 vehicle trips entering Squaw Valley during the 
course of their stay (and not including their primary vacation arrival( departure trip). 

To better understand overnight guesVvisitor travel patterns, room occupancy, and length of stay data from 
the Village at Squaw Valley was obtained. Data from the 2009-2010, 2010-2011, and 2011-2012 ski 
seasons was reviewed to identify several wee~<ends with peak levels of room occupancy. For f ive peak 
occupancy, non-holiday weekends, a five-day (Wednesday - Sunday) pattern of room occupancy and length 
of stay data was prepared. This is shown in Table 9-16. 

Placer County 
Village at Squaw Valley SIJecilic Plan Elll 9 21 

512



 

n 

728797.2 

ATTACHMENT G 

Average Vehicle Occupancy Data 
(Various Sources) 
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2009 National Household T ravel Su 

The trend of declining vehicle occupancy may have started to reverse, as overall occupancy shows 
an increase in 2001 and 2009. In 2009, the rise in occupancy was the result of a significant rise in 
vehicle occupancy for social and recreational travel - changes in occupancy for other purposes 
were not noteworthy. The calculated occupancy in this table is miles-weighted, using the reported 
number of people on the trip and the length of the trip together. 

Table 16. Average Vehicle Occupancy for Selected Trip Purpose 1977, 1983, 1990, and 1995 
NPTS, and 2001 and 2009 NHTS (Person Miles per Vehicle Mile). 

Trip Pur ose 1977 1983 1990 1995 2001 2009 95% Cl 

To or From Work 1.3 1.29 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.13 0.01 

Shopping 2.1 1.79 1.71 1.74 1.79 1.78 0.05 
Other Family/Personal 

Errands 2 1.81 1.84 1.78 1.83 1.84 0.04 

Social and Recreational 2.4 2.12 2.08 2.04 2.03 2.20 0.06 

All Pur oses 1.9 1.75 1.64 1.59 1.63 1.67 0.03 
Note: . All purposes includes other trip purposes not shown, such as trips to school, church, and work-rela~ed business . . ' Other Family/Personal Errands" •ncludes personal business and medical/dental. Please see Appendix A -

Glossary for definition. . NPTS is Nationwide Personal Transportation Survey. Cl is Confidence Interval. 

PRIVATE VEHICLE TRAVEL 33 
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l .N .. UNIVERSITY OF 
•-... -~.....,.!! SOUTH FLORIDA. 

Avg Vehicle Occupancy 

1®ttij,i516M'i1·#1MIMUMM1& 110=fi§''id':54"1ilfjF:I!(1t,t.bsa;.;,,;,,;:;.;,&G®:;:q;Ji 

• Seorch USP 
• 1111' Site M•p 
• USI' Ho"'e 

Home 
State Averages for Private Vehicle Occupancy, Carpool Size and Vehicles Per 100 
Workers 

Up 

BEST 
Workplocu 
lor(O'!IIm\jt•rt"' .-. State AVO' 

Alabama 1.075889 

Alaska 1.114375 
Arizona 1.104042 
Arkansas 1.089406 
California 1.103287 
Colorado 1.082456 
Connecticut 1 .06064 
Delaware 1.074122 
Dislrlcl of 
Columbia 1.140305 
Florida 1.083558 
Georgia 1.096737 
Hawaii 1.14505 
Idaho 1.081059 
Illinois 1.076406 
Indiana 1.068718 
Iowa 1.069759 
Kansas 1.067081 
Kentucky 1.079559 
Lou1siana 1.089309 
Maine 1.072451 
Maryland 1.085535 
Massachusetts 1.061989 
Michigan 1.059646 
Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New 
Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 
New York 

1.068216 
1.097553 
1.073065 
1.081926 
1.067484 
1.098435 

1.060512 
1.076022 
1.09944 
1.083653 

North Carolina 1.090995 

North Dakota 1.066821 
Ohio 1.057298 
Oklahoma 1.083559 
Oregon 1.084095 
Pennsylvania 1.068957 
Rhode Island 1.066281 
South 
Carolina 1.091506 
South Dakota 1.069361 
Tennessee 1.078177 

Texas 1.095597 
Utah 1.094827 
Vermont 1.078954 
Virginia 1.084704 

Washington 1.088657 
West Virginia 1.079254 
Wsconsin 1.063711 

hllp:ltwww .nctr .usf.edu/clearinghouselcensusavo.htm 

AVO 
Rank 

34 
4 

5 
16 
6 
25 
49 
35 

2 
24 
10 

27 
32 
41 
38 
44 
28 
17 
37 
19 
48 
51 
42 

9 
36 
26 
43 
8 

50 

33 
7 
22 
14 

45 
52 
23 
21 
40 
46 

13 
39 
31 
11 
12 

30 
20 
18 

29 
47 

Vehicles 
Vehicles per 1 00 
Per 100 workers 

Workers• Rank 

88.6 52 
73.5 4 
81.1 16 
86.3 45 
78.3 9 

80.7 14 
84.3 33 
84.4 34 

43.3 
84.7 35 
83.9 29 
72.4 3 
82.6 25 
78.1 8 

86.8 48 
83.6 27 
86.3 46 

86.0 41 

84.2 32 
83.8 28 
79.3 13 
78.0 7 

87.7 51 
82.4 23 
86.2 44 
85.9 40 
79.3 12 

84.8 36 
81.2 17 

86.4 47 

77.7 6 
82.4 24 
60.4 2 
85.6 39 
82.2 22 
87.1 49 

86.0 42 
78.8 10 

81.2 19 
84.9 37 

85.6 38 
82.1 21 
87.4 50 
84.1 31 
81 .8 20 
80.7 15 
82.8 26 
79.1 11 

86.1 43 
84.1 30 

Carpool Carpool 
size• Size Rank 

2.201781 26 
2,188603 35 
2.211664 20 
2.208097 21 
2.251069 5 
2.192308 30 
2.189418 33 
2.1 89157 34 

2.241521 10 
2.207295 22 
2.263957 3 
2232226 13 
2.191255 32 
2.214854 17 
2.179439 40 
2.173016 41 
2.197311 28 
2.185831 37 

2.230521 14 
2.170807 43 
2.211786 19 
2.161394 49 

2.168021 46 
2.171796 42 
2.244873 
2.167688 47 
2.203762 24 
2.192163 31 
2.187985 36 

2.135187 52 
2.248742 8 
2.236739 12 
2.214315 18 
2.249705 6 
2 .214994 16 
2.152485 50 
2.192942 29 
2.180512 39 
2 .169765 44 
2.181111 38 

2.262822 4 
2 .205716 23 
2.198793 27 
2.249642 7 
2.218122 15 
2.147544 51 
2.240123 11 
2.202723 25 
2.163842 48 
2.168474 45 

112 
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812BI2015 Avg Vehicle Occupancy 

Wyoming 1.090717 15 81.2 18 2.264565 2 
Puerto Rico 1.131099 76.9 5 2.272042 

Source: United States Census 2000 

~ Calculated from Census 2000 information assuming "5 to 6 person carpools' avera_ge 5.5 persons per carpool and "7-or
more person carpools" average 7 persons per carpool. 

Copyright~ 2010, University of South Florida, 4202 E. Fowler Ave., CUT 100, Tampa, FL 33620-5375 
813.974.3120 1813.974.5168 fax 1 www.nctr.usf,edu/clearinghouse 1 Privacy Policy lwebmaster 

National Center for Transit Research's National TOM and Telework Clearinghouse is located at the Center for Urban Transportation Research at the 
Uojyersjtv of South Florida in Tampa. Florida 

http://www .nctr .usf.edulclearingi101.1Se/censusavr 212 

518



 

812812015 rornia Deportment ofTransportalion - Division or Trans 111 Planning 

CAllrORNI/\ DEPARTMENT 01 
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Caltrans .. ~> Transportation Planning ·~> Planning Offices ~> Office State Planning - Economic Analysis Branch · ~> Life
Cycle Benefit-Cost Analysis- Economic Parameters 2010 

Life-Cycle Benefit-Cost Analysis 
Economic Parameters 2012 

The Economics Analysis Branch utilizes standard economic valuations for application in benefit-cost analys is . These 
values are used consistently across the Cai-8/C Framework, which includes the Cai-8/C V5.0 and Cai-B/C Corridor. 
The values are recommended for use in economic analysis on all modes, including highway, rail and transit projects. 
The economic values represent statewide averages. 

TRAVEL TIME PARAMETERS 

Discount Rate 
Real• (Inflation Adjusted) 

Value of Time 

Automobile 

Percent 

4.0 

Dollars Per Person Hours 

$12.50 

Truck $28.70 
Auto/Truck Composite (Weighted-Average) $1 7.35 

Transit (in vehicle) $12.50 

Transit (out of vehicle) $25.00 

Average Vehicle Occupancy Rate 1.15 

VEHICLE OPERATING COST PARAMETERS 

Average Fuel Price 

Regular Unleaded (auto) 

Disesel (truck) 

Fuel Price (excluding taxes) 

Regular Unleaded (auto) 

Diesel (truck) 

Non-Fuel Costs 

Automobile 

Truck 

ACCIDENT COST PARAMETERS 

Cost of Highway Accident 

Fatal Accident 

Injury Accident 

Property Damage Only (PDO) Accident 

Dollars Per Gallon 

$3.714 

$3.941 

Dollars Per Gallon 

$2.85 

$3.15 

Dollars Per Mile 

$0.303 

$0.418 

Dollars Per Accident 

$4,800,000 

$67,400 

$10,200 

~lpJ/WWW.dot.ca.gov/hq/lpploffices/eablbenefit_cosVLCBCA-economic_parameters.html 1/3 
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PF29 
Alexis Ollar, MS & GISP, Executive Director, MAP 
Tom Mooers, Executive Director, Sierra Watch 
June 7, 2016 

 

PF29-1 The comment introduces an attached letter from Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger on the Final 
EIR for the MVWPSP. See responses to comments PF29-2 through PF29-38. 

The comment expresses concern regarding the evaluation of environmental impacts, 
including Lake Tahoe clarity, night sky, traffic, wildfire hazard. These are evaluated in the 
Draft EIR and concerns regarding the sufficiency of environmental evaluation are addressed 
in the Master Responses and individual responses to comments in the Final EIR. As 
described therein, the EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA and provides a thorough 
evaluation of the project’s potential environmental effects for the public and decision 
makers. 

The comment alleges piecemealing with regard to the Brockway Campground Project. Please 
see Master Response 2 of the Final EIR regarding concerns related to the separate Brockway 
proposal.  

The comment expresses opposition to the project as it is currently proposed. Comments 
regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration.  

PF29-2 The comment provides introductory remarks regarding submittal of the letter on behalf of 
MAP and Sierra Watch and incorporation by reference of the letter from Shute, Mihaly & 
Weinberger on December 18, 2015. Please see response to comments to letter IO41 in the 
Final EIR.  

The comment asserts that the Final EIR did not correct deficiencies and that the EIR should 
be recirculated. See response to comment PF13-2, above, and Master Response 1 in the 
Final EIR.  

The comment recommends denial of the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 

PF29-3 The comment expresses concern regarding the public review process for the MVWPSP and 
for cumulative development projects, specifically Squaw Valley and Brockway Campground. 
MVWPSP, Brockway Campground, and Village at Squaw Valley projects are separate projects 
for which environmental processes are proceeding independently. Placer County has met 
and exceeded legally required public review periods for the MVWPSP EIR as described in 
Chapter 1 of the Final EIR. CEQA requires that responses to agency comments be provided to 
the commenting agencies at least 10 days prior to final action on the project. After release of 
the Final EIR, the MVWPSP Project was heard at the May 12, 2016 NTRAC meeting and the 
Placer County Planning Commission held hearings on the MVWPSP on June 9, 2016 and on 
July 7, 2016. Both of the Planning Commission meetings took take place at least 30 days 
following the May 3, 2016 release of the Final EIR, which exceeds the requirements of CEQA. 

PF29-4 The comment alleges piecemealing with regard to the Brockway Campground Project. The 
MVWPSP Draft EIR considers the campground in the cumulative analysis. Please see Master 
Response 2 of the Final EIR regarding concerns related to the Brockway proposal. 
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PF29-5 The comment expresses concern as to the level of evaluation of the MVWPSP in the program 
EIR. A program EIR is appropriate for a large-scale plan at an early stage, where the lead 
agency will prepare further analyses later on, as individual projects are proposed that 
implement the plan. (Pub. Resources Code, Sections 21068.5, 21093(a; State CEQA 
Guidelines, Sections 15152(a), 15168(b), 15385.) A program-level EIR “need not be as 
detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.” (State CEQA 
Guidelines, 15146 (b).) Program EIRs are first-tier documents; that is, they are used to 
consider approval of an overall plan or other program; when subsequent projects are 
proposed consistent with the approved plan, they are evaluated to determine if the program 
EIR adequately addressed the impacts and mitigation measures associated with the 
subsequent project, and whether additional CEQA compliance is necessary. As described in 
CEQA section 21093 “… tiering is appropriate when it helps the public agency to focus upon 
the issues ripe for decision at each level of environmental review…” Some details of a large-
scale project may not be fully known at the time the project is addressed programmatically. 
In those instances, a program EIR may address the impacts more broadly, examining the 
type and extent of impact that may occur, and similarly may provide mitigation that is 
programmatic in nature. Regarding tiering and program EIRs, please see response to 
comments IO41-15 and IO41-19 in the Final EIR. 

See response to comments PF19-8 through PF19-12 regarding the development agreement 
and Specific Plan. 

With regard to recirculation, see response to comment PF13-2, above, and Master Response 
1 in the Final EIR. 

PF29-6 The comment asserts that the Final EIR did not correct deficiencies and should be 
recirculated. See PF13-2, above, and Master Response 1 in the Final EIR. 

PF29-7  The comment alleges piecemealing of the Brockway Campground Project. Please see Master 
Response 2 of the Final EIR regarding concerns related to the separate Brockway proposal. 
Regarding Footnote 1, as explained in Master Response 2 on page 3-7 of the Final EIR, 
current regulations under TROA prohibit cross use in and out of the Tahoe Basin, so the 
water supply for Brockway Campground would by necessity be separate from the supply 
identified in the WSA for the MVWPSP. 

PF29-8 The comment disagrees that the development agreement is a financial document and not 
necessary to understand the environmental impacts and mitigation measures associated 
with the project. The Development Agreement vests the development of up to 760 dwelling 
units and 6.6 acres of commercial development (34,500 square feet of commercial and 
22,000 square feet of homeowners’ amenities) of development within the 662-acres of the 
plan area designated for development (see Development Agreement, page 5, Section 2.1, 
Permitted Uses). The Draft EIR analyzes this level of development, so it does analyze the 
project as described in the Development Agreement. Further, the Draft EIR analyzes the 
Specific Plan, which includes Development Standards, Design Guidelines and policies that 
will guide and direct development, including steps to be taken for review of subsequent 
projects. This level of analysis is appropriate for a Specific Plan, and Specific Plans typically 
are accompanied by Development Agreements. 

Regarding preservation of the East Parcel, both the MVWPSP and the Development 
Agreement include mechanisms to ensure that the East Parcel is placed into a conservation 
easement or acquired by a land trust. Policy OS-2 of the MVWPSP states that the entire East 
Parcel shall be preserved in perpetuity through the use of a limited conservation easement 
and/or acquisition by a land trust. Section 3.11 of the DA states that the sale of the East 
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Parcel shall occur on or before December 31, 2020, and that if such a sale does not occur, 
then the East Parcel shall be placed in a conservation easement that permanently prohibits 
commercial and/or residential development of the East Parcel within 90 days of January 1, 
2021. No action that would be inconsistent with permanent preservation of the East Parcel 
would be allowed to occur.  

PF29-9 The comment states that the EIR continues to improperly rely on conservation of the East 
Parcel to claim the project will have less-than-significant biological impacts. This is not 
correct. The comment specifically disagrees with the EIR’s rationale and approach for 
concluding that impacts to northern goshawk and California spotted owl would be less than 
significant.  

Please refer to response to comment IO41-13 in the Final EIR. The details of that response 
still apply to comment PF29-9. The primary focus of the analysis is, appropriately, the extent 
to which the project would disturb biological resources on the West Parcel. The analysis 
clearly describes and quantifies the full impact of project implementation; it does not claim 
that the full, net quantity would somehow be less than the amount directly affected on the 
West Parcel (up to 169 acres) through conservation of the East Parcel. Page 7-54 of the 
Draft EIR states, “Overall, implementation of the MVWPSP could result in the permanent loss 
or disturbance of up to 169 acres of suitable foraging habitat for northern goshawk and 
spotted owl on the West Parcel. This total amount of potential habitat loss or disturbance 
represents a small proportion of the total amount available for northern goshawk and 
spotted owl in the vicinity of the project site; and these habitats are relatively abundant in 
the Truckee Tahoe region. Additionally, no spotted owl or goshawk nest sites are known or 
expected to occur within areas where potential habitat would be permanently removed.” 

The analysis concludes that implementation of the MVWPSP, which would include a total/net 
loss of up to 169 acres of foraging habitat, would not substantially affect the distribution, 
breeding productivity, viability, or the regional population of northern goshawk and California 
spotted owl; this was the basis of concluding that impacts on northern goshawk and spotted 
owl would be less than significant. The EIR addresses whether the project would result in 
significant impacts to these species in light of the applicable significance threshold. The type 
of foraging habitat that would be affected on the West Parcel is not known to be limiting to 
the viability of these species in the Truckee-Tahoe region. Importantly, in its quantification of 
impacts, the analysis discloses the actual acreage of potential foraging habitat lost on the 
West Parcel, not what would be lost minus that preserved on the East Parcel. The additional 
language about benefits of conserving the East Parcel over the long term was intended to 
point out that not developing that portion of the full plan area, and instead developing the 
West Parcel, avoids removing high-quality habitat for northern goshawk and spotted owl that 
is most biologically valuable and known to be limiting to the distribution and reproductive 
success of these species.  

With regard to use of the term “offset,” in this case, the intent is to fairly disclose a functional 
benefit to habitat availability over the long term by conserving high-quality habitat on the East 
Parcel. However, the conclusion is not that the project-level impact would be significant 
without conservation of the East Parcel. Impacts on biological resources on the West Parcel 
are not treated as being “mitigated” by benefits of preserving the East Parcel; the impacts to 
habitat on the West Parcel are not considered substantial enough to reach the threshold of 
significance, even before considering the benefits achieved through conservation of the East 
Parcel, for the biological reasons discussed previously. 

PF29-10  The comment states that the Final EIR fails to correct the Draft EIR’s “inadequate analysis” 
of the project’s impacts on special-status plant species. Specifically, the comment asserts 
that the analysis improperly defers evaluation of the project’s impacts on special-status 
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plants, and that the County failed to survey for those species and describe their presence in 
the project area. Please refer to response to comment IO41-15 in the Final EIR. The details 
of that response include discussion of why the potential for occurrence of special-status 
species is presented adequately, and why the analysis of special-status plants and the 
recommended mitigation measure are not deferred. Additionally, CEQA does not specify the 
type or intensity of biological surveys required or considered appropriate to support 
certification of an EIR for a given project, for either project- or program-level environmental 
review. It is well within acceptable standards for environmental review (and not uncommon) 
to assume presence or potential presence of a species based on a thorough habitat 
assessment and without detailed survey data, if the analysis discloses that project 
implementation could significantly affect the species and recommended mitigation includes 
performance standards and other applicable requirements. 

PF29-11  The comment states that the EIR’s cumulative impacts analysis remains inadequate, citing 
that the recommended mitigation for construction-related impacts to three special-status 
bird species (olive-sided flycatcher, yellow warbler, and long-eared owl) (Mitigation Measure 
7-4) does not address operational effects of the project that may contribute to a cumulative 
impact. As described in response to comment IO41-16 in the Final EIR, although potential 
operational-related disturbances to nesting special-status birds were considered and could 
contribute incrementally to the overall project-level effect, they would not be individually 
substantial beyond the initial temporary impact of vegetation removal and potential loss of 
nests during project construction; this potential effect would be minor in both a project-level 
and cumulative context. To further clarify, the potential long-term operational effects of the 
project on special-status bird species, when combined with the cumulative projects, would 
not be cumulatively considerable. The Draft EIR describes that operations and maintenance 
activities could result in noise, dust, and other disturbances to nesting birds in the vicinity, 
and potentially result in nest abandonment and mortality to eggs and chicks. However, such 
potential effects would not occur regularly. In most cases, special-status birds sensitive to 
such types of disturbances are expected to avoid nesting in areas regularly disturbed by 
project operations. 

PF29-12 The comment reiterates concern regarding visual impacts and mitigation. See responses to 
comments provided in letter IO41 in the Final EIR. See also Master Response 4 in the Final 
EIR regarding the visual impact analysis methodology. 

PF29-13 The comment states that the Final EIR lacks the necessary evidentiary support for its 
conclusion that the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. The 
Tahoe Rim Trail was originally selected as a vantage point for photosimulations. Square One 
identified six points along the trail that were closest to the project site and that had the 
thinnest tree cover. At these points, the topography crested so that the project was obscured 
from the Trail by topography. This was verified by 3D modeling tests from these points. 
Additionally, the Trail and project structures would be separated by 500 or more feet of 
forest. 

The Draft and Final EIRs provide evidence that the effect on views from the Tahoe Rim Trail 
would not be significant, either from the portions of the trail closest to the site (see above), or 
those points on the trail from which the project site is visible in the distance (see response to 
comment IO18-52, including Exhibits F3-9 through F3-12 of the Final EIR). Contrary to the 
comment, Exhibit 3-3 of the Draft EIR shows that the TRT is not immediately adjacent to the 
MVWP plan area; therefore, the development area shown in Exhibit 3-7 is not adjacent to the 
TRT. As stated in IO18-52, the MVWPSP site is visible from the Tahoe Rim Trail at long 
distances only (over 10 miles), and at these distances it would be difficult to perceive project 
buildings, particularly with the screening provided by trees. At this distance, photosimulations 
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would not provide substantial additional information because the project site and its 
development would be so small relative to the surrounding viewshed. 

For a discussion of views from the segment of the TRT closest to the MVWPSP site, please 
see Response to Comment IO45-3 in the Final EIR.  

PF29-14 Regarding Figure 9-34, see response to comment IO41-26, which explains a technical error 
in the Draft EIR.  

The methodology used to prepare the photosimulations is described in detail on pages 3-13 
and 3-14 of the Final EIR. The comment does not indicate what additional information would 
be needed to understand the methodology. The photosimulations were peer reviewed by the 
County’s environmental consultant, who concluded that the photosimulations were 
reasonable representations of the MVWPSP. 

For discussions of nighttime light baseline, increase in lighting in terms of spectrum, 
shielding and lighting and establishing appropriate significance thresholds, please see 
responses to comments 29-15, 29-16, and 29-17, below. 

PF29-15  The comment states that the EIR fails to establish a baseline for assessing the quality of 
dark skies. In fact, baseline is established through photographs of the existing conditions, 
which represent the experience of night-time lighting conditions to a viewer (see, for 
example, Exhibit 9-6 of the Draft EIR). The average viewer does not have a sense of what a 
particular wattage looks like, or a given number of lumens looks like. Such a definition would 
be meaningless without context. 

PF29-16 The comment states that the EIR fails to quantify the project’s lighting and to evaluate the 
effect that lighting would have on the night sky. There is no requirement to quantify all 
impacts in CEQA. As indicated in the comment, there are various ways to describe and 
evaluate the light-related effects of a project. The MVWPSP EIR uses photosimulations, which 
provide a clear comparison of “with” and “without” project conditions. Square One produced 
night-time photosimulations based on night-time photography, detailed 3D modeling of the 
project site, and comparisons to nearby ‘in-kind’ residential projects (see pages 3-13 and 3-
14 of the Final EIR for more detail). 

The comment suggests that a study using lumens per acre instead would be more accurate 
or appropriate. The photosimulations used 3D modeling to account for terrain and tree 
coverage. Lumens-per-acre does not take into account either of these, and can be therefore 
misleading. Additionally, the types of fixtures, dictated by regulation, has more influence on 
the impacts of light than lumens/acre. Thus, an “in-kind” example offers a truer comparison 
of lighting conditions than lumens per acre. Regarding views from the TRT, please see 
Response to Comment PF29-13. 

Night-time photosimulations were prepared from three vantage points. The letter inquires as 
to why three were prepared, rather than the 44 vantage points that were originally identified 
for study. Nighttime simulations were from vantage points that were either sensitive or from 
which the project might be visible at night. Night-time simulations were not prepared for 
vantage points from which the project is completely obscured by terrain, since the terrain 
that obscures the structure of the project will also obscure light coming from the interior of 
structures of the project. 

PF29-17 The comment asserts that the EIR fails to include thresholds of significance for nighttime 
views, asserting that a quantifiable threshold is necessary. Please see Section 9.4.1, 
Significance Criteria, in Chapter 19 of the Draft EIR, which establishes the significance 
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criteria utilized for evaluation of impacts on scenic or aesthetic resources. Placer County 
does not have numeric significance criteria for nighttime views. Note that CEQA does not 
require that numerical thresholds be used to assess the significance of an impact. 

PF29-18 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze cumulative impacts on 
nighttime views. As explained in responses to comments provided in letter IO41 in the Final 
EIR (see IO41-19 through IO41-28, the Draft EIR adequately evaluates the project and 
cumulative impacts to nighttime views and discusses the measures included in the MVWPSP 
to limit light sources and minimize impacts to nighttime views. As discussed, no additional 
mitigation is feasible.  

PF29-19 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not adequately mitigate the project’s night sky 
impacts. However, as addressed in letter IO41 in the Final EIR, the Draft EIR adequately 
evaluates the project and cumulative impacts to nighttime views and discusses the 
measures included in the MVWPSP to limit light sources and minimize impacts to nighttime 
views. Please see responses to comments IO41-26 and IO41-27. Regarding Appendix B of 
the MVWPSP, Section N. Lighting, the measures to be considered use “shall”, and therefore 
are not optional. For example, Item n.vi states that “Exterior lighting fixtures shall be installed 
and shielded in such a manner that no light rays are emitted from the fixture at angles above 
the horizontal plane”. As discussed in Response to Comment 1041-27, because the 
MVWPSP already includes requirements that would limit light sources to the minimum 
amount necessary to maintain nighttime safety, utility, security and productivity, no 
additional mitigation for the MVWPSP is feasible. 

PF29-20 The comment states that the Final EIR fails to respond to the comments addressed in the 
Draft EIR. See responses to comments PF29-21 through PF20-30. In addition, the following 
information responds to the MRO letter dated June 1, 2016, which was provided as Exhibit 3 
in the PF 29 letter. 

Responses to MRO Letter dated June 1, 2016 

Item 1 – Incorrect Trip Generation Estimate 

Please see responses to comments PF91-21 through -24. 

Item 2 – Failure to Identify Significant Intersection Impact 

Please see response to comment PF29-25. 

Item 3 – Incomplete Set of Peak-Hour Analysis Scenarios 
The Draft EIR traffic study analyzed project impacts during summer Friday PM peak hour 
conditions and during winter Sunday PM peak hour conditions. The commenter states that 
the traffic study should have also analyzed summer Sunday PM peak hour and winter Friday 
PM peak hour conditions.  

For other EIR’s in eastern Placer County, the traffic studies have analyzed the two peak hour 
conditions described above; therefore, the Draft EIR traffic study is consistent with County 
practice on other environmental documents. Also, for summer conditions, actual traffic count 
data demonstrates that Friday PM peak hour traffic volumes are higher than Sunday PM 
peak hour traffic volumes (see General Plan Study of the 2025 Town of Truckee General 
Plan EIR). Similarly, winter volumes tend to be higher on Sunday PM peak hour (when skiers 
leave the resorts and head to the valley) than on the Friday PM peak hour. 
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Item 4 – Failure to Analyze Project Impacts on the Interstate 80 Freeway 

The commenter states that the distribution of project traffic should be more similar to the 
distribution of traffic reported for the Village at Squaw Valley DEIR because “although the two 
projects are not identical, they are sufficiently similar so that the project distribution 
parameters should not vary substantially.” In actuality, the two projects are not “sufficiently 
similar”. The Village at Squaw Valley is a destination resort intended to attract visitors from 
all over the country. The MVWSP project is primarily a full-time and part-time residential 
community. 

Regarding Interstate 80, the Draft EIR traffic study analyzed all of the facilities requested to 
be analyzed by Caltrans. Note that Caltrans did not have any comments regarding the 
analysis of Interstate 80. Regarding the 0.05 increase as a significant impact, it is Placer 
County’s decision as to the significance thresholds to be used for EIRs under their purview. 
Regarding the analysis of the SR 267/I-80 ramps, the analysis methodology employed in the 
Draft EIR traffic study were in direct response to Caltrans’ request. 

Item 5 – Cumulative Conditions Traffic Volume Estimates and Analysis 

The commenter questions the use of the Town of Truckee traffic model for use in developing 
cumulative no project traffic forecasts. Please refer to the response to Comment PF29-29. 

Item 6 – Safety-Related Impacts 

With regards to the design of the SR 267/Project Access intersection, Placer County staff 
met with Caltrans staff to discuss this issue. At this meeting, Caltrans stated that they would 
not support the installation of a roundabout at this location due to grade, and that they would 
not support the installation of a traffic signal due to rear-end accident concerns. Caltrans 
indicated they would support the installation of a non-signalized intersection provided that 
the intersection was designed and constructed to their standards. This would include all 
geometric details including lane configurations, lane taper lengths, and acceleration and 
deceleration lengths.  

Item 7 – Emergency Vehicle Access 

Please see response to comment PF29-28. 

Item 8 – Deficient Mitigation Measures 

The commenter states “generally speaking, traffic signals in the State of California respond 
directly to traffic demand, automatically adjusting the amount of time allocated to any 
particular movement… Consequently, a mitigation measure calling for signal optimization 
might have little or no effect.” While the commenter statement of generalities may or may 
not be correct, the facts, as borne out in the technical calculations contained in the Draft EIR 
demonstrate that the traffic signals in the Draft EIR traffic study are not optimized, and 
optimization of the signal timing would improve traffic flow and reduce travel delay at the 
intersections in question.  

The commenter questions the effectiveness of signage on Highlands View Drive because 75 
vehicles currently make the left-turn from Highlands View Road to SR 267 during the winter 
peak hour. The purpose and benefit of the signage is to inform motorists wishing to head 
north on SR 267 that a shorter and faster route exists and, by using that alternative route, 
they will be able to enter SR 267 via a traffic signal. Note that those 75 drivers mentioned 
above are very likely unaware of the option to use the faster route with the traffic signal, or 

526



may not be aware of the level of queueing and delay for vehicles trying to turn left onto SR 
267. 

Regarding the comment concerning transit and Mitigation Measure 10-5a, the specific 
amount of fees that the project would pay for capital improvement programs and ongoing 
transit services would be established through a new Zone of Benefit under a County Service 
Area. Before the new Zone of Benefit is formalized, the County would define the specific 
transit operating and capital improvements to be funded through the CSA. An engineer’s 
report would be prepared for the Zone of Benefit that would include anticipated transit 
demand generated by subsequent phases of the MVWPSP. 

Regarding Mitigation Measure 10-5b, membership in the TNT/TMA is a standard mitigation 
measure for large projects in eastern Placer County. By joining and maintaining membership 
in the TNT/TMA, the project would provide funding that would be used towards enhanced 
transit and other forms of multi-modal transportation, thus reducing reliance on automobile 
use. 

Implementation of a shuttle with the construction of the 340th residential unit of the Project 
is intended to provide residents with an alternative to using their vehicles for local trips.  

All of the mitigation measures discussed above are intended to reduce the amount of 
vehicular traffic generated by the project, thereby reducing traffic impacts of the projects, 
albeit not to the level that would result in less-than-significant project impacts on road 
segments and intersections discussed in the Draft EIR traffic impact study. 

Item 9 - Inadequate Consideration of Construction Impacts 

The commenter suggests that the construction impacts analysis is flawed because it used a 
vehicle occupancy rate of 1.3 persons per vehicle rather than a national average of 1.15 
persons per vehicle. The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that national data 
take precedence over local, actual data. Most professional traffic engineers agree that the 
use of local data, if available, is preferable over national data. 

The commenter, using the higher vehicle occupancy rate of 1.3 persons per vehicle, projects 
peak hour volumes will be similar to (or even higher than) the volumes associated with the 
proposed project. However, using the 1.15 factor that should be used, the peak hour 
construction traffic is less than the project traffic; therefore, further analysis of construction 
impacts is not warranted.  

Item 10 – Inadequate Documentation of Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) Estimate 

The commenter states that the project’s VMT estimate is inaccurate because of deficiencies 
in the trip generation estimates of the project. Please see response to comments PF29-21 
through 24 that demonstrates that the project trip generation estimate used in the Draft EIR 
traffic study was accurate, and if anything, may have overestimated project trip generation. 

PF29-21 The comment states that the trip generation estimate for the proposed project contained 
errors, which have the effect of substantially understating the volume of traffic associated 
with the project. The commenter presents four reasons for this assertion in subsequent 
comments. 

Before addressing each specific issue, it is valuable to introduce a comparison of trip 
generation rates from actual count data at Tahoe Donner (a nearby community with similar 
land uses) to the trip generation assumed for the MVWPSP. 
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When the Town of Truckee updated its General Plan, a comprehensive trip generation 
analysis of several neighborhoods in the community was prepared. As shown in Appendix A: 
General Plan Traffic Study of the 2025 Town of Truckee General Plan EIR, extensive hourly 
traffic counts were performed over several weeks in the month of August, when traffic 
volumes are the highest. One of those subdivisions is Tahoe Donner, which at the time of the 
counts consisted of 5,020 residential units (both full-time and part-time) as well as 
recreational and commercial uses serving the local neighborhood (i.e. recreational center, 
golf course, restaurant, convenience market). 

Roadway counts at the two entrances to the development were collected for an entire week 
in August (Tuesday 8/12/03 to Monday 8/18/03). Analysis of those traffic counts revealed 
that that peak day of the week was Friday 8/15 when 17,484 vehicles used the roads 
serving the subdivision. The peak hour of the week occurred on that same Friday afternoon 
from 4:30 PM – 5:30 PM, when 1,432 vehicles were counted on the two roads. By dividing 
the traffic counts by the number of units, the traffic generation of Tahoe Donner during the 
peak summer season was computed. The results showed a summer peak daily trip 
generation rate of 3.48 external trips per dwelling unit, and a summer peak hour trip 
generation rate of 0.29 trips per dwelling unit. 

The MVWSP project would consist of 760 dwelling units with supporting commercial 
amenities to serve the residents. As shown in Table 10-11 of the Draft EIR traffic study, the 
analysis estimated that the MVWSP project would generate 3,985 external daily trips over a 
summer Friday, and 330 external peak hour trips on that Friday. This results in a summer 
Friday external daily trip rate of 5.24 trips per dwelling unit, and a summer Friday peak hour 
trip rate of 0.43 trips per dwelling unit.  

Trip Rate Comparison 
 Tahoe Donner MVWPSP Difference 

Summer Daily Trip Rate 3.48 5.24 +51 percent 

Summer Peak Hour Trip Rate 0.29 0.43 +48 percent 
 

The external trips estimated for the MVWPSP are about 50 percent higher than what would 
be generated following the trip rates from local count data. Some comments on the MVRSP 
traffic study question the computation of the project’s trip generation estimate, but the trip 
rates used are much higher than actual rates of nearby subdivisions, and the traffic impact 
and mitigation analysis resulting from use of those rates is considered to be conservative.  

PF29-22 The comment states that traffic study overestimates the number of internal trips generated 
by the project’s commercial space, and that the study underestimates the number of 
external trips that the project will generate. 

As explained in response to comment PF29-21, the commercial trip generation rates used in 
the analysis are higher than what would be expected for the project commercial uses. The 
commercial trip rates are based on suburban shopping centers, and the commercial uses in 
the project are intended to be community-based amenities. 

For part-time residential, the ITE trip generation description notes that internalization has 
already been accounted for in the trip rate; therefore, what is initially calculated are the 
external trips. This does not equate to total trips, because internalization between the part-
time residential and commercial does occur. The comment incorrectly infers that 
internalization between the part-time residential and commercial does not exist. 
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The primary purpose of the traffic study is to determine the external trip generation of the 
project and the traffic impact those trips would have on public roads and intersections in the 
study area. Therefore, the traffic study did not focus on internal trips. However, for purposes of 
responding to the comment, the following tables to show that the number of internal trips 
associated with the commercial and amenities land uses are equal to the internalization of the 
total residential land uses, both full-time and part time. They also detail the trip generation of 
the project with the balanced internalization between commercial and residential land uses. 
The commercial uses within the MVWPSP are intended to serve the needs of onsite residents 
and guests, as indicated by Appendix A, “Allowable Uses,” of the MVWPSP. No restriction on 
outside use would be needed, because any such use would be incidental. 

Project Trip Generation – Weekday Internal, External, and Total Trips 

Land Use Size (1) Internal 
Capture % 

Project Trips 
Internal External Total 

Weekday Daily Conditions 

Full-Time 
Residential 

Single-Family Homes 100 du 
10% 

95 857 952 
Townhomes 40 du 23 209 232 

Subtotal 118 1,066 1,184 

Part-Time 
Residential 

Single-Family Homes 400 du 
54% 

1,679 1,444 3,123 
Townhomes 160 du 671 578 1,249 

Cabins 60 du 252 217 469 
Subtotal 2,602 2,238 4,841 

Commercial Shopping Center (820) 34.5 ksf 80% 2,720 680 3,400 
TOTAL 5,444 3,984 9,425 

 
Weekday PM Peak-Hour Conditions 

Full-Time 
Residential 

Single-Family Homes 100 du 
10% 

10 90 100 
Townhomes 40 du 2 19 21 

Subtotal 12 109 121 

Part-Time 
Residential 

Single-Family Homes 400 du 
58% 

143 104 247 
Townhomes 160 du 58 42 100 

Cabins 60 du 22 16 38 
Subtotal 223 162 385 

Commercial Shopping Center (820) 34.5 ksf 80% 235 59 294 
TOTAL 470 330 800 

Notes: 1 du = dwelling units, ksf = 1,000 square feet 

 

Project Trip Generation – Sunday Internal, External, and Total Trips 

Land Use Size (1) Internal 
Capture % 

Project Trips 
Internal External Total 

Sunday Daily Conditions 

Full-Time 
Residential 

Single-Family Homes 100 du 
10% 

82 738 820 
Townhomes 40 du 19 175 194 

Subtotal 101 912 1,041 

Part-Time 
Residential 

Single-Family Homes 400 du 
25% 

384 1,172 1,156 
Townhomes 160 du 154 469 623 
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Project Trip Generation – Sunday Internal, External, and Total Trips 

Land Use Size (1) Internal 
Capture % 

Project Trips 
Internal External Total 

Cabins 60 du 58 176 234 
Subtotal 596 1,817 2,413 

Commercial Shopping Center (820) 34.5 ksf 80% 697 174 871 
TOTAL 1,394 2,903 4,325 

 
Sunday PM Peak-Hour Conditions 

Full-Time 
Residential 

Single-Family Homes 100 du 
10% 

8 78 86 
Townhomes 40 du 2 16 18 

Subtotal 10 94 104 

Part-Time 
Residential 

Single-Family Homes 400 du 
25% 

49 143 192 
Townhomes 160 du 20 58 78 

Cabins 60 du 7 22 29 
Subtotal 76 223 299 

Commercial Shopping Center (820) 34.5 ksf 80% 86 22 108 
TOTAL 172 339 512 

Notes: 1 du = dwelling units, ksf = 1,000 square feet 

 

PF29-23 The comment states that the traffic study treated the commercial/retail space as a single 
unit and that distributing the commercial/retail space throughout the project site would have 
yielded more traffic generation. 

The commercial development would consist of homeowner amenities, services, and 
community-supporting retail, such as small restaurants or cafes, recreational amenities, a 
sundries shop, family entertainment, concierge services, and meeting rooms. These uses 
would be designed to support project residents rather than attract an outside population. 

The ITE land use category for Shopping Center (ITE code 820) are based on data from mostly 
suburban shopping centers that would serve a larger market than a stand-alone subdivision. 
This is further supported by the response to comment PF29-21 of the comparison of local 
data from a similar development at Tahoe Donner. The commercial development is intended 
to serve the neighborhood residents rather than serve a larger market, as actual traffic count 
data reflects this conclusion. 

PF29-24 The comment states that winter traffic volumes in the study area are higher than summer 
volumes, and that the study should have used different trip generation rates for project land 
uses for winter and summer conditions. 

Caltrans data show that traffic volumes in the study area are higher during the summer than 
during the winter. Traffic counts derived from the State Route 267 Traffic Census Station 
located near Northstar Drive show the following: the average daily traffic (ADT) on SR 267 for 
the month of January, 2012 was 10,267. The ADT in July, 2012 was 13,121. The July ADT 
was 28 percent higher than the winter ADT. Despite this, it is important to note that project 
land uses, which are primarily residential, do not inherently have seasonal differences in the 
trip generation. What does differ are the seasonal trip generation differences for nearby 
destinations, such as Northstar ski resort attracting more trips during the winter and Lake 
Tahoe attracting more trips during the summer. This is reflected in the different trip 
distribution between summer and winter for the project. 

530



Data indicating the amount of time residents tend to visit residential developments is also 
instructive. Data collected for the Tahoe Donner 20-Year Plan Owner Research on Investment 
Priorities by F’inn Group, which surveyed of 1,447 Tahoe Donner households in 2015, a similar 
nearby residential development, and found that their residents on average spent more days 
visiting their home during the summer (24.9 days) than during the winter (19.0 days). 

 
 

PF29-25 The comment suggests that, had the traffic study used the trip generation numbers as 
determined by the commenter, then the analysis would have revealed a significant impact at 
the SR 267/Project Access Roadway intersection. 

As explained in responses to comments PF29-21 through PF29-24, the trip generation rates 
used in the study are appropriate and justified by the data. Therefore, the commenter’s 
assertion regarding a significant project impact at the SR 267/Project Access Roadway 
intersection is unfounded. 

PF29-26 The comment states that the Draft EIR did not include analysis of the freeway ramps. This is 
not correct. The analysis of I-80 freeway ramp merge and diverge segments include analysis of 
the entering mainline, the merge and diverge areas where the ramp intersects with freeway 
lanes, and the ramp roadway. The level of service (LOS) reported for the overall segment is 
based on the density. The ramp roadway calculation is included in the analysis; if the ramp 
roadway volume exceeds capacity, then the merge or diverge segment is reported as LOS F 
and density is not reported. Under no scenarios reported did the ramp roadways exceed 
capacity, therefore, the density and LOS for the merge and diverge segments were calculated 
and noted in the Draft EIR. Please also see response to comment IO18-13 in the Final EIR.  

The comment states that the VMT estimate contained in the Draft EIR is inaccurate because 
of significant deficiencies in trip generation estimates, and that correcting those values 
would results in higher VMT values. 

Please see responses to responses to comments PF29-21 through PF29-24. The trip 
generation estimate of the project as contained in the Draft EIR has been valid and justified, 
and if anything, it may somewhat overestimate project traffic generation. Thus, the 
commenter’s assertion is without merit. 

19 

9.2 

24.9 

9.6 

Winter Spring Summer Fall

Days Visited Per Year 

D4 Survey Question: How many days do you estimate you and your family spend in Tahoe Donner in a 
typical year? 
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PF29-27 The comment states that the acceleration lanes proposed at the project access intersection 
are grossly under-designed and will, therefore, create the potential for conflicts with vehicles on 
SR 267. Intersections by definition introduce the potential for conflicts between through traffic 
and cross-traffic. Intersections with State highways, such as SR 267, must be designed to 
Caltrans standards, which are intended to minimize potential conflicts and ensure adequate 
operation. Caltrans will not approve a new intersection unless it is deemed safe for public use. 
The project access/SR 267 intersection design must be approved by Caltrans. 

The MVWP access intersection with SR 267 would include separate lanes for turning 
movements, acceleration, deceleration, and refuge in order to minimize the potential for 
conflicts with traffic traveling on SR 267. As shown on Exhibit 3-10 of the Draft EIR, a median 
refuge area is proposed for drivers making a left turn from the site onto SR 267 northbound. 
A median refuge is recommended by Caltrans staff for this intersection, rather than a full 
acceleration lane. The refuge lane provides approximately 220 feet of storage length, which 
exceeds the Caltrans standard for a typical median refuge by approximately 20 feet. The 
refuge lane would be intended to encourage drivers making a left turn from the site to wait 
for a gap in downhill traffic, instead of merging at high speed when there may not be an 
adequate gap. The southbound acceleration lane would be designed to meet Caltrans safety 
standards in order to reduce the potential for drivers turning right from the site to disrupt the 
flow of through traffic on SR 267.  

The sight lines at the intersection have been reviewed by Placer County and Caltrans in the 
field and have been deemed appropriate. The MVWPSP access intersection would have sight 
lines of 4,500+/- feet, which is over ¾ mile. The grade at the proposed access intersection is 
6.5 percent, which is not uncommon for intersections on mountain roads. 

Caltrans is aware of the proposed MVWPSP project, including the proposed access 
intersection. A preliminary design of the MVWPSP access intersection was reviewed by 
Caltrans, and initial Caltrans comments were incorporated into the current intersection 
design. Caltrans has also attended several meetings regarding the MVWPSP that included 
the project engineer, County staff, and the County’s transportation consultant. A Caltrans 
Inspector has participated in a site visit. County staff, the County’s transportation consultant, 
and LSC Transportation Consultants (the applicant’s traffic consultant) also reviewed the 
intersection design to ensure it was consistent with the EIR Traffic Study.  

The proposed MVWPSP access design would be similar to, or better (from a safety 
perspective) than, many intersections in the Truckee/Tahoe area. For example, the North 
National Avenue/SR 267 intersection has sight lines of 1,500 feet and a 7.5 percent grade. 
The Kingswood Drive/Commonwealth Drive intersection with SR 267 is at a 7.5 percent 
grade. Further, a number of intersections along SR 267 do not include both acceleration and 
deceleration lanes. 

The MVWPSP access intersection has also been designed to be compatible with future 
Caltrans SR 267 improvements.  

Regarding how access would be maintained during the winter, both SR 267 and the project 
access road would be plowed. 

Regarding the closure of Highlands View Drive, the intersection is closed only during heavy 
snow/chain control periods and has a grade of approximately 6.5 percent (ranging from 0 
percent to 8.5 percent), similar to the MVWPSP access grade. 

PF29-28 The comment requests an evaluation of the project with respect to emergency access and 
the ability of first responders to meet the needs of the general public, both internal and 
external to the project. 
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Response times are addressed in Impact 17-3, based on the analysis provided in the 2015 
Citygate Associates report prepared for the NCSD. The Citygate report found that response 
times to the MVWP would be acceptable (Citygate, page 6). Related, initially the MVWP 
proposed an only seasonal EVA connecting to the Fibreboard Freeway. However, in response 
to local fire districts’ requests, the MVWP committed to a year-round EVA on MVWP property 
connecting directly to SR 267.   

Because the MVWPSP would be annexed into the NCSD for provision of fire protection 
services, the MVWPSP must comply with all NCSD ordinances, including those related to fire 
and emergency access. In addition, Section 4.2.2 of the EPEP sets forth standards for the 
primary access road, and requires that the NFD review the final design for the primary EVA.  

Regarding the Fire Protection Plan, it has been prepared and is incorporated into the 
MVWPSP EPEP, which was prepared in May 2016, and included in staff report for the June 9 
Planning Commission meeting. 

The evacuation time analysis does not state that it would take 1.5 hours to reach SR 267. 
Rather, it calculates the amount of time it would take for all occupants of the MVWP area to 
reach the area around the Truckee Tahoe Airport, where there are sufficient parking areas to 
park all evacuating vehicles without impinging on travel lanes (LSC, April 26, 2016, page 2, 
third bullet). 

PF29-29 The comment alleges deficiency in the cumulative traffic analysis because cumulative traffic 
forecasts are for year 2025 instead of year 2034, as noted in the EIR. This is incorrect. In 
fact, the Truckee Model is not tied to a specific year, as it is not based on any study of 
development rates in Truckee (and Martis Valley) and the absorption of buildout that can 
occur by a specific year, nor is it based on some extrapolation of historic development rates 
to a specific year. Instead, it assumes full buildout of all development capacity identified in 
the Truckee General Plan and the Martis Valley Specific Plan (adjusted for reductions in 
actual development on specific parcels compared with zoning capacity that has occurred 
since adoption of the MVSP and Truckee General Plan). In reality, at historic rates, buildout 
will not occur for many decades, particularly for the commercial land uses (far beyond either 
2025 or 2030). As an example, the buildout number of dwelling units in Truckee is 19,990, 
while the 2000 count was 9,787 and the 2014 count was 12,858. This indicates that 
between 2000 and 2014 (through good times and bad) the average was 219 additional 
dwelling units per year. At this rate, buildout in housing units will not occur until 2046. The 
buildout for non-residential floor area (e.g., commercial uses) is even longer, and the General 
Plan allows for 79 percent growth between 2014 and buildout. So regardless of which year is 
assumed, the model is conservatively higher than what historic (e.g., over the last 20 years) 
development trends would indicate.  

For information purposes, the following graph illustrates the increase in traffic projected to 
occur on SR 267 under Cumulative No Project Conditions. As shown, the average daily traffic 
on SR 267 during the peak month was approximately 12,500 in 2014 (Caltrans Traffic 
Counts). The Cumulative (Year 2034) No Project Traffic volumes derived from the Town of 
Truckee traffic model indicate an increase in summer peak day traffic volume to almost 
20,000 vehicles per day and in winter peak day to over 22,000 vehicles per day. This 
represents an increase in traffic volumes in the range of 60 to 75 percent, which is higher 
than the trend in traffic growth on SR 267, which indicates that the traffic forecasts are 
conservative when compared to traffic growth trends. 
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PF29-30 The commenter questions the effectiveness of transportation mitigation measures, 
significance conclusions pertaining to the project’s effect on transit, and rejection of 
transportation mitigation measures recommended in its letter of June 7, 2016. The comment 
letter to which this comment refers suggested that the EIR implied Mitigation Measures 10-1a 
and 10-1b would not reduce the project’s significant impact to levels that are less than 
significant. However, the Draft EIR states that these mitigation measures would improve the 
operations to acceptable LOS C but disclosed that the improvement would require approval by 
Caltrans, and the impact was identified as significant and unavoidable because Placer County 
could not guarantee that Caltrans would optimize the signal timing. The comment refers to the 
discussion of the transit impact in the Final and suggests that the EIR authors may suggest 
that mitigation measures for transit would no longer be necessary because the Final EIR 
disclosed that the transit impact would be less than significant. This was not the case (see 
response to comment IO18-27 in the Final EIR). Additionally, comment IO41-39 did not 
reference the MRO report’s discussion of Mitigation Measure 10-1a and 10-b; therefore, no 
response regarding these mitigation measures was provided in response to comment IO41-39. 

As indicated above regarding transit, even though the impact on transit services would be 
less than significant, the MVWPSP would implement Mitigation Measures 10-5a, payment of 
annual transit fees, and 10-5b, join and maintain membership in the TNTTMA. Further, the 
Development Agreement (Exhibit E) requires that the developer pay $68,000 annually as a 
regional contribution to transit operations and a one-time fee of $59,700 for operating and 
capital expenses. These funds would be used to increase transit service, and, because these 
fees would exceed the project’s fair share, they could be used to expand transit service. 

Response to Comment IO41-39 in the Final EIR explains why the measures to be used at the 
Village at Squaw Valley would not be transferable to the MVWPSP.  

Regarding bicycle use, the MVWPSP provides for 14 miles of trails connecting various 
internal uses and to regional trails. These paths could be used by bicyclists. It is not expected 
that bicycle use would substantially reduce project trips on SR 267 because of the steep 
grades that exist between the project site and the Lake.  
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The shuttle routes and schedules would be developed prior to the 340th residential unit, 
when the shuttle must be implemented.  

Chapter 19, “Alternatives,” as amended in the Final EIR, analyzes alternatives that would 
reduce the number of units, which in turn would reduce project trips. 

PF29-31 The comment states that while the Final EIR correctly removes the business-as-usual (BAU) 
standard as a threshold of significance, the Final EIR does change significance conclusions 
and as result should be recirculated. The comment claims that the Draft EIR found 
operational GHG impacts to be less than significant, citing pages 12-9, 12-13, and 12-15 of 
the Draft EIR. In fact, the Draft EIR found construction impacts to be less than significant (i.e. 
page 12-9), but due to uncertainty surrounding post-2020 targets, the significance 
conclusion for operational emissions was determined to be potentially significant and 
unavoidable. While the BAU threshold language has been removed in the Final EIR, the 
significance conclusion has not changed and recirculation is not required.  

The comment also contends that the document must be recirculated because GHG impacts in 
2020 (or before) are a new impact not discussed in the Final EIR. The comment also suggests 
that incremental GHG emissions for each phase should be compared to PCAPCD’s 1,100 MT 
CO2/year Tier I threshold. The PCAPCD threshold applies to the proposed project and not to its 
component pieces. GHG emissions for construction and operation of the whole of the project 
have been quantified and Mitigation Measure 12-2 requires that any subdivision maps 
proposed under the project (i.e., before and after 2020) must reduce, to the extent necessary 
and feasible, GHG emissions such that the project operates within the targets, thresholds, or 
adopted plan in place at the time the map is submitted for approval. This means that every 
subdivision map submitted for approval will require further scrutiny and analysis and will need 
to demonstrate whether that portion of the project will exceed operational thresholds. Please 
also see Master Response 7 regarding GHG thresholds and analysis beyond 2020.  

PF29-32 The comment questions the inclusion of BAU as a method of analysis to characterize the 
nature of the impact, when it is no longer recommended by the local air district and is not 
supported by substantial evidence. The comment also disagrees that a project resulting in a 
30 percent reduction in GHG emissions would be considered “relatively GHG efficient,” citing 
Friends of Oroville v. City of Oroville (2013). For these reasons, the comment questions the 
utility of the efficiency analysis and argues that the EIR should be recirculated to remove any 
references to NAT/BAU or the project being “efficient.” 

While the GHG emissions analysis examines whether the project is 21.7 percent below BAU, 
the standard is not used as a threshold of significance to determine the project’s impact. The 
efficiency exercise, which found that the project would be 30 percent below BAU in 2020, 
was provided for informational purposes to show how the project compares to the ARB 
Scoping Plan trajectory. The comment’s contention that any “new” emissions of GHGs 
constitute a significant impact is also inconsistent with the Supreme Court’s direction in CBD 
v. CDFW which states that “…a certain amount of greenhouse gas emissions is as inevitable 
as population growth…” and that “…a significance criterion framed in terms of efficiency is 
superior to a simple numerical threshold because CEQA is not intended as a population 
control measure.” The project’s operational emissions were ultimately found to be significant 
and unavoidable. Please also see Master Response 7 regarding GHG thresholds used, 
consistency with ARB’s Scoping Plan, and significance conclusions. 

PF29-33 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR failed to properly analyze whether the project 
complies with applicable plans and policies for GHG reduction including AB 32, SACOG’s 
MTP/SCS, Executive Order S-3-05, and Executive Order B-30-15. The comment also points 
out that past comment letters included suggestions as to how to conduct such analyses.  
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As described in the response to comment IO41-59, the project’s relationship to the MTP/SCS 
was considered, as was the commenter’s approach to assume that the per capita reduction 
targets should apply to the project as a whole and determine whether the project would be 
consistent with these targets. It was concluded that this analysis would be an “apples-to-
oranges” comparison to compare the proposed project’s total emissions, which include both 
transportation and non-transportation sources of emissions, with a target that only accounts 
for transportation-related emissions from select vehicle classes. This would therefore, not be 
an appropriate threshold to use in analysis. The threshold used in the Final EIR addresses all 
emissions related to the construction and operation of the proposed project.  

Regarding post-2020 targets identified in Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15, as explained in 
Comment IO41-60, neither of the cited executive orders include a provision that prescribes how 
lead agencies shall determine the significance of project-related GHG impacts in CEQA 
documents. In fact, guidance issued by the Schwarzenegger administration after issuance of S-3-
05 clarified that the adoption of appropriate significance thresholds for CEQA evaluations was a 
matter of discretion for the lead agency. This guidance, published as a Technical Advisory by 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, did not require Executive Order S-3-05 to be used as 
a significance threshold under CEQA (OPR 2008). Regarding the comment’s suggestion to use 
significance thresholds from SANDAG’s RTP/SCS, as described in Comment IO41-60, Placer 
County is a very different environment than San Diego, and as lead agency, has the authority to 
determine its own thresholds of significance, supported by substantial evidence. The threshold 
used in the Final EIR and Mitigation Measure 12-2, which requires that emissions be calculated 
and analyzed at the time subdivision maps are submitted (before or after 2020), will properly 
account for emissions and require comparison to applicable, potentially more stringent, 
thresholds established in the future. Please also see Master Response 7. 

PF29-34 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR underestimated the proposed project’s GHG emissions 
by relying on inaccurate trip generation figures. See Master Response 5 of the Final EIR regarding 
trip generation. The comment expresses doubt that trip generation rates are actually 
overestimated. As explained in response to comment IO41-62, trip generation rates were not 
stated to be overestimated, but CO2e emissions that are generated as a result of VMT may likely 
be. This is because trips to MVWPSP that originate in the San Francisco Bay Area or the 
Sacramento metropolitan area are already quantified in their respective regional transportation 
plans and sustainable communities’ strategies (RTPs/SCSs). The Draft EIR does not subtract 
emissions from trips that are already quantified in an adopted SCS. Therefore, the GHG 
transportation emissions, not trip generation rates, may be considered conservative because 
they include the totality of the project emissions and do not apportion them by trip origin.  

PF29-35 The comment suggests that Mitigation Measure 12-2 is not sufficient to address GHG impacts. 
First, it states that the Final EIR employed a different threshold of significance and should 
mitigate impacts to below 1,100 MT CO2e/year. It suggests that the Mitigation Measure is 
linked to statewide reduction goals that “may never exist” and that mitigation should not be 
deferred to a later date. The comment also states that measures should be evaluated now and 
required as conditions of approval for the project, and other measures should be identified if 
any of the actions provided in Mitigation Measure 12-2 are found to be infeasible.  

As described in Comment PF14-2 (above), Mitigation Measure 12-2 requires that any 
subdivision maps submitted under the project (i.e. before and after 2020) be required to 
reduce, to the extent needed and feasible, GHG emissions such that the project operates 
within the targets or adopted plan established at the time the map is submitted for approval. 
This means that every subdivision map submitted for approval will require further scrutiny 
and analysis and will need to demonstrate whether it will exceed applicable operational 
thresholds. The MVWPSP outlines a number of potential actions that the project could take 
to meet applicable thresholds and requires that each action chosen be calculated for GHG 
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reduction potential. This list of potential actions is not intended to be limited or all-inclusive 
and may be supplemented with other measures, including actions that may not be 
technologically feasible now, but that may be feasible at the time of a future subdivision map 
submittal, as well as measures recommended in this comment. As long as the project 
demonstrates that future subdivision maps would comply with applicable GHG thresholds, 
other actions may be proposed at the time such maps are proposed. Finally, the Final EIR 
includes the provision for carbon offsets in the event that the GHG thresholds cannot 
otherwise be met through feasible onsite mitigation. This offset requirement assures that, 
even if sufficient reductions are not feasible within the project (and no information suggests 
this at this time), that the applicant will still be required to reduce GHG impacts to levels 
below established targets. The 1,100 MT CO2e/yr level is the Tier I threshold and the 
mitigation requires projects to comply with the Tier II threshold in place at the time of 
subdivision map approval. Because that threshold could change based on a variety of 
factors, e.g. County’s GHG reduction plan, post-2020 targets, and the fact that the project’s 
buildout duration goes past established goals, this determination is not made at this time. 

Because GHG impacts of a project need to be addressed under CEQA, Mitigation Measure 
12-2 establishes the parameters for analysis of each subdivision map. The absence of an 
adopted target at the State level would not preclude this project-level analysis. Moreover, 
ARB is working on a Scoping Plan to address the 2030 GHG reduction target put forth under 
Executive Order B-30-15. The target established under ARB’s plan would be one example of 
the information referred to in Mitigation Measure 12-2.  

PF29-36 The comment states that the EIR should be recirculated to allow comment on Alternative 5, 
discussed in the Final EIR. As addressed in response to comment PF29-2, above, and Master 
Response 1 in the Final EIR, recirculation of the EIR is not warranted. The comment states 
that the Final EIR’s addition of Alternative 5: East Parcel Reduced Density Alternative 
requires the County to recirculate the EIR for another round of public review.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 sets forth the conditions under which recirculation of an 
EIR is warranted prior to certification. These conditions do not apply to the EIR on the 
proposed project for the reasons described below. 

Recirculation is “an exception, rather than the general rule.” (Mount Shasta Bioregional 
Ecology Center v. County of Siskiyou (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 184, 221.) Recirculation is 
required when a lead agency adds “significant new information” to the EIR after the close of 
the public comment period but prior to certification of the final EIR. (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21092.1; Guidelines, § 15088.5.) “New information added to an EIR is not ‘significant’ 
unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to 
mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s 
proponents have declined to implement.” (Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (a).) To be 
“significant” a new alternative “must be feasible; it must be considerably different from other 
alternatives previously analyzed; it must clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts 
of the proposed project; and the project's proponents must decline to adopt it.” (South 
County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (2013) 221 Cal.App.4th 316, 330; see 
also Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (a)(3).) 

The inclusion of Alternative 5 in the Final EIR does not require recirculation of the Draft EIR 
because Alternative 5 is not “considerably different from others previously analyzed,” is not 
feasible, and does not achieve basic project objectives. (See Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. 
(a)(3).) First, Alternative 5 is not “considerably different” from the alternatives in the Draft EIR 
because Alternative 5 represents a hybrid of two of these alternatives. In North Coast Rivers 
Alliance v. Marin Municipal Water District Board of Directors (2013) 216 Cal.App.4th 614, 
the court held that an alternative added in response to comments that combines alternatives 
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previously analyzed was not “considerably different” and thus did not require recirculation. 
(Id., at p. 655.) Here, in response to comments, the Final EIR included Alternative 5: East 
Parcel Reduced Density Alternative, which combined two previously studied alternatives. As 
stated in the Final EIR, Alternative 5 “would reflect the same features as Alternative 2 … but 
would reduce the number of units … similar to the unit count evaluated in Alternative 3.” 
(See, Final EIR, p. 2-35.) The circulated Draft EIR analyzed and disclosed all of the elements 
of both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3. (See Draft EIR, Ch. 19.) The addition of the hybrid 
Alternative 5 combines attributes of Alternatives 2 and 3 and therefore “merely clarifies or 
amplifies” the alternatives analysis in the EIR, and thus, does not trigger recirculation. (See 
Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (b).)  

Second, the County has been provided with information concluding that Alternatives 3, and 5 
would be infeasible. The information on Alternatives 3 and 5 is located in a report titled Martis 
Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Economic Viability Analysis, Alternative 3 and Alternative 5 
(May 2016). The County has independently peer reviewed the information in this report. The 
report concludes that the fixed, common costs (construction of roadways, water & sewer 
systems, utilities, homeowner amenities, etc.) would be such that a reduced density alternative 
on the West Parcel would not generate a sufficient internal rate of return to attract investors or 
obtain construction financing. These fixed costs would be substantially higher on the East 
Parcel in light of the more remote location of the East Parcel. The report concludes that, on 
either the East or West Parcel, a reduced density alternative would be financially infeasible. 

Third, Alternative 2 would not meet the conservation objectives of the Project, and would 
hinder efforts to establish a large, continuous expanse of open space east of SR 267. (See 
Conservation Biology Institute, Landscape-scale Conservation in Martis Valley, California – A 
Paradigm for Collaborative Partnerships (November 2015).) Because Alternative 5 places 
development east of SR 267, the Alternative is inconsistent with this project objective in 
much the same manner as Alternative 2. 

Because “the record reflects that there are substantial doubts” that Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 
would be feasible, the inclusion of Alternative 5 does not require recirculation of the Draft 
EIR. (North Coast Rivers Alliance, supra, 216 Cal.App.4th at p. 656.) 

PF29-37 The comment states that the EIR fails to provide a reasonable range of alternatives. The issues 
raised in this comment were addressed in Master Response 10, Alternatives, in the Final EIR. 
The range of alternatives, feasibility of alternatives, and suggested additional alternatives, 
including alternative site access, are discussed therein. See response to comment IO51-25 in 
the Final EIR regarding potential access to the project site from Highlands View Drive. As noted 
in Master Response 10, CEQA does not specify how many alternatives constitute a “range of 
reasonable alternatives,” but provides the following guidance: 

“The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that 
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 
choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need 
examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain 
most of the basic objectives of the project.” (Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)) 

PF29-38 The comment states that the EIR should be recirculated. As addressed in response to 
comment PF29-2, above, and Master Response 1 in the Final EIR, recirculation of the EIR is 
not warranted.  

The comment recommends denial of the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 
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Kathi Hec.kert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Stacy Wydra 

Stacy Wydra 
Tuesday, June 07, 2016 4~31 PM 
Kathi Heckert 
FW:MVWP 

*********• •**************~***•*•***~***~*••**** 

Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 

County of Placer 
CDRA I PlarJning Services Division I Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 

P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
(530) 581-6288- direct 

Please consider the env1ronment before printing this e-mail. 

- --Original Message--
From: Blake Tresan [mailto:BTresan@truckeesan.org] 

Sent: Tuesday, JurJe 07, 2016 2:06PM 

To: Stacy Wydra 
Cc: Uz Coombs 
Subject: RE: MVWP 

Hi Stacy, 

In your Martis Valley Community Plan document, dated 6/2/16, you Indicate on page 13 that wastewater generated by 
the project w ill be served by NCSD through its contract with TSD. Please recognize that, at his t ime, there is no contract 

that allows NCSD to serve the MVWP. NCSD and TSD are currently In preliminary negotiations regarding a contract that 
w ould allow NCSO to serve MVWP, but have yet t<> finalize any agreement. An executed agreement between NCSD and PF30-1 
TSD will be required before NCSD can annex any property in the MVWP for sewer service. 

This may seem like a small point but it is an important one t iming w ise regarding wastewater service for t he MVWP. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

BlakeR. Tresan, PE 
General Manager-Chief Engineer 

Truckee Sanitary District 
12304Joerger Drive, Truckee, CA 96161 
(530) 550.3122 Direct (530) 913.0013 Cell 

(530) 587.3804 Main (530) 587.4199 Fax btresan@truckeesan.orr~ www.truckeesiln.org Committed to Protectfng 

Truckee's Public Health and Environment Stnce 1906 
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PF30 
Blake R. Tresan, PE, General Manager – Chief Engineer 
Truckee Sanitary District 
June 7, 2016 

 

PF30-1 The comment notes that there is no current contract that allows the Northstar Community 
Services District (NCSD) to serve the MVWPSP and that NCSD and the Truckee Sanitary 
District (TSD) are in negotiations regarding a contract that would allow such service. The 
comment further states that an executed agreement between NCSD and TSD would be 
required before NCSD could annex any property in the MVWPSP for sewer service. The 
County and applicant recognize that this executed contract would be necessary prior to 
annexation of property in the MVWPSP for sewer service; negotiation and annexation would 
occur in accordance with procedures of NCSD and TSD. 
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PF31 
Judy Carter 
June 6, 2016 

 

PF31-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. Issues related to traffic, pollution, and emergency evacuation are 
evaluated in the EIR.  
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MVWP Development LLC 
PO Box 2537 
Truckee, CA 96160 

June 7, 2016 

BY E-MAIL AND REGULAR MAIL 

Stacy Wydra 
Placer County Planning 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Re: Northstar Fire Department Letter 

Dear Ms. Wydra: 

This letter is submitted on behalf of Martis Valley West Project (MVWP) and MVWP 
Development LLC as clarification to a letter from the Northstar Fire Department (NFD), Chief 
Mark Shadowens, dated June 3rd 2016. Additional documentation correspondence attached. 

First, we wish to thank the Northstar Fire Department's and the Northstar Community Services 
District's staff for their continued work on the MVWP. Their efforts and professionalism with the 
MVWP's Fire-life Safety study, Water Supply Assessment, Emergency Preparedness and 
Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation Plan is appreciated. 

Chief Shadowens' in his recent letter opined on two elements which the MVWP intends to 
address with the NFD prior to any construction on site. The primary concerns expressed were 
in regards to emergency circulatron, specifically secondary Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) 
paving and dead end roads. As we have discussed, all emergency access roads that are 
required by Slate or County Code will be paved, and wlll meet City and County standards. 

The circulation exhibits in the environmental studies and specific plan are reflective of a 
conceptual level design, and the MVWPSP EIR, studies and approvals are at a programmatfc 
level. Thus there are additional checks and balances as NCSD and NFD will approve and sign
off on the project's small lot final maps ahd ciVIl improvement plans. Related, prfor to civil 
improvement plans the MVWP will comply with all state and local requirements related to EVA 
construction, emergency circulation and loop/dead end roads. Compliance wlll ensure the 
project ls designed and constructed in a safe and efficient manner. 

In MVWP's follow•up dialogue with Chief Shadowens, we also talked about the MVWP's 
development parcel defensible space, MVWP has committed wlth the approval of Phase 0, civil 
improvements, MVWP will work with the NFD on annual fuels management to promote a 
healthy and safe forest. Additionally, the MVWP, if annexed into the NCSD jn the future Will 
comply With NFD/NCSD's defensible space ordinance. 

We appreciate the opportunity to work with the County, NFD and NCSD. 

Thank you-

Cc: 

PF32-1 

IPF32-1 

.font. 
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Kurt Krieg 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hello All-

Stacy Wydra <SWydra@placer.ca.gov> 
Monday, June 06, 2016 5;07 PM 
Kathi Heckert 
Shirlee Herrington; Phil Frantz; Huey Nham; Gerry Haas; Andy Fisher; Lisa Carnahan; 
Justin Hansen; Stephanie Holloway; Paul Thompson; EJ Ivaldi; Karin Schwab; 
fran.ruger@ascentenvironmental.com; 'Sydney Coatsworth' 
(sydney.coatsworth@ascentenvironmental.com); Suzanne Enslow; 'Adrienne Graham' 
(algraham@st.lrewest.net); Kurt Krieg 
FW: Roads 

Please see Mark Shadowen's email below subsequent to his email from Friday, June 3'd at 9:19AM. Additionally, I spoke 
to Mark this morning and he also mentioned that he spoke With the applicant's engineer, David Hagen and that the 
applicants are aware of his concerns as it relates to State and County Requirements for dead-end roads. Mark also 
understands that this is a programmatic level EIR and that when project level smalliot tentative maps are submitted. the 
applicants Wi ll be required to comply with the standards/requirements at that time. 
If you have any questions, please let me know, 
Thank you ! 
Stacy 

Stlitcy Wyd¥~ 
**¥**•••*********~***•~*•••~***~•************** 

Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CORA l Planning Services DiVision I Tahoe 
77 5 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City. CA 96145 
(530) 581 -6288- direct 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-moil, 

COUNTY ~ 
Of ~ ----....._ 

4JI!'Piacer· 
~ 

·----··------------------------------------------------~ 
From: Kurt Krieg [tnallto:kkrieg@mountainsldepartners.com] 
Sent: Saturday, June 04, 2016 11:45 AM 
To: Stacy Wydra 
Cc: Blake R!va; Adrienne Graham; Whit Manley; Paul Thompson 
Subject: FW: Roads 

Stacy-
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As discussed yesterday (6/3) we w111 recap in a letter for the project file, however please see the below regarding Chief 

Shadowens' recent letter. 

Thank you - Kurt 

From: Mark Shadowens [mailto:MShadowens@northstarcsd.org] 
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2016 1:20 PM 
To: Kurt Krieg 
Subject: Roads 

Kurt 

Spoke with David he knows what will have to be done when we get to finalizing road plans. I am good with everything 
based on our conversation today and my conversation with David. 

Mark Shadowens 
Fire Chief 
Northstar Fire Department 

L 
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June 3, 2016 

Stacy Wydra 

N·C·S·D 
Northstm· Fif'e Oepartmel'it 
Northstar Community Services District 

910 Northst<~r Drive, Northstar, CA 96161 
1': Sl0.56Z.1212•F:5Jtl.562.0702•www.no•·th~tarud.oiO 

Placer County Development Resource Agency 

3091 County Center Drive 

Suite 190 Auburn Ca 95603 

Dear Mrs. Wydra 

Bow·d of Oirm;t(11'ti 
JE/\NN GR!:t,N 
Ni\NrY f'. IYf'i 
H~NK !){'I:I JG, PHI !>lllH~ I 
DARI\ELl SMJlll 
CATHY STEW/\Hl 

f ire Chief 
MARK SHADOWE~I S 

1 am wfiting to you based on one Item of conc::ern that I noted In the Final EIR in the Martis Valley 

Speclflc Plan. In a comment letter from Northstar Fire Department dated D-ecember 18 2015, I 

commented that all emergency access and egress roads that are required by local and state code shall 

be all weather paved surfaces. In section 2.2.2 Revisions to chapter 3 Project Description the last 

paragraph on page 2-8 the project applicant continues to reference a seasonal EVA that will utilize an 

existing dirt road. Based on the remote location of this proposed development it is the position of 

Northstar Fire Department that all roads be paved regardless of them being seasonal o1· not. 

Additionally exhibit 3-9 shows a road configuration that would not meet the requirements of Placer 

county for dead end roads. I do understand that the exhibit Is not the final design standard but In 

order for this development to meet the current standards several of the roads Within the exhibit would 

need to connect with the Fibreboard Freeway which I think directly effects the EIR. 

I have made the project applicant aware of this issue and I am happy to speak directly with you at any 

time regarding this matter .. 

Sincerely, 

Marl< Shadowens 

Fire Chief 

Northstar Fire Department 
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PF32 
Kurt Krieg 
Mountainside Partners 
June 7, 2016 

 

PF32-1 This is a letter to the Northstar Fire Department (NFD) in response to PF15 from Mark 
Showdowens, NFD Fire Chief, from Kurt Krieg with Mountainside Partners. The commenter 
clarifies that all MVWPSP emergency access roads that are required by state or county code 
would be paved and would meet required standards. In addition, the letter clarifies that the 
circulation exhibits in the EIR are concept-level designs and that the Northstar Community 
Services District (NCSD) and NFD would need to approve and sign-off on the project’s small 
lot final maps and civil improvement plans and that the civil improvement plans would 
comply with all state and local requirements related to emergency access and loop/dead end 
roads. Additionally, the letter notes that the MVWPSP would comply with NFD/NCSD’s 
defensible space ordinance. 
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PF33 
Jan Robert 
June 7, 2016 

 

PF33-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. Issues related to traffic, pollution, and emergency evacuation are 
evaluated in the EIR. 
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PF34 
Forrest Jones 
June 7, 2016 

 

PF34-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. Issues related to traffic, pollution, and growth are evaluated in the EIR. 
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PF35 
Phyllis Rogers 
June 7, 2016 

 

PF35-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 
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Kathi Heckert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Stacy Wydra.-

Stacy Wydra 
Tuesday, June 07, 2016 4:32 PM 
Kathi Heckert 
FW: Development of MartTs Valley West Parcel in Lake Tahoe area 

***~*~****~******~···••*******************~~*** 

Stdcy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CORA 1 Pla nning Services Division I Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Ta hoe City,CA 96145 
(530) 581 -6288- direc t 

Please consicler the e nviro nment before p rin ting this e-mail. 

'" '"1 '1 ~ 
L lf ~ ~ 

.,-Placer _.-_ 

From: Helga Roghers [mailto:hroghers@icloud.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 9:16AM 
To: Stacy Wydra 
Subject: Fwd: Development of Martis Valley West Parcel in Lake Tahoe area 

Sent from my iPad 

Begin forwarded message: 

From ; Helga Roghers <hroghersrcU.icloud.com> 
Date: June 3, 2016 at 3:08:27 PM PDT 
To: planning@placcr.ca.gov 
Cc: trpa@trpa.org 
Subject: Development of Martis Valley West Parcel i.n Lake Tahoe area 

I have lived in the Lake Tahoe area for 30 years, for the last twelve ye~rs in C~rnelian Bay. ~ 
My residence is Jight on Hwy. 28. I cons. idered myself luck)' not to be close to T;:t.hoe City where 
grid log would start on top of Dollar HiU especially in the summer. Traffic has changed now as PF3G-l 

far as my cornmUJJity. Just going to Safeway in Kings Bea~h I bavc to wait and wail to get out of 
my driveway and then cars would be stopped at the beginning of Tahoe Vista to get through the 
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PF36 
Helga Roghers 
June 3, 2016 

 
PF36-1 The comment expresses concern regarding traffic in North Lake Tahoe and the impact of the 

project. Traffic and roadway safety issues are evaluated in the EIR; see Draft EIR Chapter 10, 
“Transportation and Circulation,” as well as Final EIR Master Responses 5, 6, and 9, which 
address trip generation, vehicle miles traveled, and emergency evacuation. 

The comment expresses opposition to the project as it is currently proposed. Comments 
regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 

PF36-2 The comment raises concerns regarding the Brockway Campground and wildfire danger. 
Brockway Campground is a proposal for which environmental review has not yet 
commenced, and which will be within the jurisdiction and decision-making authority of both 
TRPA and Placer County. The MVWPSP Draft EIR considers the campground in the 
cumulative analysis. Please see Master Response 2 of the Final EIR regarding the Brockway 
proposal. Wildfire hazards are addressed in Chapter 18 of the Draft EIR as well as in Master 
Response 9 in the Final EIR.  

Comments regarding preferences for the MVWPSP and Brockway Campground projects will 
be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its 
consideration.  
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KEEP 
TAHOE 
BLUE. 

Placer County 
Planning Services Division 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 

Ascent Environmental, lno 
455 capitol Mall, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

Date: 
To: 
From: 

.June 8, 2016 
Ms. Stacy Wydra .and Ms. Fran Ruger 

The League to Save Lal<e Tahoe 

Pagel of2 

Re: Comments on Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Ms. Wydra and Ms. Ruger, 

The League to Save Lal<e Tahoe (the League) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on tne 
Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIR). Due to the 
numerous insufficiencies and inadequacies of !hi's FEIR. we feel strongly that lt cannot be certified as 
presented today. The League's comment letter details specifics as to why the FEIR is flawed. The 
League hereby incorporates and references the comment letter submitted on June 7, 2016 by Sierra 
Watch and Mountain Area Preservation as well as the1r traffic expert an<;~lysis cooducted by Mr, Nea.l 
Liddicoat. Outlined below are the most egregious reasons as to why the FEIR must be den1ed 
certiflcatlon under the California Environmental Ouahty Act (CEQA). The associated comment letter PF37-1 

oonte.xtuallzes these and other issues related to 1he review: 

• The FEIR is Inadequate Because It Does Not Account for the Negative Traffic impacts 
the Specific Plan Will Generate in the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

• The FEIR is Inadequate Because Placer County Failed to Meet CEQA Requirements by 
Coordinating with TRPA. 

• The FEIR Ignores Current Placer Coun~ and TRPA Planning Efforts. Placer Co~nty is 
also the Lead Agency for the Squaw Valley Project and Lake Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
Which Have Been Ignored In this FEIR. This Makes the FEIR Inadequate. 

• The FEIR Ignores Cumulative Impacts Associated with Brockway. 

• The FEIR Ignores the Alternative Proposed by the League and Other Organizations. 

L eague to 84Ve Lake TahDf' • :2608 Lake Tahoe SoUl evan! · South L:lke lalloe, CA 96151'1 • 530,541.5388 · f 538.5411 .54511 kl'leptal1oebiUI'.nrg 
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Page 2 of 2 

This FEIR Should Not Be Approved or Certified Under CEQA. There Are Not Enough 
Ap,propriate Overriding Considerations to Approve FEIR Over Detrimental 
Environmental Impacts. 

PF37·1 
As the oldest running environmental orgamzalfor for Lal<e Tahoe the League cannot support this cont. 

project as proposed today due to the detrimental impacts to the region. For these reasons and the 
others discussed in the comment letter, the League requests that the FEIR be revised to address all of 
the League, Sierra Watch. and Mountain Area Preservation concerns. 

Sincerely, 
Darcie Collins, PhD 
~ecutive Director 
League to Save Lake Tahoe 

Enclosures 

2016.6.8 League to Save Lake Tahoe Comments on F1nal Environmental Impact Report for the Martis 
Valley West Specific Plan 

~a!J'Ue t.o save Lake TahDf' • ~606 Lake Tahoe Bolllovartl · :South Llte 1all0e, cr. 96151'1 • 530,541 .5388 · f 5Jn.5,1.MS\ lt.-eptal1oebiUI' .nrg 
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PF37 
Darcie Collins, PhD, Executive Director 
League to Save Lake Tahoe 
June 8, 2016 

 

PF37-1 The comment incorporates by reference the letter PF 29 from MAP and Sierra Watch. Please 
refer to responses to comments PF29-1 through PF29-38. In addition, the comment 
summarizes a set of issues of concern. Please refer to the responses to the League to Save 
Lake Tahoe comments provided in PF38-1 through PF38-13. 

The comment asserts that the EIR does not meet CEQA requirements and should be 
recirculated. As addressed throughout the responses to comments in the Final EIR and those 
included herein, the Draft EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA and provides a 
sufficient evaluation of the project’s potential environmental effects for the public and 
decision makers. See response to comment PF13, above and Master Response 1 in the 
Final EIR. 
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KEEP 
TAHOE 
BLUE. 
Placer County 

Planning Services DiVision 

775 North Lake Boulevard 

P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
SWydra @placer.ca.gov 

Ascent Environmental, Inc. 
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 300 
Sacramento , CA 95814 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

June 8, 2016 

Ms. Stacy Wydra and Ms. Fran Ruger 

The League to Save Lake Tahoe 

P~ge lof12 

Re: Comments on Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Martis Valley West 
Parc:el Specific: Plan 

Dear Ms. Wl;dra and Ms, Ruger, 

The League to Save Lake Tahoe (the League) hils taken the opportunity to review the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) ror the Martis Valley West Specific Plan (Specific Plan). The 
Specific Plan has been brought forth by Mountainside Partners (project proponents) following years of 
discussions and negotiations, many of whrch the league was a participant. 

While the League is ln ·support of a significant co1servatlon component of the Specific Plan, the League 
is disappointed with both ' he adequacy of the review and dismissal of traffic irnpacts to Lake T01hoe 
associated with the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan lies outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin and the 
jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), but will still have negative environmental 
consequences to the Basin. Because of the importance of Lake Tahoe as an Outstanding National PF38·1 

Resource Water, as well as the unique and comprehensive environmental standards governing the 
Lake Tahoe Basin, It is essential that the project be denied as lt is proposed today. There must be a 
genuin~ analysis that looks at real impacts associated with traffic to the Basin. The League urges 
Placer County Board of Superv1sors (BOS) to not certify the FEIR as it is presented today. The FEIR 
does not meet California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for certification as described 
in these comments. Approvmg the Specific Plan and FEIR could only be used with arbitrary findings 
and inappropriate overriding consideration that d sregard environmental Impacts. The following 
comments on the FEIR address the concerns of :he League as they relate to impacts to the Lake 
Tahoe Basin· 

League~ Snve Lake lahDf' • :2608 Lake Tahoe BoUlevard · South l.iJke1ahoe, CA 96150 · 530,541 .5388 · 4 530.541 .51151\ kfleptaMebiUr..org 
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Page 2 of:12 

I, The FEIR is Inadequate Because It Does Not Account for the Negative Traffic 
Impacts the Specific Plan Will Generate in the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

II. 

Ill. 

a ltnpacts Associated with a Drop·to Level of Service (LOS) in Lake Taho 
Basin Are Ignored While Impacts Associated with an Increase to 
Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) to Lake Tahoe Basin are also Ignored. 

b. The Changes Made to the Transportation and Circulation Mitigation 
Measures Are Meaningless. These Weak Mitigation Measures Do Not 
Hold Project Proponents Accountable nor Mitigate Impacts to the Lake 
Tahoe Basin. 

The FEIR is Inadequate Because Placer County Failed to Meet CEQA 
Requirements by Coordinating with TRPA. 
The FEIR Ignores Current Placer County anti TRP.A Planning Efforts. Placer 
Countv is also the Lead Agency for the Squaw Valley Project and Lake Tahoe 
Basin Area Plan Which Have Been Ignored in this FEIR. This Makes the FEIR 
Inadequate. 

IV. The FEIR Ignores Cumulative Impacts Associated with Brockway. 
V. The FEIR Ignores the Alternative Proposed by the League and Other 

Organizations. 
VI. This FEIR Should Not Be Approved or Certified under CEgA. There Are Not 

Enough Appropriate Overriding Considerations to Approve FEIR Over 
Detrimental Environmental Impacts. 

Background 

The Speclflc Plan proposal put forth by the project proponents is a result or years of negotiations, 
public comment, and agency input. The League was engaged by the project proponents Tn early 201 2 
to discuss the project and its associated conservation easement because a portion or the original 
project was within the Lake Tahoe Basin. The League and other conservation .groups such as 
Mounta.in Area Preserve~tion (MAP), Sierra Watch. and Sierra Club participated in discussions rel~:~ting 
to the ~:~ppropriateness of development entitlements for the project coupled with a signifloahl amount of 
environmental conservation. The original project proposal spanned what is now designated as the 
West Parcel in the Specific Plan of Martis Valley and a 112,8 acre portion of the Lal<e Tahoe Basin, 
which would have required TRPA approval. It also included what is to be designated as conservation 
as the East Parcel of the SpeciFic Plan, 1 

The original proposal had essentially three planning components. The f1rst and second components 
were the West Parcel located in Martis Valley within Placer County ('1.052 acres) and' the taRe Tahoe 
Basin (112 .8 acres) parcel, both of which would have been the location site for development. The 
development project included 760 units and 6.6 acres of commercial property spanning both Placer 
County and TRPA jurisdictions. The project proponents sought a Resort Recreation designation 
through an Area Plan under the TRPA Regional Plan Update (RPU) for the Lake Tahoe Basin portion 
of development The tllird component was the Esst Parcel which included a designation as 

; Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan. Preliminary Draft. May 2014. Prepared by East West 
Partners. 1.3 Plan Authority. p.1 0. 

PF38-1 

cont. 

PF38-2 

Leagtle 1.0 Save lake lahe~r • 2608 l <!ke l nhoe BoiJiev3rd · South L;:J te l a lloe, Cf. 96151'1 · 530,541 .5388 · 4 5Jn.S41 .54Sl kHptal1oebiUI' .nrg 
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Page 3 of12 

conservation for over 6,000 acres of open space In Martis Valley. 2 The project proponents ignorec;J 
guidance given by the League and other conservation groups in delaying the Lake Tahoe Basin 
development and establishing environmental targets as fe{1uired by the RPUfor Area Plans Neithe; 
the Resort Recreation designation nor the Area Plan were redevelopment opportunities envisioned by 
the RPU. There was significant puplic and TRPA Governing .Board pushback when the first Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) for the original project was re leased in May of 2014. While the League supported 
the overall concept of conservation for the East Parcel within Martis Valley, the Leqgue did not find that 
the Lake Tahoe Basin portion of the project complied with TRPA RPU goals and policies. The 
significant criticism surrounding the original proposal resulted In the project proponents temporarily 
eliminating the lal<e Tahoe Basin development. 

The project proponent shifted the 760 units and 6.6 acres of commercial development from the original 
Placer County and Lake Tahoe Basin project site to only the Placer CountY jurisdiction. This is what 
has now created the Specific Plan that is discussed today. The Specific Plan is directly adJacent to the 
Lake Tahoe Basin parcels that were part of the original project proposal. The revised NOP for the 
Specific Plan was released in February of2015. The project proponents have continuously touted tMir 
gesture in removing the Lake Tahoe Basin component of the Specific Plan 3 However, in July of 2015 
the project proponents applied fora new TRPA permit for the Lake Tahoe Basin parcel for Brockway 
campground (Brockway). The Brockway campground permit will seek approval from the TRPA for a 
550-site develope.d campground including tent si:es, camper sites, permanent shelters, a lodge, 
meeting pavilions, and other permanent structures• While the Specific Plan and Brockway projects 
require separate approval processes, their infrastructure and environmental Impacts are intertwlned 
Not only have they been proposed by the same project proponents, but they very ltkely will be merged 
into the original project proposal once the infrastructure for both projects has been approved. The 
Brockway proposal wnJ require its own environmental ar;1alysls under CEQA and the TRPA Bi-State 
Compact (the Compact). However, the cumulative Impacts associated with the Specific Plan and 
Brockway projects were Ignored and piecemealed in both the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) and FEIR. 

The public process For the Specific Plan (and Brcci<Way) have been incrediblY complex, rushed, and 
forced. It has been difficult for public officials and other professional stakeholders to keep pace. let 

PF38·2 

cont. 

PF38-3 

alone general public. The Brockway project was submitted to both Placer County and the TRPA in July PF38.4 
2015. The DEIR for the Specific P.lan was relea~ed in October of 2015. Placer County released a 
FEIR for an unrelated Squaw Valley Project In April 2016 Which Is a document close to 4,000 pages 
long (this project and cumulative impacts to Lake Tahoe wi ll be discussed later). Placer County then 
released the Specific Plan FEIR less than a mon:h later in May 2016 which is a document over 2.000 
pages long. The Specific Plan project and FEIR went forward to approval to an advisory council nine 
days after it was released and has now leap-frog;;~ed the Squaw Valley project approval process and 

2 Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan. Preliminary Draft. May 2014. Prepared PY East West 
Partners. 6,4 Designated Open Space. p.65. 
3 Placer County Planning Commission November 19, 2015. Pu.bllc Hearing on Martis Valley West 
Specific Plan Draft Environmental Review, Transcript in Volume II Martis Vally West Parcel Specific 
Plan FEIR. 
4 Brockway Campground Minor Use Permit Project Description and Site Deslgn Maps. Submitted to 
TRPA July 31 , 2015. Pages 4,5 of B. 
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has been slotted for Planning Commission approval June 9, '2016 and 80S JUly 26, 2016. It appears 
both the Specific Plan project and FEIR .have been forced at the hand of the project proponents 
thro-ugh this disingenuous public process The League urges the 80S to influence the final Specific 
Plan project alld FEIR rather than simply processing it 1

-PF38·4 

cont. 

The League, Sierra Watch, and MAP met with Pl:toer County staff on March 2, 2016 and April 13, 2016 
to discuss concerns relating to the DEIR/FEIR and the public process for the Specific Plan. The 
League explained in detail the significant impacts this project would have to Lake Tahoe in te.rms of 
traffic and how these concerns have been dismissed, Minimal efforts had been made in updating 
mitigation measures. The DEIR and FEIR cannot be proof of a public process under CEQA The 
Placer County Planning Director stated that there was still time to influence the project before it is 
approved through a staff discretionary review. It was made clear by him to all of the organizations that 
our Tssues would be addressed. The League repeated this commitment to the 80S at their April19, 
2016 meeting so that this could be part of public record.~ It is the responsibility of Placer County as the 
lead agency of the DEIR and FEtR to influence the approval process for the Specific Plan. On May 12, 
2016 the North Tahoe Regional Advisory Counc1 (NTRAC) voted that the Planning Commission table 
approval of the project as proposed today to allow that body and the public more time to review. This 
was the advisory council given only nine days to make a decision on a 2,000 paged document. They 
also voted that the project not be approved as it has been currently proposed as there were too many 
unanswered questions raised not only by the public, but members of NTRAC.6 Placer County staff has 
ignored the NTRAC recommendation by moving forward with allowing the Planning Commission to 
consider approval on June 9, 2016. All of these things must be considered by the 80S when making 
their overriding considerations a[ld should deny r,ertification ofth!s FEIR The League highlights 
specific concerns relating to the FEIR below. 

I. The FEIR is Inadequate Because It Does Not .Account for the Negative Traffic Impacts 
the Specific Plan Will Generate in the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

The FEIR essentially concludes that the Specific Plan w ill i[lcrease vehicle miles traveled (VMT) to the 
Lal(e Tahoe Basin. but to a point where the project proponents do not have to be held acoour1table for 
their actions. The project proponents are being "let off the hook" With conclusions drawn in the FEIR 

PF38-5 

stating a traffic increase does not matter along with meaningless mitigation measu(es. Traffic impacts PF38-6 

and concerns must be addressed before the Specific Plan Is approved. 

a. Impacts Associated with a Drop to Level of Service (LOS) in Lak,e Tahoe Basin Are 
Ignored While Impacts Associated with an lhcrease to Vehicle Mites Travelled 
(VMT) to Lake Tahoe Basin Are Also Ignored. 

The DElR for the Specific Plan ignored a general assessment of VMT increase and associated impacts 
to the lake Tahoe Basin, but did acknowledge that the Specific Plan would drop the level of seNice 
(LOS) to the region. The FEIR now choses to ignore concerns raised by the League relating to 

5 Placer County BOS Meeting. April19, 2016, Squaw Valley Resort. Squaw Valley Creek, CA Video 
http://placer. granicus. comNiewPublishe r. php?view _td=6. 
6 North Tahoe Regional Advisory Councll Meeting. May 12, 2016. Tahoe City PUD. Ele.ctronic minutes 
unavailable at time this letter was submitted. 
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unacceptable LOS service, while also inadequately assessing Impacts associated with VMT increase to 
the lake Tahoe Basin. The DEIR concludes ihat the Specific Plan wfll drop the LOS for the segment of 
the SR267 t'O SR28 (segment Within Lake Tahoe-Basin 1n Kings Beach) to unacceptable service and 
that this cannot be mitigated. The project proponents will pay a fee to County Improvement Program 
(CIP), but that section of roadway is controlled by Caltrans, so payments to the County would nave no 
effect on its management.7 The FEIR agrees with the assumption and concludes that t~1e 

unacceptable LOS Is significant and unavoidable. a The League requested other mitigation be 
considered, but this request was ignored. The FEIR has concluded that there will be a drop In LOS 
and Increase to VMT as discussed below However, it states the VMT increase can be mitigated to a 
level of less than significant. This is inherently contradictory and mal<es the FEIR Inadequate. 

The FEIR does what should have been done in the DEIR by doing a VMT assessment to the Lal<e 
Tahoe Basin, However, 11 ignores an impact assessment associated with the VMT increase. The FEIR PF38-6 
states several times the ana1ysfs does not fall underTRPA jurisdicfton so is not required to meet the cont. 

Compact requirements The FEIR points out 

''On ;a peak travel day, the project would generate approxi[Tlately 13,7 45 VMT witpin the 
Tahoe Basin. Total VMT in the TRPA boundary was estimated in the Regional 
Transportation Plan (TMPO and TRPA 2012) to be 1,984,600 for summer2010 conditions, 
Based on this benchmark, which Is considered the best available data, the project would 

result in an estimated 0. 7 percent increase In VMT within the TRPA boundary. The TRPA 
envlron[Tlental threshold carrying capacity threshold calls for the Tahoe Region's VMT to be 
at feast 10 percent below its 1981 level. or 2,067,600 VMT The addition of the project's VMT 
to the 2010 SLlmmervafue would result in 1.998,345 VMT. which would remain below this 
VMT threshold. 9" 

There are brief' discussions of other in-Basin projects and re lationship to VMT increase In the Basin and 
what constitutes a sign1flcant increase. It then however concludes there Is not a standard to use when 
determining "significant~ 0" To simplify, this FEIR concludes there will be an increase to VMTs in the 

Basin. It Is unsure if this is significant. but because the increase is less than what exceeds the ultimate 
TRPA carrying capacity, an overall impact assessment does not need to be done. This is an arbitrary 
analysis. A rational deduction can be made that a 0, 7 percent Increase to VMT wil;hin the Lake Tahoe 
Basin is significant because this means thousands of more trips which directly relate to increased air 
quality and water quality impacts. Speclflcally, increased trafffc will result In negative 1mpacts as they 
re late to greenhouse gas emissions and increases to fine sediment particles from roadways into Lake 

Tahoe. 

7 Draft Environmental Impact Report Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan, October 22, 2015. 
Prepared for Placer County by Asoent Environmental. Master Responses. p.10-43. 
8 Final Environmental Impact Report Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan. May 2016. Prepared for 
Placer County by Ascent Environmental. Co[Tlments to Responses. p.3.5-258. 
9 Final Environmental impact Report Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan May 2016, Prepared for 
Placer County by Ascent Environmental. Master Responses. p.3-17. 
1o Final Environmental Impact Report Martis Valley West Parce.l Specific Plan. May 2016. Prepared for 
Placer County by Ascent Environmental. Master Responses. p.3 -18. 
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MAP and Sierril Watch had Mr. Neal K. Liddicoat P.E. a Traffic Engineering Manager for MRO 
Engineers conduct an assessment of the traffic analysis. His detailed report explains deficiencies in 
trip generations through the DEIR and FEIR. The League incorporates tnewhole assessment by 
reference for purposes of these comments. The League referred to his first analysis In comments 
submitted on the OEIR referring to a lack of general VMT assessment, As stated in those comments. 
'' ... analysis presented in DEIR Chapter 10 reveals virtually no mention of VMT and certainly no 
documentation of the assumptions and procedures employed in developing in VMT estimates."11 The 
FEIR traffic assessment concludes that, 

''FEIR Master Response 6 is intended to answer the many questions that were raised 
regarding the treatment of this topic in the OEIR. We must note, once again, that the 
project's VMT estimate is inaccurate because of the significant deficiencies in the trip 
generation estimates descnbed On this report] particularly with respect to internal trips at the 
proposed project. Correcting those errors will result in higher VMT values."12 

Not only is conclusion that the VMT increase to the Lake Tahoe region lnadequate in determining 
signif1cance. but Mr. Liddicoat's report e:xplains how the overall values are incorrect. These 
deficiencies must be remedied for an accurate VMT and associated impact analYsis. As already 
discussed the LOS for the area will drop to a significant unacceptable level. The conclusions drawn are 
confusing and conflicting. The impacts relating to traffic are rgnored through the lnadequate VMT 
analysis. An actual impact analysis as it relates to VMT increase must be done. Certification of the 
FEIR must be denied based off of all of these reasons. 

b. The Changes Made to the Transportation and Circulation Mitigation Measures Are 
Meaningless. These WeaH Mitigation Measures Do Not Hold Project Proponents 
Accountable nor Mitigate Impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

Minimal changes were made to mitigation measures under the "Transportation and Clrculatfon" section 

PF38·6 
cont. 

of the OEIR a.nd the League's request for adequate mitigation was rgnored. The below mitigation PF38•7 
measures shifted impacts related to transit in Impact 10-5: Impacts to Transit from Potentially 
Significant (PS) to Less than Significant (LTS) 13 As explained below, this s11ift should not have been 
made The mitigation measures state, 

"Mitigation Measure 10-5a: Payment of annual transit fees: Prior to recordation of the 
initial Small Lot Final Map, the applicant shall establish a new Zone of Benefit (ZOB) 
within an existing County Service Area (CSA) or annex into a pre-existing ZOB to 
provide adequate fLtndlng of capital and ongoing operational transit 

11 Review of Transportation and Circulation Analysis MartTs Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Ffnal 
Environmental Review. June 1, 2016. Prepared for Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP by MRO 
Engineers. p.27. 
12 Review of Transportation and Circulation Analysis Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final 
Environmental Review June 1, 2016, Prepared for Shute, Mihaly&, Weinberger LLP by MRO 
Engineers. p.27. 
1'3 Final Environmental Impact Report Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan. May 2016. Prepared for 
Placer County by Ascent Environmental. Revisions to DEIR p.2-18. 
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services/reqUirements. The applicant shall submit to the County for revTew and 
approval a complete and adequate engineer's report supporting the level of 
ass-essments necessary for the establishment of I he ZOB. The report shall be 
prepared by a registered engineer in consultation 'With a qualified financial consultant 
and ::;hall establish the basis for the special benefrt appurtenant to the project, 

Mitigation Measure 10-Sb: Join and maintain membership in the Trucl<ee-North 
Tahoe Transportation Management Associatron: Prior to approval of Improvement 
Plan and/or recordation or the FinaJ Map, the commercial and homeowner 
associations shall join and maintain membership (at the rate defined by the TNT!TMA 
and tied to improvements to be funded) in perpetuity in the Truckee-North Tahoe 
Transportation Management Association (TNT!fMA), whose established purpose is 
to improve the general traffic and transportation conditions in the Truckee/North PF38-7 

Tahoe area, and to address sitJatfons associated with trafftc congestion and cont. 
transporta tion systems.14" 

These updated mitigation measures lack detail 01 how they could truly be considered mitigation or 
what positive consequences they woLild have. Mitigation Measure 10-5a requires that the project 
proponents contribute funding to either a ZOB or GSA without any description as to what this rneans. 
There is no dfscuss1on as to an actual amount, where directly this fundmg will go to, how the funding 
will be traced, If it Is a continual or one-time contribution. or if any of this will improve transit to the Lake 
Tahoe Basin. The mitfgation measure is a lot of words describing a contribution that collld happen. at 
some point. a,nd go somewhere. This is another e>~ample of an arbitrary and capricious assessment in 
this FEIR. The purpose of mitigation measures is to detail how impacts wil l be mitigated, Which Is not 
the case here. This mitigation measure does not and will not hold the project proponents accountable 
for transit impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin. This mitigation measure is weak because of Its lack of 

details. 

Mitigation Measure 10-5b is equally as arbitrary a(ld capricious as to what it means and how1t wlll 
mitigate impacts. It states that the commercial and homeowr;1er associations will be a part of an 
association without a real d iscussion as to what the TNTfTMA is or what a "membership" entails. It 
does not discuss how the projeot proponents will hold either the commercial or homeowner 
associations accountable in attending and participating In TNTfTMA. In short this mitigation measure 
states, the homeowner association (not the project proponents) will be a member of an association that 
the FEIR explains nothing about, making this rnitgation measure meaningless and arbitrary 

Having two mitigation measures without any detail that shift a crltlcaJ 1mpact from Potentially S1gnif1cant 
(S) to Less Than Significant (L TS) is not only inadequate in terms of an appropriate environmental 
review, but Is a blatant disregard of solutions to transit impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin. It is the 
responsibility of Placer County to inflUence the project approval process through the FEIR. It would be 
irresponsible for the BOS to certify the FEIR as it is presented today because of the overall disregard of 
VMT impacts to Lake Tahoe and lack of meaningful mitigation measures. Tl"ie conclusions drawn and 

' 4 Final Environmental Impact Report Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan. May 2016. Prepared for 
Placer County by Ascent Environmental. Revisions to DEIR p.2-18. 
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mitigation, or lack thereof, between LOS and VMT are inadequate and must be resolved. The League 1PF38-7 
re.commends that the certification of the FEIR be denied. An actual environmental analysis should cont. 
include more details to the aboVe mitigation measures and oonsideration of requiring the project 
proponents to Increase transit opportunities from the project area to the Basin. 

11. The FEIR is Inadequate Becaus e Placer County Failed to Meet CEQA Requirements by 
Coordinating with TRPA. 

The FEIR cannot be certified as presented today because Placer County failed to meet CEQA 
requirements by coordinating efforts with the TRPA CEQA requires that as the lead agency, Placer 
County shal l consult with and request comments on the draft EIR from, "any other state, federal, and 
local agencies which have jurisdiction by law with respect to the project or which exercise authority 
over resources W.hich may be affected by the project. 1s· Placer County ignored consultation with TRPA 
during the environmental review process for this Specffic Plan. In response to the League's request for 
recirculation of the DEIR for lack of consultation, the FEIR states that the TRPA was consulted 
because the original Area Plan proposal was withdrawn. 16 This does not meet the above definition of 
consultation This is a bl'a.tant disregard of CEQA requirements. It took the League to urge the TRPA 
at their December 16, 2015 Governing Board meeting to provide comments on the Specific Plan DEIR 
for the agencies to consult. 17 The TRPA did provide comments on December 22. 2016 days after the 
comment period had closed for the DEIR. These comments related specifically to traffic impacts. 

The comments provided by TRPA on the DEIR did lnci!Jde a discussion as to what should be assessed 
in terms of their threshold analysis, The FEIR concludes, "Because the project is located outside the 
Tahoe Basin and outside the jurisdiction of TRPA. the analysis does not address the unique regulatory 
requtrements ofTRPA (e..g., TRPA goals, policies, and environmental threshold carrying capacities)." 18 

While TRPA does not have authority over the actual permit for the Specific Plan, it does have authority 
over the region whose resources will be impacted as already discussed. This triggers the consultation 
requirement under CEQA, which again, was ignored. This alone should constitute denial of the 
certification of the FEIR. The T RPA specifically requested tha.l adequate mitigatioq be incorporated in 
the FEIR to mitigate VMT increase to the Lake Tahoe Basin. 19 For reasons already discussed above. 
the FEIR did not do this. The FEIR ignored requests made by both the league and TRPA for adeqllat 
mitigation, The Specific Plan cannot be approved as proposed. The DEIR and FEIR h<IYe Ignored 
current planning efforts underway involving both Placer County and TRPA discussed below. 

15 § 21000 CCR, Title 4, Chapter 3 (CEQA) §15086 (a)3. 
1s Final Environmental Impact Report Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan. May 2016. Prepared for 
Placer County by Ascent Environmental. Comments to Responses. p.3.5-258. 
17 Oral Comments provided by Shannon Eckmeyer. TRPA Governing Board meeting Stateline, NV. 
December 16, 2015. http://www troa. org/wp-contentfupJoads/January-27 -2016-Governing-Boacd
Paol,et.lJdf. pJ . 
18 Final Environmental Impact Report Martis Val ley West Parcel Specific Plan May 2016, Prepared for 
Placer County by Ascent Environmental. Comments to Responses. p.3.5-256. 
19 Final Environmental Impact Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan. May 2016 Prepared for Placer 
County by Ascent Environmental. Comments and Responses. p. 3.3·3,4. 
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111. The FEIR Ignores Current Placer Countv and lRPA Planning Efforts. Placer County is 
Also the Lead Agency for the SQuaw Valley Project and Lake Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
Which Have Been Ignored in this FEIR. This Makes the FEIR Inadequate. 

Placer County is the lead agency for not only the Specific Plan analyzed in this FEIR, but another major 
development project called the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan (Squaw Valley Project) and t~te 
Lake Tahoe Basin Area Plan (the Area Plan). The Specific Plan FEIR does not include a discussion of 
cumulative impacts associated with the Squaw Valley Proje.ct or of the current Area Plan planning 
efforts This dilutes the public process for the Specific Plan 

The FEIR concludes thatCEQA does not require thatTRPA Compact thresholds be applied in Us PF38-9 

analysis becaLtse the Specific Plan lies outside of TRPA's jurisdiction. 2o The League would like to 
highlight in these comments the current planning efforts between Placer County and TRPA and explain 
why the FEIR should include a threshold analysis, specifically as it relates to VMT increase to Lake 
Tahoe tin 2012, the TRPA adopted the RPU, wt-,lch created the concept of area plans T he purpose of 
area plans is to focus redeVelopment within urbanized areas to streamline permitting and incentivize 
environmental restoration. Placer County and TRPA have embarked on an area p[anning process for 
over four years. The League supported the RPU and in turn has worked as a col laborative stakeholder 
with both Placer County and TRPA through the area plan efforts. The Area Plan includes policy and 
projects within Lake Tahoe to decrease VMT problems to the North Shore and improve traffic flow. A 
recently adopted project called Fanny Bridge was approved by both Placer County and TRPA to 
Improve tra ffic flow within Tahoe City, California. The League lias raised concerns to Placer County 
staff in both the March and April 2016 meetings aoout how the Specific Pla.n wi ll negatively impact the 
process being made in planning efforts put forth In the Area Plan. 

The FEIR concludes, as already discussed, that there will be an increase to VMT in the Lake Tahoe 

Basin, but not enough to go above the TRPA VMT threshold, and that TRPA thresholds are 
Inapplicable anyway. The FEIR completely Ignores the Area Plan efforts by not mentioning It The 
Area Plan and Fa,nny Bridge project are intendec to help improve current traffic conditions. They 

cannot be used as mitigation or substitute for a lacK of traffic impact assessment to the Lake Tahoe 
Basin for this Specific Plan. 

The Squaw Valley Project is another significant oevelopment outside of the Basin that would also add 
thousands of additional VMT to the Lake Tahoe Basin, The soaping for this Specific Plan and DEIR 
were released after before the scoping and DEIR of the Squaw Valley Project yet a d iscussion of 
cumulative impacts has been completelY ignored. The cumulatiVe impacts associated with both the 
Squaw Valley Project and the Specific P lan ancl how they relate to the Area Plan efforts have been 
discussed at length in both Placer County and TRPA public hearings. The process has been so 
complicated and confusing that Placer County Supervisor Jennifer Montgomery requested at the BOS 
meeting on January 24, 2016 that the Area Plan environmental draft environmental review be re leased 
with a cumulative impact assessment prior to both the Specrfic Plan and Squaw V<>liey Project FEIR' 

2o Final Environmental Impact Report Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan. May 2016. Prepared for 
Placer County by Ascent Environmental. Comments to Responses. p.3.5;256 
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releases to be able to .guide both FEIR reviews.21 This request was ignored along with a cumulative 
impact assessment of the Squaw Valley Project and Area Plan in this Spe~ific Plan FEIR. 

The League highlights these concerns because both the Specific Plan and Squaw Valley Project FE IRs 
ignore efforts to curb VMT in the Area Plan These comments must be included in this letter as they 
will be referenced in both the Squaw Valley ProJect FEIR and Area Plan environmental review 
comments. Th,ey must be included in the record in the event that cumulative impacts continued to be 
ignored in the Area Plan environmental review. As already stated in these comments, t he Specific Plan 
will increase the VMT threshold carrying capacity to the Lat~e Tahoe region by 0.7 percent The Squaw 
Valley Project wi ll increase the VMT threshold carrying c<maclty by 1.2 percent. 22 The FEIR for both of 
lhese projects conclude that VMT increase will not cause an exceedance of the TRPA VMT threshold. 
However, cumulatively these projects move the entire Tahoe Basin almost 2 percent closer to its VMT 
limit Put another way, since the Basin is 10 perc:nt below the threshold, the two out-of-Basin projects PF'38·9 

close about a fifth of the gap remaining toward the TRPA VMT threshold limit for the entire Lake Tahoe cor\t. 

Basin region This does not lnolude any potential cumulative impacts associated With the Broci<Way 
proposal as discussed beloW, 

Placer County as the lead agency for these projects and the Area Plan cannot ignore the detrimental 
cumulative impacts associated with this YMT increase. There is no discussion as to What happens In 
terms of environmental impacts once the 10 percent gap towards the threshold is erased. There is also 
no discussion as to what this means for Placer County and future projects actually within the Lake 
Tahoe Basin. It the BOS approves this Spedfic Plan and certify the FEIR as proposed today, they are 
casting a vote {:lgainst future appropriate redevelopment projects within the Basin and a vote for a 
continued increase to VMT rather than solving an already dire situation. The Area Plan planning efforts 
cannot be used as mitigation measures for this or the Squaw Valley Project FEIR. The Area Plan 
planning efforts are meant to remedy currently existing traffic conditions. Placer County must hold the 
project proponents accountable for increased VMT to the Lake Tahoe Basin by enforcing adequate 
mitigation. The League-stated these concerns as part of the public record at the TRPA Governing 
Board meeting on May 25. 2016.23 As r·ead agency for all of these environmental reviews, Placer 
County should not certify this Specific Plan FEIR as presented today becaLISe it has ignored traffic 
Impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin. cumulative Impacts associated with Squaw Valley Project, and 
ignore the Are-q Plan efforts to improve existing conditions 

IV. The FEIR Ignores Cumulative Impacts Associated With Brockway. 

As discussed above the cumulative impacts as they relate to VMT increase to the Lal(e Tahoe Basln 
between the Specific Plan and Squaw Valley Proje~t have been ignored' in the FEIR. The FEIR also 
continues to ignore cumulative Impacts associated with Brockway campground Tl1e FEIR claims it 

21 Placer County BOS Meeting. Jan 24. 2016, North Lake Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, 
Callforn•a Video: hltp:l/placer.granicus,oom/VIewPublisher php?vlew_id=6. 
22 Final Environmental Impact Report Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan Apri l2016. Prepared for 
Placer County by Ascent Environmental. Master Responses. p. 3-25. 
~l TRPA Governing Board Meeting. Oral Comments. May 25, 2016. North Tahoe Events Center, l<ings 
Beach, California. 
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conducted a cumulative impact analysis by listing Brockway in cumulative projects list. 24 This cannot 
constitute a cu(Tlulative impact analysis, specifically as ft relates to increased VMT to the L.al(e Tahoe 
Basin The project proponents for these projects are one in the same and Placer County Is the lead 
agency. By ignoring a true cumulative analysis. the FEIR is inadequate. 

cont. 

1
PF38-10 

V. The FEIR Ignores the Alternative proposed by the League and Other Organizations. 

The FEIR conside.rs a new alterative, but did not consider a proposal suggested by the League, MAP, PF38_11 
and Sierra Watch All of the organizations suggested that the project size be reduced with a new point 
of access for the project. Instead of a new access through SR 267 to the Specific Plan, the project 
proponents would seek an easement to roadway access through Highlands View Drive. This 
alternative would also include a conservation easement of the Lake Tahoe Basin property where the 
Brockway campground has been proposed. This alternative would greatly reduce the amount of 
envlronmentai Jmpacts and provide much more adequate mitigation measures. The League urges that 
this be considered as a reallstio alternatlve, 

VI. This FEIR Should Not Be Approved or Certified under CEQA. There Are Not Enough 
Appropriate Overrjdinq Considerations to Approve FEl.R Over Detrimental 
Environmental Impacts. 

This Specific Plan FEIR cannot be certified as it does not meet the necessary CEQA requirements. 
CEQA only allows for certification of a FEIR after It has been founa that the EIR has been completed in PF38-12 

compliance with CEQA 25 The comments provided above detail how the public process has been 
inadequate and that the FEIR had not conducted a cumulative impact analysis with the Squaw Valley 
Project, BrockwaY, and the Area Plan. The NTRAC agreed the public has been ignored and that the 
FEIR cannot be certified as currently presented, as evidenced by their vote against certification on May 
12, 2016. Placer County did not meet CEQA requirements in consulting with TRPA through the DEIR 
phases of the Specific Plan environmental reView process. This FEIR cannot be certified because of 
its lack of CEQA compliance. 

The Specific Pla.n cannot be approved as proposed as the Lake Tahoe Basin traffic impacts were 
ignored and the FEIR lacks adequate mitigation CEQA states that a project can only be approved if It 
will not have significant effect on the environment. 26 The FEIR did not prove through its analysis that 
there would not be slgniffcant impacts to the Lake Tahoe Region because the VMT analysis Is arbitrary. 
The associated mitigation measures relating to traffic impacts ,to Lake Tahoe are also arbitrary and 
meani119less. The priceless Lake Tahoe environment cannot be Ignored at the sacrifice of the Specific 
Plan approval. 

The BOS could make findings of overriding consideration against environmental harm to approve the 
project. To do this CEQA reqUlres that the BOS, 

24 Final Environmental Impact Report Martis Val ley West Parcel Specific Plan May 2016 Prepared for 
Placer County by Ascent Environmental. Master Responses. p.3.8. 
25 § 21000 CCR, Title 4, Chapter 3 (CEQA) §15090(a)(1). 
26 § 21000 CCR, Title 4, Chapter 3 (CEQA) §15092(b)(1). 

League to snve lake Tahoe · 2608 Lake Tahoe Boulevard · South lake 1ahoe, CA 96150 · 530.541.5388 · I 530.5C1.54S4 llneptahdebJU,..org 
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Page 12 of12 

" ... balance, as applicable, economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, 
Including region-wide or state-wide environmental benefits, of a proposed project 
against its unavoidable risks w hen determining whether to appmve a project If the· 
specific economic. legal, social. technological, or other benefits, Including region-wide 
or state-wide benefits, of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects may be considered ·acceptable. '27" JlF38-l2 

The Specific Plan and associated FEIR have Ignored publ ic input and have disregarded current 
planning efforts to improve the Lake Tahoe region by both TRPA and Placer County through the Area 
Plan. The Specific Plan will likely bring financial ~ain to the project proponents Alternatives brought 
forth by the League, MAP. and Sierra W atch hava been ignored. The project will have detrimental 
environmental impacts to the Martis Valley region and Lake Tahoe. It is unclear as to what benefits the 
Specific Plan will bring other than financial gafn to the project proponents. There is not enough 
evidence for the BOS to make any overriding considerations to approve this project. The League 
recommends that the FEIR be denied certification and that the approval of the Specific Plan also be 
aenfed. 

Recommendations 

These comments have de.talled concerns wlth net only the FEIR, but impacts to the Lake Tahoe region. 
The League recommends that: 

• The FEIR be denied certification as proposed today. 
• The Specific Plan approval be denied as proposed today. 

cpnt. 

• A true assessment on VMT increase to Lake Tahoe af1d its associated tra.ffic irt:~pacts be PF38_13 
completed for the Specific Plan. 

• Adeq,uate mitigation for traffic be presented through detailed funding mechanisms and 
transit solutions from the project area to the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

• Funding mechanisms should include continual and annual contributions. Transit 
solutions should include continual shuttles from the Specific Plan to Lake Tahoe. 

• A cumulative traffic impact analysis be conducted for the Specific Plan, Squaw Valley 
Project, and Brockway. There must be detalls provided on what this means fot the Area 
Plan environmental review. 

• Placer County coordinate planning efforts with the TRPA on the Specific Plan, Squaw 
Valley Project, and Area Plan. 

• The alternative proposed by the League, MAP, and Sierra Watch be seriously 
considered. 

Sincerely, 
Shannon Eckmeyer 
PolicY Analyst 
League to Save Lake Tahoe 

27 § 21000 CCR, Title 4, Chapter 3 (CEQA) §15003(a). 

League t.o snve Lake Tahoe - 2606 Lake Tahoe Boulevard · South Lake 1ahoe, CA 96150 - 530.541 .5388 · f 530.541 .51151\ klleptal1oebiUI' .nrg 
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PF38 
Shannon Eckmeyer, Policy Analyst 
League to Save Lake Tahoe 
June 8, 2016 

 

PF38-1 The comment expresses support for the conservation component of the MVWPSP as well as 
concerns regarding the environmental consequences of the project to the Lake Tahoe Basin. 
The comment summarizes issues discussed in the comment letter. Please refer to responses 
PF38-2 through PF38-13, provided below. 

The comment states that the EIR does not meet CEQA requirements and should be 
recirculated. As addressed throughout the responses to comments in the Final EIR and those 
included herein, the Draft EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA and provides a 
sufficient evaluation of the project’s potential environmental effects for the public and 
decision makers. See response to comment PF13, above and Master Response 1 in the 
Final EIR. 

PF38-2 The comment provides background information regarding the League’s engagement in the 
project, including that prior to modification of the project to remove all portions of the Tahoe 
Basin from the project site. The original project proposal included 112.8 acres within the 
Lake Tahoe Basin and would have required preparation of an Area Plan pursuant to codes 
and regulations of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA).  

As described in section 1.5.3 of Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the Draft EIR, the original 
MVWPSP project site proposed in 2014 included 112 dwelling units (not a campground) on 
the 112.8 acres within the Tahoe Basin watershed, the site of the currently proposed 
Brockway Campground. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (Draft EIR) for Placer County and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for TRPA was 
published in March 2014. A draft Specific Plan was submitted to the County in May 2014, 
and a draft Area Plan was submitted to the County and TRPA in June 2014. In response to 
input from agencies, organizations, and members of the public on the 2014 NOP and draft 
Specific Plan and Area Plan, the applicant revised the MVWPSP proposal to remove all Tahoe 
Basin lands from the West Parcel and East Parcel. The boundaries of the West and East 
Parcels are now coincident with the adopted Tahoe Basin boundary line, which is the 
boundary of TRPA jurisdiction. The revised MVWPSP does not propose any changes to lands 
within the Lake Tahoe Basin that fall under the jurisdiction of TRPA or its processes. As a 
result, an Area Plan is no longer part of the proposed MVWPSP, and no TRPA action will be 
required for the MVWPSP. 

PF38-3 The comment alleges piecemealing with regard to the Brockway Campground Project. The 
MVWPSP Draft EIR considers the campground in the cumulative analysis. Please see Master 
Response 2 of the Final EIR regarding concerns related to the separate Brockway proposal.  

PF38-4 The comment expresses concern regarding the public review process for the MVWPSP and 
for cumulative development projects, specifically Squaw Valley and Brockway Campground. 
MVWPSP, Brockway Campground, and Village at Squaw Valley projects are separate projects 
proceeding independently. Placer County has met and exceed the legally-required public 
review periods for the MVWPSP EIR as described in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR. After release 
of the Final EIR, the MVWPSP Project was heard at the May 12, 2016 NTRAC meeting and 
the Placer County Planning Commission held hearings on the MVWPSP on June 9, 2016 and 
on July 7, 2016.  
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As explained in Master Response 2 in the Final EIR, the Draft EIR includes an assessment of 
cumulative impacts as outlined in Section 4.2, Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology. The 
proposed Brockway Campground as well as the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan are 
included in the list of probable future projects that are in the project vicinity and have the 
possibility of interacting with the MVWPSP to generate cumulative impacts (see Table 4-2 on 
page 4-5 of the Draft EIR). The analyses of cumulative effects are included in the separate 
technical chapters of the Draft EIR. 

PF38-5  The comment expresses concerns regarding the public process for the MVWPSP and urges 
denial of certification of the EIR. Please refer to responses to comments PF38-1 and PF38-4, 
above. 

PF38-6 The comment states that the EIR does not address traffic impacts in the Lake Tahoe Basin. 
See Master Responses 5 and 6 in the Final EIR. Further, concerns regarding GHGs were also 
discussed in the Final EIR, please see Master Response 7. The commenter questions the 
effectiveness of the mitigation measures. See responses to comments PF29-21 through 
PF29-30.  

The comment states that the VMT estimates are understated and refers to Mr. Liddicoat’s 
comments. See responses to comments for responses to Mr. Liddicoat’s comments. Most 
importantly, comprehensive empirical data from a nearby subdivision, Tahoe Donner, 
provides evidence that the daily and peak hour trip generation estimates in the Draft EIR 
traffic study are reasonable, and may even overstate the daily and peak hour traffic volumes 
that would be generated by the project by 50 percent. 

PF38-7 The comment expresses that mitigation measures to address project impacts on transit lack 
specificity and that the impact should be considered significant. Please see response to 
comment PF29-30. 

PF38-8 The comment states that the County did not consult with TRPA during the environmental 
review process for the MVWPSP. This is not true. Please see response to comment IO18-7 in 
the Final EIR, which addresses concerns regarding evaluation of impacts to the Tahoe Basin 
and consideration of TRPA thresholds. Placer County has coordinated with, among other 
agencies, TRPA and TMPO (see comment letter SA4, from TRPA, in the Final EIR). The Draft 
EIR was circulated to TRPA, which provided comment on in a letter dated December 22, 
2015 (PF38-8 comment states 2016, but the comment letter is dated from 2015). This letter 
from TRPA, RA1, is responded to in responses RA1-1 through RA1-3 of the Final EIR. 

PF38-9 The comment states that the MVWPSP does not address cumulative impacts. This is not 
correct. The EIR identifies related cumulative projects (see Draft EIR Table 4-2) and 
evaluates cumulative impacts. As discussed in Master Response 1 of the Final EIR, the Draft 
EIR contains a thorough and adequate analysis of the potential project-specific and 
cumulative effects of the proposed project. Where applicable, the Draft EIR addresses 
impacts pertaining to the broader Truckee-Tahoe region (biological resources, traffic, visual 
resources, night lighting, air emissions, GHGs, population/employment/housing, wildfire 
hazards, emergency evacuation, recreation, and associated cumulative impacts). Please also 
see responses to comments PF38-6, PF37-7, and PF37-8, above. 

As noted in the comment, the combined increase in VMT from the Squaw Valley Specific Plan 
project and the MVWPSP would not cause the TRPA VMT threshold to be exceeded. 
Therefore, even if the County used the VMT threshold as a standard of significance, the 
impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required (under CEQA, 
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approaching a significance threshold does not result in a significant impact; rather, a 
significant impact occurs when a threshold is exceeded). 

PF38-10 The comment states that the EIR ignores cumulative impacts associated with the Brockway 
Campground. Please refer to Master Response 2 of the Final EIR, which addresses such 
concerns. Please also see Master Response 6 of the Final EIR, regarding VMT. 

PF38-11 The comment states that the EIR fails to provide a reasonable range of alternatives. The 
issues raised in this comment are addressed in Master Response 10, Alternatives, in the 
Final EIR. The range of alternatives, feasibility of alternatives, and suggested additional 
alternatives, including alternative site access, are discussed therein. 

PF38-12  The comment states that the EIR does not meet CEQA requirements and should be 
recirculated. See response to comment PF13-2 and Master Response 1 of the Final EIR. 

PF38-13 The comment summarizes the key issues of concern from the League to Save Lake Tahoe. 
Comments regarding preferences for the MVWPSP, Squaw Valley, and Brockway 
Campground projects will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of 
Supervisors for its consideration. 
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PF39 
Derrek Aaron 
VouchTree Consulting 
June 8, 2016 

 

PF39-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project and general concern about the Lake Tahoe 
Basin. Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in information 
forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. Physical effects of 
the proposed project in and around the Tahoe Basin are addressed in the EIR.  
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From: 
To: 

Date: 

st~cv'llllyd:~ 

Fr~n Ruoor: SvdMyCoatswO'th· 5'-.R~nM Enslow· Ku-t Krieg(kJ<rieg@moU"It~insideoartners.ccm) · "AdrienM 
Gr~Nm" (~lgr~ham@sure .... ~st.net) 
Slirlee Herringtcn 
FuV: ~blic Ccmment on ~rtis V~lley West P~rcel Project 
WedMsd~y, JuM 8, 2016 2:48:11 Rv1 
.im~ae003.pn:::~ 

One of two emailsto follow from Ms. Borhani. 

*********************************************** 
Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CD RA 1 Planning Services Division 1 Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
(530) 581-6288- direct 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

COUNTY ~ 
OF ~ ~ 

~Placer· ------
From: Heather Beckman 
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 10:01 AM 
To: gmcmaya@gmail.com 
Cc: Stacy Wydra; Shirlee Herrington 
Subject: RE: Public Comment on Mer tis Valley West Parcel Project 

Hi Maya 

I have forwarded (via cc) this comment to the project planner and Environmental Coordination 

Services. 

thanks 

Heather Beckman 
County of Placer- Community Development Resource Agency 
(530) 581·6286 1 h beckman@ placer. ca. gov 

From: gmcmaya@qmail.com [mailto:gmcmaya@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 10 :DO AM 
To: Heather Beckman 
Subject: RE: Public Comment on Mer tis Valley West Parcel Project 

Dear Heather, 
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Please accept. and sllhn'lit, these comments to the Planning Commission for their meeting on 
Thursday. June 9, at Gnmlibakk.en Re:;ort and Conference Ce-nter. 

Dear Members ofthe Planning Commission, 

In regards to the Martis Valley West Parcel Project (MVWPP), and proposed adoptio11 of the 
Martis Valley West Parct:l Specific Plan (MVWPSP). I would respecllt tlly like to submit the 
following comments : 

1. Please vote no to this project in its current configuration. I believe it is not in the best long
range interest of our area (where I have grown up and Jived off and on most of m y adult life), 
and will cause too many significant problems that will not adequately be addressed through 
proposed mitigation plans. In tl1e end. we, th e locals, will su11er l rom increased ~md untenabJo 
traffic and congestion. 

Additionally, we would be taking one of our remaining, undisturbed Ridge lines in the Tahoe 
area and basin, and changing · forever - that stature. We would be fools not to look forward 
"seven generations·' as Indigenous wisdom advises, to see what we think of this area after 
allowing a development ofthis size and proportion to occur in what is ~unently undeveloped 
open spac~ and forested land. 

1l1c ratity, and th e value of thaL is not to be underestimated. 

2. Altematively, lfthe Commission would pl~ase vote for ALTERNATIV~~ 1, which would 
allow No Project-No Development, this would be the best solution for all in tilis community. 

As more than one person bas pointed out, the idea of'·downsizing" the project, as a concession 
from the developers that is supposed to make me or anyone else concemed about this project 
feel hetter, is soph omoric, at hest: t he consideration of downsizing automatically concedes "that 
the project, at its proposed scale and conceptual desigll. is untenable for the land, fo1· the local 
i.nfrnstmcttm:: (and to change that, so as to accommodate any ofthe versions of this proposed 
project, would significantly and forever change the nature of our Tahoe community and land 
and skycaps), and tor the local comtmmity of humans who dwell here and Jove the place as a 
peacefuL quiet place. 

'fbe proposed M VWPP is too much, Proposing to ~ompromise the Tahoe Ridge line is 
particularly offensive to those of us who have grown up with these vistas and views. Any 
aJtemative other than # 1 may propose that "smaller" is better; but over time, the pr•ecedent of 
development will take over, and what we have cut into at all, w ill eventually erode further 
away. Look a1 history in this region (or anywhere), and you will see this to play out time and 
time again. 

'l11is is an open area, undeveloped, currently unstressed by human and developmental 
concems. Don't we deserve at least ONE SIGNTFICANT a1·ea, parcel, in our community that 
maintains. and honors and respects, tbc value of such land, in the larger scheme of land 
management and human dwelling in an ecosystem? l11ere are s igns of environmental stress 
everywhere within and around the Lnkc Tahoe basin. Could we not please leave one <lrea 
alone, and NOT convert au :mm lhal currenUy remains unstressed? 

PF4G-t 
c.ont. 

PF40.2 
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Yours, most gratefully, 

Maya Borlumi 

Maya T. Borbani 
Freelance Writer and Educator 
4070 N. Lake Blvtl. 
carnelian Bay, CA. 96140 

Adjunct Instructor, Lake Tahoe Community College 
M.A., Language and Literacy Education 
Specializations: Poetic Inquiry; Indigenous Language Revitalization 
University of British Columbia, Vancouver, 2013 

www.linkcdin .com /j>Ub /maya-tracc-borhani/33/7ba /3 65 
http: //poetmavahel.wordpress.com 
bttps: I Iinde pen dent academja edu /MayaTracyBorhani 

cont. l
PF40-2. 

573



 

From: 
To: 

Subjed: 
Date: 
Attathments: 

st~cv'llllyd:~ 

KU't Krieg (kJ<rieg@moU"It~i ns ideoa rtners .cern)· "Adri enM G-~h~m" ( ~ lq: ~h~m@ surewes t .netl · g..irlee 
Herringtcn: Suz~nne Enslom SvdMyCo~ts .... orth· Fr~n Ruoor 

FuV: Caredicn toccmment letter(typo) 
WedMsd~y, JuM 8, 2016 2:48:45 Rv1 
.im~ae003.pn:::~ 

2 of 2 from Ms. Borhani. 

*********************************************** 
Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CD RA 1 Planning Services Division 1 Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
(530) 581-6288- direct 

Please consider lhe environmenl before printing lhis e-mail. 

COUNTY ~ 
OF ~ ~ 

~Placer· ------
From: Heather Beckman 
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 10:23 AM 
To: gmcmaya@gmail.com 
Cc: Shirlee Herrington; Stacy Wydra 
Subject: RE: Correction to comment letter (typo) 

I have forwarded this correction. 

Heather Beckman 
County of Placer- Community Development Resource Agency 
(530) 581-6286 1 h beckman@ placer. ca. gov 

From: gmcmaya@qmail.com [mailto:gmcmaya@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 10:08 AM 
To: Heather Beckman 
Subject: Cornection to comment letter (typo) 

Stupid auto correct, turned the word "skyscapes" into "skycaps"-

It's in italics, in the paragraph AFTER numbered point# 2- it's supposed to read "land and 
skysc apes." 

574



 

PF40 
Maya T. Borhani 
June 8, 2016 

 
PF40-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project and general concern about the Lake Tahoe 

Basin. Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in information 
forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. Traffic and 
congestion impacts are addressed in Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the 
Draft EIR. Potential effects on the Basin ridgeline are addressed in Master Response 4 in 
Chapter 3, “Comments and Responses,” of the Final EIR.  

PF40-2 The comment expresses a preference for Alternative 1, the No Project-No Development 
Alternative. Comments regarding preferences for a project alternatives will be included in 
information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 

PF40-3 The comment notes a correction in the commenter’s previous correspondence. The original 
correspondence has not been altered, but the correction from “skycaps” to “skyscapes” is 
noted.   
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PF41 
Jan Ellis 
June 8, 2016 

 

PF41-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project and concern about traffic and emergency 
evacuation. Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in information 
forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. Traffic and 
congestion impacts are addressed in Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the 
Draft EIR.  
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Subjed: 
Date: 

st~cv'llllyd:~ 

Slirlee Herringtcn· Kathi Heckert· P~ul Thcmpscn: EJ Iv~ldi 
KU't Krieg (kJ<rieg@moU"It~insideoartners.ccm) · "AdrienM G-~h~m" (~lq:~h~m@surewest.netl· Fr~n Ru:~er · 
SydJey Coats .... a-th: Suz~nne EnsloN 
FuV: Ccmments - Ml/VuPSP EIR ~nd Pl~cer Co. st~ff Report 
WedMsd~y, JuM 8, 2016 7:27:45 Rv1 
.im~ae003.pn:::~ 
.SWC commerts · M~rtis V~llev West EIR.doc 

Additional correspondence received. 

I have made copies for the Commissioners and staff and will bring with me tomorrow. 

Thanks! 

Stacy 

*********************************************** 
Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CD RA 1 Planning Services Division 1 Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
(530) 581-6288- direct 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

COUNTY ~ 
OF ~ ~ 

~Placer· -----From: Sherry Guzzi [mailto:sierrawildlifa:oalition@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 7 :DO PM 
To: Stacy Wydra 
Cc: Ann Nichols 
Subject: Comments - MVWPSP EIR and Placer Co. Staff Report 

June 8, 2016 

Placer County Community Development 
Resource Agency 
clo Stacey Wydra <swvdra@placer.ca.gov> 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 

RE: Martis Va11ev West CMVWPSP) final EIR and Placer Countv Staff Report 1 
PF42-1 

The Martis Valley West PSP final EIR and the Placer County Staff Report are both full of 
misleading (at best) obfuscations. Transferring development from 760 acres on the east of SR 
267 to 662 acres on the ridge west of SR 267 does NOT preserve all 6,376 acres in the east 
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par~el; it only saves the G70 acr~~ tmnslcm:d. The rest vfthc cast parcel is already open 
space. and NOT 7,oned for d<!velopment. so the use of the entire ea-;t J)urcel for comparison or 
impacts is invalid. 'L11e Plauer County staD...,.-: <'statement of overridit1g consideration'. lt> 
dismiss environmentally superior altematives to this project based on ·saving· the entire east 
parcel is therefore baseless and wmng. PF42-1 

TI1c assumptiot1s for Alt.:-mative 2 arc also fats~. The entire 1,360 residences theorctjcally 
allowed on the l:lU~l 670 <ll .. 'res would never, ever be built - there is no marhet for them, and 
everybody knows th;lt. Addition•!~ probkms in the EIR iudude modifyi11g all r~.'<.JUirod 
mitigations with "wherever feasible··. "greatest e~1ent possible'·. and "except whet-e 
unavoidable", which al l crente huge loophole~. as do the word.<: "safety and security" under 
lighting. And the statement \tlldcr lightjng that ·'interior lighting b.! designed to prevent light 
spilling outdoors·· is utter nonsense expensive houses will have large glass area, <md light, 
surprise. goes through glass. 

Besides the misleading comparisons and assumptions, and the utlacceptahle impacts to tnrtTic 
and safety. we believe that the impacts to <>ur public forest and wildlife are NOT insignificant, 
and cruu1ot be mitigated. Please see our Dec. 2015 letter, attached. 

7-1) Development on the west ridge would (lisrupltm important and i!Teplaccablc wildlilc 
cotTidor. Ji·om west to cnst wilderness .u·cas, flnd 11orth to south over the ridge. Wildufe-llas 
been ptL<;hed uphill of developed areas, to the ridgef>. as we have oh~;et·ved walking that forest 

cont. 

area for 36 years. PF42-2 

7-2) Pt'oposed •cm11pensalion' for loss of Rensitive \\ et lands or riparian areas with a 
·corttl'ihution' to a wetland hank elsewhere wi11 not mitigate the loss of already scarce water 
rusourc.:s llcn:, 
7-5) Proposed mitigation measures for yellow wru·bler, olive-sided flycatcher, long-eared owl_ 
bats. and mountain beavers are totally in;-1dequate, amt all are modified wflh "to U1e extent 
feasible··, which in reality means even tok.cn measures will not happen. 

Add it i<)l1ally. none of the "speciell of Ci)ncem·· identified in a September 2012 Assessment of 
Conservations Values Marti::. Valley Opportuni~' by Conservation Biology Institute were 
even mentioned in this EIR. Development on the west parcel would be closer to ::md would be 
more disturbing to all species noted (Spotted Owl, Northem Goshawk, and Pine Marteu). 
Cumulativ~J Impacts (7-6. 7-7. and 7-10) would be sign.ilica:nl not just tu spocial-status 
wildlife (as admitted in 7-1 0), bltt to all wildlife. which wil l he disturbed <tnd displaced, and 
ultimately hilled :1s the-ir habitat is destroyed. 

t-In ally the revised r:I R actua11y deleted the objective of the "county to promote efficient use 
ofland and nlllural rcsourccs and . . , .mcourago 'in-lilr duvdopmenC st;1ting tho change was 
' Tor clarity". Clearly this development is the opposite of all good platming principles 
suppo!>cdly promoted hy Place.r County and other local agenci.,s. which would he ·in-fill' 
development in existing developed arl.!ml, and H(,!VCr nn isolated development in open and 
undistmbed forest land. The revised ElR also states that alternate, emergency access ·through 
N<Hthstar to the west parcel i~ not possible. hecause the developer does tlQl control the 
property in-between the two. So not only is the west parcel not even adjacent to Northstar 
property. but also the closest Northstar areas are the undeveloped cross-country ski area and 
fishing pond. with r1o existing utilities or other amenities. 

PF42-3 

'llli& "final' EIR forM VWPSP does 11111 even address their pt'opo::.ed adjacent 550 space T PF42-4 
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PF42 
Sherry Guzzi 
June 8, 2016 

 

PF42-1 The comment suggests that statements related to preserving the 6,376-acre East Parcel are 
not correct because only 670 acres of the East Parcel are zoned for development, and raises 
other concerns related to the assumptions of Alternative 2, lighting effects, and mitigation 
language. The comment is similar to and essentially repeats portions of comments IO42-1 
and IO42-4 on the Draft EIR. Please see responses to comments IO42-1 and IO42-4 in the 
Final EIR. 

PF42-2 The comment states that proposed development on the West Parcel would disrupt an 
important wildlife corridor; it also asserts that proposed mitigation for impacts on sensitive 
habitats and special-status species are inadequate. Additionally, the comment claims that 
none of the species of concern identified in Assessment of Conservation Values, Martis 
Valley Opportunity East and West Parcels (CBI 2012) were evaluated in the EIR. The 
comment is similar to and repeats portions of comments IO42-2, -3, -4, -5, and -6 on the 
Draft EIR. Please see responses to those comments in the Final EIR. 

PF42-3  The comment notes that the objective pertaining to promoting infill development was deleted 
in the Final EIR. See response to comment IO51-17. The objective pertaining to infill was to 
alleviate confusion. The project does not meet the requirements of a specific definition of 
infill in the State CEQA Guidelines that would render a project exempt from CEQA. MVCP 
Policy 1.A.1 was included in the project objectives because, as discussed under Draft EIR 
Impact 5-1, “Alteration of present or planned land uses,” on page 5-19, the land use changes 
proposed by the MVWPSP would shift development potential from the East Parcel to the 
West Parcel, which is closer to existing developed areas in the Northstar Resort community. 

PF42-4  The comment raises concerns related to the Brockway Campground. As explained in 
response to comment IO18-62 and Master Response 2 in the Final EIR, the Brockway 
Campground Project is a separate proposal for which project-specific environmental review 
will be required and has not yet commenced. The Draft EIR considers the campground in the 
cumulative analysis. 
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SubJect: DENY Martis Val ley West/Placer County 

From: Mary Hartnett (maryhartnett01@yahoo.com) 

To: Jenmonten@placer.ca.gov; bos@placer.ca,gov; swydra@placer.ca.gov; 

Cc: planning@placer.ca,gov; 

Date: Wednesday, June 8, 2016 7:12PM 

To: Je1u1ifer Montgomery, Placer County Board of Supervisors, District 5 
Placer County Board of Supervisors 
Placer County Planning Commission 
and Staff 

Re: Martis Valley West/Placer County 

T encOtmge, urge, recommend, request> and beg that in the interest of the residents and visi tors of 
Placer County tb.at you DENY the Martis Valley West planned project adjacent to Brockway Swnmit, 
Eastern Placer CDlmty. By al lowing 1idgeline devel~lt.: 1 a wilderness area. you are destroying 
\h~~·crown Jewel" ofP~cer County: Lake Tahoe. e 662 ' es planned for development will 
eJimin.ate !}le-c:Tear brig~ight sky with light pollution; nlliant skies are one reason why citizens live 

"at Lake"Tahoe and visitors come to experience. It will displace animals from their natural habitat; 
admiring and viewing natural flora and fauna along the north ridgeline of Lake Tahoe is another 
reason for living at and visiting Lake Tahoe. 760 residential addresses and 6.6 acres of commercial 
enterprises will cause our single road around Lake Tahoe and three basin entrance/ exit roads on the 
North Shore to become even more saturated with traffic EVERY DAY of the year! Just like any 
metropolitan area Anywhere USA. 

Why will citizens wisJ1 Lo iive m or visil the scenic wonders of Lake Tahoe when they are stuck in 
stand still ttaffic jusllikc "back home" in urban sprawl? Highway 28 and 267 are already saturated 
with vehicles many days and evenings year round! llow will citizens inside the basin be able to 
escape or flee a catastrophic event such as wildfire when Hwy 28 (North Lake Blvd.), Hwy 267 
(N01ih Shore Blvd.), and Hwy 89 South are "parking lots"? 

760 destination doorways will have two (most l ikely) vehicles travelling to and from their 
Brockway Summit address several times a year, several times a month, several times a week, and on 
many occasions several times a dayJ Out to recreate in the wilderness and shoreline beauty of Lake 
Tahoe, attend events, visit frierlds, receive fami ly and guests, sl1op for supplies, acquire medical 
attention, and morel Even iJ aU 760 destination doorways are not in use, the residences/property (and 
the establishments in the commercial sector) will need landscaping maintenance; house keeping; 
carpet care; alarm system service; US Mail, UPS, Fed Ex delivery and pick up; furnit ure and supplies 
delivery and pick up; utility meter readers; trash collection; snow removal equipment to and from the 
properLy. A multitude of vehicle trips to and from each address multiple times on any day and night! 
What about emergency services such as fire protection, paramedics, and etc. 

;y I am not opposed to developJnent; in fact, l began my real estate career 30 years ago employed by 
a developer at projects .on the West Shore and in Squaw Valley, p~,yf.-

?> -~~rds.ofJ.:J.B:cer Cg_}!nt~ r~~-li?1£!.o!p.you to retain the scenic 
wonders around and within Lake Tahoe for now and future generations! 

\ Thank1you, Mary nell H81ijlla~~. sin:-e 0 J.lq 111.~~} a full time Placer County resident, taxpayer, (' , . .Jf. 
r~i&~Sedv~~er. ~ ;:.P'J ..:,;~ ~ , ~ \.r 

,(l; ~v;~~'tgiBe~c~Jpl-r' (}_) ' ·~ , _vt<' ..... ~~~ ~· . t.YJ J.? 
J ?-6 I J,p r~\w I • )~-- c rJ ~ c:· c;J L . I tlc:~·J}· 

~.!! / )r.Y ~ .. ~ <- L- ~ v 1J r.J ~ 
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Subjed: 
Date: 

st~cv'llllyd:~ 

Slirlee Herringtcn· Kathi Heckert· KarinSd-lwab· P~U Thcmpscn· EJ Iv~ld: Stepharie HdloN~y: htlberCorbov 
KU't Krieg (kJ<rieg@moU"It~i ns ideoa rtners .cern)· "Adri enM G-~h~m" ( ~ lq: ~h~m@ surewes t .netl · SvdM v 
Coatswcrth· Suz~nne Ens ION' Fr~n Ruoor 

FuV: DENY M~rtis V~lley West~~cu CoU"Ity 
WedMsd~y, JuM 8, 2016 7:28:45 Rv1 
.im~ae003.pn:::~ 

Additional correspondence. 

Will also bring copies tomorrow. 

Thanks! 

Stacy 

*********************************************** 
Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CD RA 1 Planning Services Division 1 Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
(530) 581-6288- direct 

Please consider the environment before printing this e·mail. 

COUNTY ~ 
OF ~ ~ 

~Placer· -----
From: Mary Hartnett [mailto:mcryhartnett01@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 7:13PM 
To: Jennifer Montgomery; Placer County Board of Supervisors; Stacy Wydra 
Cc: Placer County Planning 
Subject: DENY Mer tis Valley West;Piacer County 

To: Jennifer Montgomery, Placer County Board of Supervisors, District 5 
Placer County Board of Supervisors 
Placer County Planning Commission 
and Staff 

Re: Martis Valley West/Placer County 

I encourage, urge, recommend, request, and beg that in the interest of the residents and 
visitors of Placer County that you DENY the Martis Valley West planned project adjacent to 
Brockway Summit, Eastern Placer County. By allowing ridgeline development in a wilderness 
area. you are destroying the "Crown Jewel" of Placer County: Lake Tahoe. The 662 acres 
planned for development will eliminate the clear bright night sky with light pollution; brilliant 
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PF43 
Mary Hartnett 
June 8, 2016 

 

PF43-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to wildlife, 
vegetation, night skies, and traffic. These issues are evaluated in the EIR. Comments 
regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 

PF43-2 The comment expresses concerns related to traffic on SR 267 and emergency evacuation. 
Traffic and roadway safety issues are evaluated in the EIR; see Draft EIR 10, “Transportation 
and Circulation,” as well as Final EIR Master Responses 5, 6, and 9, which address trip 
generation, vehicle miles traveled, and emergency evacuation. 

PF43-3 The comment urges the County to retain the scenic areas around Lake Tahoe. Comments 
regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
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PF44 
Steve Pearsall 
June 8, 2016 

 

PF44-1 The comment suggests that most people in the region are opposed to the project and that 
the County should be responsive to those people. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 
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PF45 
Animal Consortium 
June 9, 2016 

 
PF45-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to wildlife, 

vegetation, night skies, and traffic. These issues are evaluated in the EIR. Comments 
regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration.  
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PF46 
Ron Barraclough 
June 9, 2016 

 

PF46-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to environmental 
impacts, fire hazards, and traffic. These issues are evaluated in the EIR. Comments regarding 
preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County 
Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
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IPF471 
My name is Joy Dahlgren. My family has had a cabin in Crystal Bay 

since 1950, and I have visited Lake Tahoe every year since then. Before 

I retired I spent over 25 years as a transportation planner and 

resea rcher, most recently at the Institute of Transportation Studies at 

the UC Berkeley. I have a bachelor's degree in Statistics, a master's 

degree in Public Policy, and a Ph.D. in Civil engineering, all from 

Berkeley. 

As a long time visitor to Lake Tahoe I am very aware of the steady 

pressure to profit from its unique beauty and the accompanying danger 

that over-development will destroy much of what makes it beautiful. 

Although Martis Valley is outside the Tahoe basin, much of its appeal is 

related to the lake and as a result it has and will have significant 

impacts on the lake and the lake on it. 

The Martis Valley West project's location on Highway 267 is a major 

reason that it is a bad idea. During peak vacation time a high 

proportion of the project's residences would be occupied and a large 

number of people would be traveling to and from Lake Tahoe. It is the 

nature of delay that as a road becomes more congested, each 

additional trip has a larger effect than the previous trip on delay 

because more travelers are affected and the number of cars that must 
' I "-' ' 

travel through each bottleneck increases, tnLis taking each car longer to 
~-' 

get through. So a small number of additional trips can cause large 

increases in delays. This aspect of delay was not analyzed in the EIR. 

Why does this delay matter? Because it would affect so many people. 

With long delays they are not escaping urban pressures, but finding 

new pressures where they go to get away. They are losing precious 

PF47-1 
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PF47 
Joy Dahlgren 
June 9, 2016 

 

PF47-1  The comment expresses concern regarding traffic congestion in the project area. Please refer 
to Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR and Master Response 5 in 
Section 3.1.5 of the Final EIR, which address these concerns. 

PF47-2 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to timber 
production zone. The conversion of TPZ is evaluated in Chapter 5, “Land Use and Forest 
Resources,” of the Draft EIR. Comments regarding preferences for the project will be 
included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its 
consideration. As discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result 
in a net increase of 8 acres zoned TPZ.  
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PF48 
Sue Daniels 
June 9, 2016 

 

PF48-1 The comment provides information on the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000 regarding orderly growth. Comments regarding preferences for 
the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of 
Supervisors for its consideration. 
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PF49 
Gabi 
June 9, 2016 

 

PF49-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to noise, air 
pollution, water quality, and night skies. These issues are evaluated in the EIR. Comments 
regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
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PF50 
Michael Garabedian 
June 9, 2016 

 

PF50-1 The comment involves three maps submitted to the Planning Commission. No specific 
comments regarding the EIR are expressed; therefore, no response can be provided. 
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PF51 
Sally Hammel 
June 9, 2016 

 

PF51-1 The comment expresses concern regarding traffic congestion in the project area. Please refer 
to Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR and Master Response 5 in 
Section 3.1.5 of the Final EIR, which address these concerns. 

The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing environmental impact concerns. 
Project impacts and the proposed conservation of the East Parcel are evaluated in the EIR. 
Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to 
the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
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IPF521 
Placer County Planning Commission re Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan 

Laurel Lippert. longtime Truckee resident 

It's about money, isn't it? 

Do you know what money can't buy? Exquisite natural beauty, serenity and the 

realization that you have found one of the best places in the world to call home. 

If you do live here fulftime, you may be raising children and imagine that someday your 

grandchildren will enjoy visiting you , maybe even living here, too, in this gorgeous place 

we call home. 

I have lived in Truckee for40 years; my husband Tom has lived in Tahoe and Truckee 

for 49 years. We have seen many changes in that time, some of them good. But what 

is most frightening to us is that you will keep saying yes to pressure from developers 

that will ravage Tahoe, and we'll never get ft back. 

If this project is approved, the people who will come here, part-time, full-time, guests, 

employees, contractors, business-owners, will travel on our limited roadways by cars 

and trucks, coming and going forever, We will spend our time sitting in Tahoe and 

Truckee traffic jams, just like in the Bay Area. 

Have you been in the Bay Area lately? Surrounded by drivers who are crazed by the 

traffic and mad at the world? And that's not just at rush hour or weekends, it's all the 

time. And that's what will happen here because we don't have the roads to 

accommodate more people. 

Because of our mountain geo.Qr~phy ~nqgeqlogy1 there are NO options to our existing 

roadways .. . no expansions, no bypasses, no backroads, no bridges are possible or 

desirable. There is NO place to go. 

PF52-1 
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PF52 
Laurel Lippert 
June 9, 2016 

 

PF52-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to noise, air 
pollution, water quality, and night skies. These issues are evaluated in the EIR. Comments 
regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
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Overall, I want to commend your staff for the tremendous amount of work tbey had to 

do in putting together their repoti. Their report and the CEQA Findings of Fact are clear 

and readable. However, to me the conclusions and recommendations are at odds with th 

facts and information presented. 

TI1e staff report and CEQA documents indicate that the Project will result in significant 

and unavoidable impacts to VisuaJ Resources, jncluding light and glare. The LOS of SR 

267 will fall to level F at time, and circulation on the North Shore will be worsened; 

GHGs will increase and other air quality impacts will occur. There will be increased fire 

danger and potentially severe impacts on emergency response and evacuation. SR 267 is 

the only way out of the basin. 

There are several options to reduce project impacts. One is to require that no 

development occur on or near the ridgeline, even if the full project is approved. 

Another op6on would be to approve Alternative 3, the reduced density option. The 

developers assert that this would be uneconomic because of the fixed costs associated 

with the project. This is disingenuous. Shorter roads and reduced utility infrastructure 

would reduce costs. 

Yet another option is Alternative 5, which would keep development in the East Parcel, as 

currently authorized. This would substantially mitigate most of the impacts associated 

with the proposed Project, particularly with respect to traffic, frre response, evacuation 

and visual impact. The staff's main objection to this option is that it would prevent the 

entire East parcel from being set aside for open space. However, even if all 1360 

housing unjts were developed, they'd only occupy 10% of the acreage. Ninety percent 

would remain open space. If a reduced density were approved, as much as 97% of the ' 

land would remain open space. 

PF53-1 
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With respect to the affects on wildlife, the CEQA document asset1s that the West parcel 

contains no signi ficant wildlife corridors. This is misleading. In fact, the West parcel 

occupies a crucial area because it provides open space between Northstar and the North 

Shore of Lake Tahoe. Filling that area with houses would affect the territory of the 

wildlife living there, and would likely increase the nwnber of human/wildlife 

interactions in those communities. 

Clat·ity is needed with respect to the developers intentions with regard to the 

campground prev iously included in the plan. Unless that is dropped completely and 

permanently, it isn't possible to make an informed decision on this proposal. With the 

campground, the impacts would be much greater, particulal'ly the fire risk. 

fn swnmary, J would ask you to reject the proposed CEQA Findings of Fact and 

Statement ofOven·iding Considerations for the simple reason that the very significant 

impacts of the proposed project are not outweighed by its benefits. The only real benefit 

is the preservation of the entire East parcel for open space, and I've already pointed out 

that 90 percent of the East pa1•cel would remain undeveloped iftbe existing zoning is 

retained. AU of the other benefits cited in the CEQA document- all of them-would 

occur in the East parcel, jf development were to remain there. In other words, tbe only 

benefit of approving the project would be to set aside an additional 670 acres in the East 

parcel for open space. However, since the same amount would be lost in the West parcel, 

the net benetit to wildlife-which is the only benefit unique to the project-is zero. 

Compared to the very signi ficant project impacts, approval just doesn't make any sense. 

PFS3-3 
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PF53 
Robert Schladale 
June 9, 2016 

 

PF53-1 The comment notes the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR and 
comments on alternatives to reduce project-related costs and impacts. Comments regarding 
preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County 
Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 

PF53-2 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to wildlife impacts. 
Biological resource impacts are evaluated in in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR.  

PF53-3 The comment expresses concern regarding the campground proposal. The Brockway 
Campground Project is a proposal for which environmental review has not yet commenced, 
and which will be within the jurisdiction and decision-making authority of both TRPA and 
Placer County. The Draft EIR considers the campground in the cumulative analysis. Please 
see Master Response 2 of the Final EIR regarding the Brockway proposal. 

PF53-4 The comment urges rejection of the CEQA findings and overriding considerations and cites 
benefits to development of the East Parcel rather than the West Parcel. Alternatives on the 
East Parcel are evaluated in the EIR.  
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From: p~serve@ntpac.com [ltlailttr:preserve@ntpac.com] r::::1 Sent: Wednesday, June iLS, 2Di6 6:40PM 
TO: stacy Wydra; Paul.lhompron ~ 
Subject: Pleas.e distribute to Placer P Ianning Commission as NTPA Comrr.>ents~sierra 9.Jn article 

Atut Nichols 
Opinion Sierra Sun 

June 14, 2Q 16 

Opinion: Will Placer County ignore 
.~esidents regarding Mat1:is Valley W es.t? 

It was a full h .ouse ... around 250 people attended the Pi(3.ter County Planning Commission 
meetin;g at Granlibakken Tahoe on June 9. 

PF41-1 
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Placer County stair requested approval oflho conkntious Martis Valley West project. which 
consists of a gated community of 760 units ( 1,900 new folks at least) and 6 acres of 
comme.rcial plopped in the. forest on top ofSR 267. 

Never mind that the Tntckee Tahoe Airport, Tahoe Area Sierra Club, Mountain Area 
Preservation, North Tal1oe Preservation Alliance, Friends ofthe West Shore, Sien·a Watch 
and the League Lo Save Lab: Tahoe aU requested denial of the project. 

Fot1y members of the public spoke, but only two said they were in favor: the wife ofthe 
developer and Eugene Roeder wl1o is a member of the. North Tahoe Regional Municipal 
Advisory Council. Additionally, over 5,000 peti tion signatures have been collected and 
delivered. requesting no Tahoe basin or ridgeline development. 
To paraphrase: 
The meeting lasted 6.5 hours, yet around 100 passionate Tahoe lovers stuck it out lhe entire PFS4-1. 
time. Yes, it was painfitl especially when the developer's artomey and other representatives 
had the final word after public testimony. 

The spin narrative was continued and they failed to answer1he- Planning Commission' s 
legitimate concems: Oh no sir, you won' t see Lake Tahoe from 75-fi1ot-tall condominiums on 
the Tahoe basin boundary line. 
Right commissioner, we won't build affordable housing on site. we 'd rather contribute money 
into a ftutd to build it somewhere else. 
'lbe proje.c1 site isn' t appropriate for a1Tordable" housing, Absolutely, we will pay i11to a fl111d to 
add two more lanes on SR 267 thnt is currently inadequately funtli.:d. No wonies s irs, there is 
a plan to evacut~te tl1e east side of Placer Com1ty ... everyone leaves on SR 267. 

Once again the developer. Mountainside Pa11ners, fonnerly East/West Prutners. downplayed 
its cutTent additive application for the 550-space adjacent " Brockway Campground." Wh ich, 
whe11 you add the 550 spaces (870,000 square feet of soil disturbance) to the 760 units (11 
million sq. n. of disturb<ulce) there really is no redltction in potential development. 

June 9 was a red l1ag day lor Iire danger. and conspicuously absent at the meeting were 
representatives of the fire depat1met11s. ' l11e evacuation study by I .SC c laims 1.3 to 1.5 hours 
to evacuate the project in case of fire; howeve.r the document doesn't consider in tl1e mix if 
Kings Beach and Incline Village bave t o evacuate at the same time. 

TI1e questionable emergency preparedness study done by Mountainside PaJtners also claims 
everyone evacuating wi 11 be directed by their sta(f tum lelt 1rom the project I oward Truckee. 
TI1eir staif will have to be e>.1rcmely brave souls. The emergency preparedness study by 
Mountainside Pal1:nen; assumes just one tire ~ce.nario and doesn't consider a wind-driven 
event. which makes theit· plan useless. 

At the end ofthe hearing, the commission elected to delay approval until they could have a 
hearing attended by Cal trans, U.S. Forest Service and the North Tahoe and Nott hstar fire 
districts. 

1l1cy considered not allowing public comment. Wow. Larry Scvisou, collllUissiouer, tried lo 
orchestrate an approval anyvJay which deferted the issues off'it'e evacuation and traffic 
congestion tmtillater subsequent project approvals. 

Luckily for Lake Tahoe/Tntckee, that idea didn't succeed. These significant enviromuental 
impacts must be sotted out now. 

By the way, Mountainside Partners claims it won 't consider a smaller pr~iccl . They must build 
760 uaifs or lhc project ·won 't be fmancially feasible due to high infrastructure costs. 
llmmm, maybe the project concept of building in the middle oft he forest on a ti dge far fi·on\ 
un y existing development or infrastructure is a bad idea. What do you think? There's a 
concept for you. 
Wtite your Gov. Jeny Brown-maybe he ' II I isten if Placer County ·won ' t: 
Subject: Martis Valley West Project 
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PF54 
Ann Nichols  
North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 
June 15, 2016 

 

PF54-1 The comment provides a reproduction of a Sierra Sun opinion article. The article addresses 
the Specific Plan and associated studies and the June 9 Planning Commission hearing. The 
comment does not directly address the EIR or the environmental analysis.  
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PF55 
John Schroeder 
June 20, 2016 

 

PF55-1 The comment requests approval of the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 
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From: 
To: 

Subjed: 
Date: 
Attathments: 

st~cv'llllyd:~ 

KU't Krieg (kJ<rieg@moU"It~insideoartners.ccm) · "AdrienM G-~h~m" (~lq:~h~m@surewest.netl· Fr~n Ru:~er · 
SydJey Coats .... a-th: Suz~nne EnsloN 
FuV: leg~l ndice forSped~l He~ring 7-7-16 T~hoe Hearirg- ~rtis V~lleyWest P~rcel SpedAc ~~n 
WedMsd~y, JuM 22, 2016 11:52:06 .oM 

.im~ae003.pn:::~ 

FYI- Public Correspondence received. 

*********************************************** 
Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CD RA 1 Planning Services Division 1 Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
1530) 581-6288- direct 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

COUNTY ~ 
OF ~ ~ 

~Placer· ------From: Steve leshara [mailto:steveteshara@;Jmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 4:42 PM 
To: Kathi Heckert; Paul Thompson 
Cc: Stacy Wydra; Jennifer Montgomery; David Boesch; Larry sevison 
Subject: Re: Legal notice for Special Hearing 7-7-16 Tahoe Hearing- Martis Valley West Parcel Specific 
Plan 

lllls. Heckert, llllr. Thompson, lllls. Wydra, llllr. Boesch, and Supervisor Montgomery: 

I also seriously question the date you have chosen for this meeting. Three days following the 
4th of July holiday. 

You need to seriously reconsider your planning process and public transparency in connection 
with this matter. 

Steve Teshara, Principal 
Sustainable Community Advocates 

On Tue, Jun 21, 2016 at 4:36PM, Steve Teshara <steveteshara@gmail.com> wrote: 
Dear lllls. Heckert and lllls. Wydra: I sincerely doubt that in the time since the PI anning 
Commission meeting of June 9th that PI anning Staff has adequately addressed the is sues 
identified by the Public and by members of the Planning Commission. I my view, it is also 
not appropriate that the Planning Commission has closed public comment on the Martis 
Valley West Parcel Specific Plan. 

PFS6-1 
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PF56 
Steve Teshara 
Sustainable Community Advocates 
June 21, 2016 

 

PF56-1 The comment questions the timing of the July 7 Planning Commission hearing, so close to a 
national holiday. The comment, which does not directly address the EIR or the environmental 
analysis, is acknowledged.  

PF56-2 The comment addresses the timing of the July 9 Planning Commission hearing and 
expresses that it is not appropriate that the Planning Commission closed the public hearing. 
At the direction of the Planning Commission, public comment was heard at its July 7, 2016 
meeting. Issues that were raised during the June 9 hearing were addressed in the staff 
report and presentations completed for the July 7 hearing. 
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From: 
To: 

Subjed: 
Date: 
Attathments: 

st~cv'llllyd:~ 

KU't Krieg (kJ<rieg@moU"It~insideoartners.ccm) · "AdrienM G-~h~m" (~lq:~h~m@surewest.netl· Fr~n Ru:~er · 
SydJey Coats .... a-th: Suz~nne EnsloN 

FuV: leg~l ndice forSped~l He~ring 7-7-16 T~hoe Hearirg- ~rtis V~lleyWest P~rcel SpedAc ~~n ~ 
Wednesday, June 22,2016 11:50:35 AM Pf57 
.•m~ae003.pn:::~ 

FYI- Public Correspondence received. 

*********************************************** 
Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CD RA 1 Planning Services Division 1 Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
1530) 581-6288- direct 

Please consider lhe environmenl before printing lhis e-mail. 

COUNTY ~ 
OF ~ ~ 

~Placer· ------
From: Mike 9:hwartz [mailto:backcountrystore@;Jmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 5:57PM 
To: Kathi Heckert 
Cc: Stacy Wydra 
Subject: Re: Legal notice for Special Hearing 7-7-16 Tahoe Hearing- Martis Valley West Parcel Specific 
Plan 

I think you guys are on crack to consider this project! Develop shit a I ittle further from recreation 

please! Our I ocal I and managers don't do a nyth in gas it is with That small triangle of I and bel ow Mt. 

Watson. Now we have to lose the trails we maintain ourselves to tau rists driving around and second 

home owners with $20k 4x4 razors? 

lfthis goes through, Truckee could only be seen as clueless and greedy for more tax revenue. 

Sent from my iPhone 

Mike Schwartz 

M ike@th ebackcountry. net 

On Jun 21, 2016, at 4:27PM, Kathi Heckert <KHeckert@ placer.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hello Interested Parties 

PF57-1 
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PF57 
Mike Schwartz 
June 21, 2016 

 

PF57-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project and general concern regarding the 
potential loss of trails. Impacts on existing recreation facilities are addressed in Draft EIR 
Impact 17-1, “Impacts on existing recreation facilities.” As noted on page 17-1 of the Draft 
EIR, because the East and West Parcels are private property, all current recreation activity is 
informal/unauthorized, and occurs on user-made trails, except for cross-country skiing, 
biking and hiking on approximately 16 miles of West Parcel trails under a lease with CNL 
(CNL Lifestyle Properties, Inc.)/Vail Resorts for private use. Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project would not eliminate existing, authorized public use trails. In addition, 
approximately 14 miles of trails are proposed within the West Parcel, which would connect to 
existing and planned trails including the future Martis Valley Trail, the Tompkins Memorial 
Trail, and the Tahoe Rim Trail, providing access for residents and guests to the broader 
regional trails network. The trails would support both winter sports, such as cross-country 
skiing and snowshoeing, and summer sports, such as hiking and biking. 
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From: preseQ!e@ntpac.cpm [mallto·greseQ!e@ntpau:pro) 
Se.nt: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 2:29PM 
To: Jennifer Montgomery; skastan<wplacercounty ooy; Kathf Heckert 
Cc: 'Alexis Ollar'; 'Tom Mooers'; 'Darcie Goodman Collins'; 'Shannon Eckmeyer'; amesl@sbcglobal.net: 
susan@frjendswestshore.Qrg; Jmtornese@aQI.com; jgtahoe@sbcglQbal.net 'Dave Sutton'; 
perry@tdlandtmst 0(\1 

Subject: MVW requests private emalls of NTPA 

Jennifer Montgomery and Placer County Planning Commission: 

(Kathy Heckert- please distribute to the Planning Commission Members) 

Placer County and Ascent EnVironmental have failed to provide an enVIronmentally superior 

alternative in the Martis Valley West (MVW) FEIR. Their proposed alternative promotes sprawl on 

the ridge above Lake Tahoe~760 units on 660 acres _ 

NTPA found a land use planning expert from the University of Colorado to develop a proposal that 

shows this project could be done with considerably less environmental damage and still exceed the 

stated design objectives in the process. (See attached Letter of 6.3.16.pdf page 2.6-60). The existing 

MVW project wasn' t wel l designed or thought out. 

What We've as ked for has been consistentfrom the start, a design that uses smart growth planning 

tools to reduce the identified project impacts. We were surprised the County did not insist on the 

same thing . This is well-known and established cesign practice. 

Anyway, we achieved a much improved design proposal and the project is now in the public 

comment period . The Martis Valley West projec: has encountered significant public resistance f rom 

the North Lake Tahoe community. 5000 have signed petitions against ridgeline development and 

impacts to Tahoe. We had 250 plus people turn out to speak against the project at the recent 

Planning Commission. In most jurisdictions such universal condemnation wou ld cause the County to 

deny the project. 

Many of the organizations i1wolved in subm(tt lng comments on this project have supported those 

comments with expert op1nion as we have. Proposing an alternative that reduces environmental 

impacts is a noteworthy pu bile service, and we are greatly appreciative the professional assistance 

we have received frorn a number of experts. 

Unfortunately, rather than ask us for additional back-up or come to us to seek to better understand 

our proposal, the developer has undertaken a public records request without bothering to even 
notify us, even citing the public records law in the process. See attached email from Kurt Krieg of 

Mountainside Partners. He has requested all our emai!s and any documents related to our 

proposed alternative. 

PFS8-1 
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PF58 
Ann Nichols 
North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 
June 22, 2016 

 

PF58-1 The comment states that the EIR failed to provide an environmentally superior alternative in 
the Martis Valley West Final EIR. Four alternatives are described and analyzed in the Draft 
EIR, and one additional alternative was analyzed in the Final EIR. The comparative merits of 
these five alternatives are discussed in Section 19.8, Environmentally Superior Alternative, of 
the Draft EIR and Table 19-4 in the Final EIR. As discussed in Master Response 10 
(Alternatives) in the Final EIR, the EIR is sufficient in meeting CEQA requirements associated 
with development and evaluation of alternatives. Each alternative discussed is considered to 
be feasible and would meet most of the objectives of the MVWPSP project. Placer County is 
not required to evaluate project alternatives that are not consistent with project objectives or 
are considered to be infeasible. Thus, no changes to the document are required and no 
additional alternatives need to be evaluated. Please see response to comment PF14-7 for a 
discussion of the commenter’s proposed alternatives.  

PF58-2 The comment refers to additional correspondence related to the commenter’s proposed 
alternatives. Please see response to comment PF14-7 regarding the commenter’s proposed 
alternatives.  
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From: Ell ie [ !Nilto;tilhoellfe@yahoo.coml 
Se nt: Thursday, June 23, 2016 8 ~ 15 AM 
To: Kathi Heckert 
Subject: Recent article for your review Please provide to Commissioners 

Kathi please provide this e-mail to the Planning Commissioners. 
Appreciate your assistance, Ellie Waller 

Dear Placer County Planning Commissioners, 
The article below in the Sierra Sun was published this week. 

I also went before the Placer Board of Supervisors during public comment 
on June 21, 2016 and submitted as written comment to the TRPA 
Governing Board June 22, 2016. 

Looking forward to the Commissioners having a 
robust discussion about the merits of the Martis 
Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Draft 
Environmental documentation and consi.deration 
of the previous public comment. 

I recently sent Distinct 5 Supervisor Montgomery an e-mail and hoping for 
a positive outcome to the request that the public have one more 
opportunity to close with you see below: 

Continuation Plann'ing Commission Hearing: Martis West 

• ELfie <taboellietruyaboo.com> 
• 
• Jun22at3 :15PM 

To 
• Steve Kastan 
• Jennifer Montgomery 

Hoping we will get an agenda tell ing us exactly what is intended for the 
meeting. 

PF59-l 
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I only have one issue with the closure of public comment that carries 
merit- Whit Manley the attorney for Mountainside Partners was given a 
rebuttal opportunity leaving the Planning Commissioners with his PFS9·2 

1 nterpretation of public comment . cont. 

We should have an in kind opportunity by one member of the public or 
organization to challenge his interpretations. 

Respectfull y, Ellie 

Dear Governing Board members: 
As stated in my article below and begs the question : 

"What's the hurry? To get these projects approved (the three majors 
projects listed below) have been in the queue with one environmental 
consultant. The consultant completes their efforts and we get slammed' " 

I know that planning the release of documents is not ·a science and 
sometimes projects overlap, BUT not to the magnitude of the three larger PFS9-3 

projects in the queue and many others. 

The TRPA is a party to one of the three documents: The Tahoe Basin Area 
Plan. I am still trying to complete comprehensive comments on the FEIR 
for the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan before the tentative July 7 
Planning Commission continuation and subsequent July 26 Placer Board of 
Supervisors. 

No surprise the Planning Commission meeting is scheduled on the holiday 
week (July 7). 

First graduation day (June 9) now a hol iday week. 

Ellie Waller 
Opinion 
http://www. sierra sun .com/oe.ws/22576560-113/oploioo-placer-county
oeeds-to-slow-dowo-lts 

Back to: News 
June 21, 2016 
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Opinion: Placer County needs to 
slow down its development 
process 

To Placer County: 
The citizens of North Lake Tahoe (along with environmental groups in 
Tahoe and surrounding region and local government agencies) are asking 
for· your support for a fair public process. PFs9.3 

We have been besieged with thousands of pages of environmental cont. 
documentation and have responded in kind. We have asked that Placer 
slow down the approval process to no avail and give each project its due 
respect. 

Final and draft environmental reports on three major projects tha.t will 
affect the next 20 years in the Tahoe region have been released within a 
span 70 days. 

The Placer County public process for responding to envir-onmental 
documents is being abused by releasing several documents of several 
thousands of pages (EIR document, reference materials, studies, etc. add 
up to thousands of pages) each for local government agencies, 
environmental groups, the public-at-large, etc. to respond with 
comprehensive comments to lnform the local elected officials. 

I do not require a lot of sleep and can pass up a few meals but it's been 
hard to get a breath of fresh air trying to read all the documents. There 
are only 24 hours in a day. 

Yes, the County is adhering to minimum requirements for response time 
but not taking into consideration the volume of information we are 
requ ired to consume to provide comments. 

What's the hurry? To get these projects approved (the three majors 
projects listed below) have been in the queue with one environmental 
consultant. The consultant completes their efforts and we get slammed! 

The process is not allowing for a sufficient amount of time between each 
project. They are being overlapped with several meetings each month 
that we must attend or send in written comments to build an accurate 
record. 

Furthermore, there are many other smaller, but just as important, projects 
in the pipeline for public comment and meeting attendance (Placer and 
Nevada County): 

1). The Railyard Mixed-Use Development Master Plan in Truckee. 
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PF59 
Ellie Waller 
June 23, 2016 

 

PF59-1 The comment refers to an attached Sierra Sun article and previous comments made by the 
commenter to the Board of Supervisors and the TRPA Governing Board. The comment does 
not address the EIR environmental analysis.  

PF59-2 The comment requests an opportunity to provide public comment at the continued Planning 
Commission hearing. At the direction of the Planning Commission, public comment was 
heard at its July 7, 2016 meeting. 

PF59-3 The comment reproduces written comments provided to the TRPA Governing Board regarding 
the proposed MVWPSP and other projects. The comment does not address the EIR 
environmental analysis. See response to comment PF29-3.  
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Sent: TllUrsday, June 23, 2016 3: 53 PM 
To: Kathl Heckert; Amy J. Bricker 
Cc: Stacy Wydra; Jennifer Montgomery; David Boesd1; Steve Kastan; Tom .Mooers; Darcie Goodman 
Collins; Shannon Eckmeyer; msg3@att net; 'Larry Sevison (lpsevison@sbcglobal net)' 
(lpseyjson@sbcqlobal.net) 

Subject: Placer County Pli!nning Commission - Special Hearing Notice for Martis Valley West 

Hi Kathi, 

Please forward this email to the Placer County Planning Commission 
members. 

Dear Placer County Planning Staff and Planning Commission Members, 

Mountain Area Preservation received the 'Notice of Publ ic Hearing for 
Placer County Planning Commission for July 7, 2016 2 :00PM', for the 
Martis Valley West Parcel continuation, wh1ch states the public testimony· 
portion of the hearing will be closed. This is very unsettling knowing that 
the commission requested agencies and representatives to be present to PFGO-l 
discuss their concerns regarding traffic impacts on HWY 267, wildfire 
safety, emergency evacuation, public safety and impacts to Lake Tahoe. 
Knowing the scale of these big issues new information will likely be 
provided to the legislative body and public comment must be granted 
under the Brown Act (please see highlighted Brown Act Government Code 
posted below) . To not allow public comment for the Martis Valley West 
continuation is an affront to the public process. According to the Brown 
Act public hearings must require public comment. We respectfully request 
an opportunity for public comment be provided on July 7. 

54954.3. 
(a) Every agenda for regular meetings shall provide an opportunity for members of 
the public to directly address the legislative body on any Item of interest to the 
public, before or during the legislative body's consideration of the item, that is 
within the subject matter jurisdiction of the legislative body, provided that no 
action sha ll be taken on any Item not appearing on the agenda unless the action is 
otherwise authorized by subdivision (b) of Section 54954.2. However, the agenda 
need not provide an opportunity for members of the public to address the 
legislative body on any item that has already been considered by a committee, 
composed exclusively of members of the legislative body, at a public meeting 
wherein all interested members of the public were afforded the opportunity to 
address the committee on t he item, before or during the committee's 
consideration of the item, unless the ltem has been substantially changed since 
the committee heard tl1e item, as determined by the legislative body. Every notice 
for a special meeting shall provide an opportunity for members of the public to 
directly address the legislative body concernfng any Item that has been described 
Tn the notice for the meeting before or during consideration of that item. 

(b) The legislative body of a local agency may adopt reasonable regulations to 
ensure that the intent of subdivision (a) is carried out, including, but not limited 
to, regulations limiting the total amount oftime a llocated for public testimony on 
particular issues and for each Individual speaker. 

(c) The legislative body of a local agency shall not prohibit public criticism of the 
policies, procedures, programs, or services of the agency, or of the acts or 
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PF60 
Alexis Ollar 
Executive Director, Mountain Area Preservation 
June 23, 2016 

 

PF60-1 The comment expresses concern that the notice for the July 7, 2106 Planning Commission 
public hearing stated that the public testimony portion of the hearing would be closed. At the 
direction of the Planning Commission, public comment was heard at its July 7, 2016 
meeting, and public comments will be taken at the subsequent Board of Supervisors meeting 
on the proposed project.  
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From: 
To: 

Date: 

Hello All-

st~cv'llllyd:~ 

Fr~n Ruoor: SvdMyCoatswO'th· 5'-.R~nM Enslow· Ku-t Krieg(kJ<rieg@moU"It~insideoartners.ccm) · "AdrienM 
Gr~Nm" (~lgr~ham@su-e .... ~st.net) 
K~thi Heckert: Slirlee Herringtcn· P~ul Thcmpscn 

FuV: July 7th P~mingccmmissicn meeting 
Mcnday, JU"Ie 27,2016 4:35:45 Rv1 
.im~ae003.pn:::~ 

Please find email correspondence below regardingtheMVWPSP. 

Thanks-

Stacy 

*********************************************** 
Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CD RA 1 Planning Services Division 1 Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
(530) 581-6288- direct 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

COUNTY ~ 
OF ~ ~ 

~Placer· ------
From : theochoas3@charter.net [mail to :theochoas3@charter.net] 
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 5:09PM 
To: Kathi Hedkert; Stacy Wydra 
Subject: July 7th planning commission meeting 

Please forward this email to the Placer County Planning Commission members. 

Dear PI acer County Pia nn ing Staff and Pia nni ng Commission Members, 

I am writing regarding the upcoming 'Notice of Pub I i c Hearing for PI acer County Pia nni ng 

Commission' for July 7, 2016 at 2:OOpm, for the Mart is Valley West Parcel continuation. The 

notice states that the public testimony of the hearing will be closed. I find this very troubling 

as this may violate the Brown Act, which states that public hearings must require public 

comment. The public has been intensely interested in the planning process for this project 

PF61-1 
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PF61 
Cindy Ochoa 
Tahoe Area Sierra Club 
June 26, 2016 

 
PF61-1 The comment expresses concern that the notice for the July 7, 2106 Planning Commission public 

hearing stated that the public testimony portion of the hearing would be closed. The comment 
requests that the Planning Commission allow public comment. At the direction of the Planning 
Commission, public comment was heard at its July 7, 2016 meeting, and public comments will 
be taken at the subsequent Board of Supervisors meeting on the proposed project. 
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-= FRIENDS OF fHE WEST SHORE 
• J.., • .• •' t•\ ol'-#, • ..-. ·~' 1, .. •'• "'' ~ •• r 1. ~~ : •jl 

IPF621 
Placer Cow11y Phuming Connnission 
3091 County Center Drive 

June 27, 2016 

Auburn. CA 95603 

Subject.: Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Pla:n (PGPA 20130080), State 
Clt>a1ingbouse No. 2014032087 

Dear Members ofthe Planning Commission: 

The friends of the West Shore (FOWS) respcctihlly re4uests the opportunity be provided (or the 
public to speak at the July 7, 2016 hearing tor the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plm1. As 
noted at the June 9 meetiug, several 4ucstions remained regarding t11e impacts to State Route 267 
and role of Caltnms, the fire danger and impacts to evacuation from North Lake Tahoe, and 
impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin. The Planning Commission requested representatives of 
Caltrans and fire departments he available at the neAi meeting for questions ; it is thereto1-e 
reasonable to expect that additional information may be provided for which the public should 
have the oppol1lm it y to comment on. 

We also believe il is a violation oflhe Brown Acl Goverrunent Code 54954.3(a) lo prohibit 
public comment at the upcoming meeting.1 Please feeJ ·tl·ee to contact Jennifer Quashnick at 
JqtahoefZilsbcglobal.n~t if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Gearhart., 
President 

Jennifer Quashnick, 
Consen ,ah"on Consullant 

1 hu n:ltwww. JeQ 1 n 10. r.:a.eov/cQi -hi nldisplavoodo'l_~tlct t on~ll.ov &zroup-54CJtH -551JUU&ftlll-54950-5496.1 

PF62-1 
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PF62 
Susan Gearhart and Jennifer Quashnick 
Friends of the West Shore 
June 27, 2016 

 

PF62-1 The comment requests that the Planning Commission allow public comment at the July 7, 
2016 hearing, citing the Brown Act Government Code 54954.3(a). At the direction of the 
Planning Commission, public comment was heard at its July 7, 2016 meeting, and public 
comments will be taken at the subsequent Board of Supervisors meeting on the proposed 
project. 
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KEEP 
TAHOE 
BLUE. 

Placer County Planning Commission 
3091 County Center Drive 
AUburn, CA 95603 
planning@placer.ca.gov 
swydra@placer.ca gov 

Date: 
To: 
FrQm: 

June 28, 2016 

Placer County Planning Commission 
The League to Save Lake Tahoe 

Pagel of1 

Re: Request to Open Public Comment on Martis Valley West Specific Plan for July 7, 2016 
Meet ing 

Dear Commissioners, 

The League to Save lake Tahoe (the League) respectfully reque.sts that your comm1ss1on open the 
meeting set for July 7, 2016 to public comment. Many of your members had unresolved questrons 
following the Martis Valley West Specific Plan hearing on June 9, 2016. Several concerns as they 
relate to fire danger, Caltrans road operations, and environmental impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin 
were not adequately discussed In the environmental review. These concerns remain fol lowing your 
hearing. 

As decision makers for such a large project with significant impacts it is necessary for your concerns to 
be vetted and resolved. Tile public must have the ability to respond to guest ions raised as the .project 
proponent has yet to do so. The League is working diligently to provide information on how the project 
will impact the North Lake Tahoe region and request to be able to provide public comment on your 
concerns. It is also critical that Caltrans and regi::>nal fire departments be included and invited to speal< 
on other concerns raised. 

The role of this commission Is not only to approve projects, but to mfluence them As advocates for 
Lal<e Tahoe. the League asks you to consider this national treasure in your deliberations. Please allow 
the public to speak In response to your concerns 

Sincerely, 
Da.rcie Collins, PhD 
Executive Director 
League to Save Lake Tahoe 

PF63· 1 

L eague to Snve Lake Tal'tcw • ;2608 Lake Tahoe BoUlevard · South l.;:Jke 1ahoe, CA 96150 • 530,541 .5388 · 4 SJO.SC1.SIISI\ kfleptahOebiUI'.org 
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PF63 
Darcie Collins 
Executive Director, League to Save Lake Tahoe 
June 28, 2016 

 

PF63-1 The comment requests that the Planning Commission open public comment at the July 7, 
2016 hearing, citing questions related to fire danger, Caltrans road operations, and 
environmental impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin. As stated in the staff report for the July 7 
hearing, after receiving public testimony at the June 9, 2016 hearing, the Planning 
Commission requested additional information from County staff related to the potential 
effects of the proposed project on Lake Tahoe, fire evacuation and fire safety, and traffic 
operations on State Route 267. As explained in the July 7 staff report, these issues are 
addressed in the EIR, the July 7 Planning Commission staff report, and the staff report 
attachments. At the direction of the Planning Commission, public comment was heard at its 
July 7, 2016 meeting, and public comments will be taken at the subsequent Board of 
Supervisors meeting on the proposed project. 
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June 30.2016 

Placer County Planning Commission 
3091 County Center Drive 
Allbum, CA 95603 

Dear Conuhissioners: 

Thank you for y.our continued consideraLion 1>f Marlis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan. 

This letter is written to con·ect some of the enors and asse1tions made during your 
meeting of June 9, 2016. (Note that we have no access to meeting minutes; quotes are 
from our own notes.) 

1. Stacy Wydra, County Plannet·: 

"This project is a product of the J...1VOA. " 

The project is not a j)roduct of the Martis Valley Opportunity Agreement 
(MVOA), signed in2013. In lac{,. it's wildly inconsistent wi th that agreement 

The MVOA caUed for a switch of land use designations to tile West Side, 
incl uding contemplation of development in the Basin portion, and permanent 
preservation ofthe East Side. Development units would total 760. 

The West Side is now subject to two development proposals .. t11e Mru1is Valley 
West Parcel Project and Brockway Campground proposal, tl1at far exceed wltat 
was agreed loin 2013. The differences lie in both the scale of proposed 
devcloplllcnt and in the depth of proposed development enti tlement::;. 

ln tenus of tl1e ::;cale of developmen~ lhe MVOA foresaw designations !b ra 
potential maximum of 760 units for the property. The Martis West and Brockway 

PF64-1 
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Campground proposals, however, caB for much more: entitlements that would 
total more than 1,300 combined campground/resort and residential units. 

In terms of entitlements, the MVOA called for a swap in designations. It did not PF64_1 
call for the granting of development rights as proposed with the Martis West cont. 

Parcel Specific Plan. The applications for both the Martis West parcel and 
Brockway Campground projects ask for a deep set of entitlements for each project 
-of far greater specificity and value - than the agreed-upon "swap'' of 
designations agreed to 2013 . 

Sierra Watch remains committed to the goals of the MVOA. This project is not 

2. Sydney Coatswor-th, Ascent Envit-onmental: 

"There is not developmem on the ridgeline. ' ' 

It's impossible to uhderstand how anyone who has walked the property or Just 
looked at a map - could agree that " there is no development on the ridgeline.'' 

As is apparent in the Specific Plan itself, thjs is ridgeline development. 
Development runs along the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency planning boundary 
- the rim of the Tahoe Basin. the ridgeline between Tahoe and Martis. 

The purple blob of commercial development, for example, on the lower right of 
the proposed Speciftc Plan is clearly proposed for a high point along that 
ridgeline: 

J_ --~ 1 

2 
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3. EJ lvaldi, Deputy Planning Director: 

"There are no development rights associated 11'/th what you are voting on. " 

.. There is a large lot map but no development tights associated with that . .. 

This is false- as spelled out in the County's own staff report. The proposed 
Development Agreement, part of the Commission ' s packet for the meeting of J une PF64-3 

9, clearly states that the developer "shall have a vested right to develop up to 760 
dwelling un its and up to 6.6 acres of commercial development (up to 34,500 
square feet of commercial and 22,000 square feet of homeowner amenities) on the 
portion of the West Parcel (662 acres) that is designated fo r such uses_'· (Proposed 
Development Agreement at 5.) 

We won 't speculate on why that was said. But we will encotll'age the Planning 
Cmmnission to fully understand t he gravity of the decision - the scope of the 
project and its entitle ments- before you now. And we ask that you resist any 
misguided attempts to dov,:nplay its significan ce or pass t he buck to future 
decision-making opportunities_ 

We understand that there is a range of opinions regarding the proposed development. But 
there shmtld be only set of facts. 

Sincerely .. 

Tom Mooers 
Executive Director, Sierra Watch 

3 
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PF64 
Tom Mooers  
Executive Director, Sierra Watch 
June 30, 2016 

 

PF64-1 The comment states that the project, as proposed, is not a product of the 2013 Martis Valley 
Opportunity Agreement and provides background information. The comment does not directly 
address the EIR or the environmental analysis.  

PF64-2 The comment states that the project would result in ridgeline development, which is not 
consistent with statements made at the June 9 Planning Commission hearing that no such 
development would occur. The statement made during the Planning Commission hearing is 
consistent with the analysis in the EIR, which explains that the project would not include 
development or uses on the highest elevations or ridgelines that separate the Tahoe Basin 
from the surrounding areas (see Master Response 4, Visual Resources Assessment 
Methodology, in the Final EIR). Also, as explained in Master Response 2, Brockway 
Campground Proposal in the Final EIR, the proposed project is described in relation to the 
proposed Brockway Campground as being on the opposite side of a ridge. The EIR explains 
that the project would not include development on the ridgeline in the Tahoe Basin, because 
the project is outside of the Basin. The comment itself refers to a location on the proposed 
Specific Plan map that is clearly proposed for a high point along “that ridgeline.” While the 
comment may refer to a location on one of several ridgelines within the project site, the Final 
EIR responses to comments refers to a ridgeline at the highest elevation. Please also see 
responses to comments PF13-7 and PF19-13. 

PF64-3 The comment discusses the proposed Development Agreement and potential development 
rights. See response to comment PF29-8.  
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KEEP 
TAHOE 
BLUE. 

June 30, 2016 

'~~p ! 
. ____________ _I 

mounta1n area preservotlotl 
' ' 

Placer County Plauuiug Commission 
3091 County Center Dtive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Dear Comm issione.rs: 

~SIERRA 
-WATC H 

The League to Save Lake Tahoe, Mounlliin Area Preservation , and Sierra Watch submil 
this letter in advance of your continued heating regarding the proposed Mattis Valley 
West Parcel Specific Plan on July 7, 2016. 

On June 9, 2016 the Placer County Planning Comm1.ssion held a meeting regarding the 
proposed Martis Valley West Parcel Specitic Plan and its Final EJR, More tlHm 250 
citizens attended, man y of whom stepped to the microphone to encourage the County to PFGS-l 

deny the project. Project proponents, along with their counsel, consul tants, and County 
staff, were given ample time to rebut any arguments and advocate approval of the project. 

However, after six hours, important i~sues remain unresolved. The Commission did not 
vote on a recommendation but, instead, voted to continue the heat·ing to an "open date" in 
order to learn more about the proposed pr~jecfs potential impacts on three key issues: (I) 
Traffic and Highway 267; (2) Fire Safety and Emergency Evacuation; and (3) Lake 
TaJ10c. (Note that official minules have yet to be released; the motion above is from our 
own meeting notes.) 

first , we'd like to thank the Commission for pursuing additional input and discussion . A 
project such as this one would have lasting impacts throughout the Tahoe Region - for 
decades, even centuries. So it makes sense to take time and due diligence for fi11ther 
assessment. 
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Second, although a proposal ofthjs magnitude would have fa r-reach ing eHects on a 
variety of important issues, we apprcdatc the Commission· s focus on three issues that arc 
clearly very important to the economic well-being, environmental health. and public 
safety of the region . 

The time to address these matters is now. There' s a teruptation to pass the buck of 
tackling tough issues to future steps in the process. But it's the proposaf before you now 
tl1at will set the blueprint for the western portion of Martis Valley. It's the entitlements 
U1e proponents seek now that ·would establish irrevocable development rights. Or. as the 
wurt established in the landmark Laurel Heights decision, approvals would create too 
lntH.:h "bureaucratic and finam.:ial momentum" to ever tum back. 

The three issues - traffic, fire safety, and TaJwe - have been discussed in the E1R and, 
not surprisingly, generated comments from indi viduals. agencies, and organizations. This 
letter is designed to summarir.e that input in advance of your meeting Jul y 7, 2016 . 

Traffic and Highway 267 
Traffic on Highway 267 is already a problem. The proposed project would guarantee 
gridlock - and threaten public safely. 

According to the project's EIR, the vast majority of Highway 267, inclu.ding adjacent to 
the project entrance' s intersection with 267, would ' 'function" at LOSE - nearly gridlock 
con ditions during summer and winter. 

The project would spread traffic t11roughout the regimJ , from I-80 and iuto the Tahoe 
Basin. In a comment letter submitted to the County, the North Tahoe Fire Protection 
District, quotes the Draft EIR's projected impacts on traffic and Highway 267, "The 
proposed project would worsen already unacceptable operations . .. " 

The DEIR also makes clear that Highway 267 from the Tow11 of Truckee/Placer Co1,1nty 
Line all the way to the Lake (SR 28) would function at LOSE, i.e ., neal' gridlock 
conditions during peak hours in the summer and winter. 

The notion that we can pave our '''ay out of our trafiic jams by, for instance, widening 
stretches of Highway 267 is mi sguided at best. There is no guarantee lhal su(;h 
.. improvements'· would actually be constt'Ucted. Even if they were, tlte result would be 
simply to shift bottlenecks - south to Brockway Summit and dovm the two-laue s tretch ()f 

267 to Highway 28, for example. If we could b\J Y our way out of traffic in Tal10e. we 
would have done so long ago. 

2 

PF65-1 
cont. 

PF65-2 
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The proposed project wouJd a.lso present a threat to basic public safety . Caltrru1s opposes 
a new signal at the project's proposed intersection with Highway 26 7 because of the steep 
grade on 267 a)ld the likelihood ofrear-end collisions, especially in snowy conditions. PFGS-2. 

WouJd a stop sign or tum lane be ru1y safer? Vehicles lluning onto SR 267 from a stop 
would be subject to a !:,rreater risk: broadside collisions, which arc more dangerous thrut 
rear-end collisions. 

Fire Safety and Emergency E"acuation 
Tite project's location, the nature of proposed development. and the lack of transportation 
infrastructure create a recipe for wildfire and disaster. 

According to the project 's E[R., Martis Valley is considered a '·fire environment" because 
of the climate, steep topography. ru1d high level of available fueL And the project site is 
located in a Very High Fite Hazard Severity Zone. as i11dicated itt the Final EIR, a place 
where fires could result in catastrophic losses. 

The severity of that danger is exacerbated by the nature of the project. Instead of the type 
of in fill development Tahoe and Placer County policies encourage. rlte project would be 
developed in the Wildland-Urban Interface. which both increases the likelihood of 
ig11ition ru1d places people and structures directly in the line of fire. 

Wildfrre in the Tahoe Sierra is clearly not a question of {('but of when. lJthis project 
were built what would happen when tJ1ere is a fire'! The lack of transportation 
infrastructure - and gddlock under normal conditions- would exacerbate the tragedy. 

As au attaclunent to its conunents ou the Draft EIR, the North Tahoe Fire Protection 
Disl.ricl included its Placer Operational Area East Side El\lergency Evacuation PlatJ 
(pictured): 

r ~ _, . 
. ·-~~ 
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It clearly indicates tbat Highway 267 is a major evacuation route for existing residents 
for much of North Tahoe. But, according to the project's EIR, every stretch of Highway 
267 would operate at near gridlock conditions. What happens when there's a fire? 

Ac~ording to the proposed Specific Plan, some residents would exit the project via the 
Fiberboard Freeway. The use of the word 'freeway• in this case is, of course., ironic. It' s 
a narrow, one--lane logging road. And, because it nms through the project proponent's 
proposed "Brockway Campground" development, it would be a narrow, one-lane road 
surrounded by campsites, resort amenities, and commercial development: 

Evacuation would be a matter of out f:!lthe.fiJling pan and into the.fire - escaping into a 
maze of campsites and permanent structures, competing with a thousand guests for the 
limited capacity of the Fiberboard "Freeway". 

According to the project's own ElR, it would take residents and employees I ,5 hours just 
to leave the property. Then what? The project and its EJ R defer any meaningful 
analysis, ignoring the need for existing residents in North Tahoe and in Martis Valley to 
evacuate and irresponsibly claiming that a future "Fire Protection Plan" will provide the 
answers. 

Public safety is not a "'hot potato" that can be thrown to some future decision-making 
body. ICs the most fundamental issue in planning. It needs to be addressed before 
development rights are granted, not after. Otherwise we are not planning.for disaster; we 
are planning a disaster. 
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Lake Tahoe 
Because negative impacts would be so far-reaching - from t11c prospects for economic 
development to the brightness of stars in the night sky, it is difficult to summarize what 
the project would mean to Tahoe. 

The most obvious impacts come from traffic. 

'fhe Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPJ\) calculates tl1at the new development 
would add 1.,395 cars into the Basin dai~v and tJ1ey note that "a ·significant increase' is 
defined as more than 200 daily vehicle trips.'" 

That traffic leads to an increase in Vehic le Miles Tl'avelled (VMT), which, in turn , leads 
to further loss in the lake' s famous clarity. 

TRP A also expresses concem about how the project would impede its strategy of town
centered. in-basin redevelopment. In its comment letter on the Draft EIR. TRPA states, 

<'The environmentally beueficial redevelopment rel.icd upon by TRPJ\ may be 
threatened by unmitigated out-of-basin in~'Tcases in trips and VMT. As a result of 
VMT capacity used elsewhere, efforts to protect Lake Tahoe may suffer without 
the ability to approve in-basin development." 

For Tahoe, the project is the worst of both worlds: North Tahoe docsn ' t get the economic 
development it needs but gets the traffic its roads can ' t handle. And t11e lake suffers 
another blow to its clarity. 

Conclusion 
There are man y reaso11s why the Planning Commission should recommend denial of the 
proposed Martis Valley West Parcel Spevific Plan. Many ofll1c reasons are legal in 
nantre, as required by state law and as spelled out in our detailed comment letters on both 
the Draft and Final EIR · s. 

Yet even when an assessment ofthe project ' s impacts are reduced to only three topics 
traffic, fire danger, and Tahoe, the evidence is oven vhclming. The project would 
guarantee gridlock, encourage disaster, and threaten the integrity or I ,ake Talme. Martis 
Valley, North Tahoe, and Placer County deserve better. 

We thank yon, again, for taking the time to dive deeper into the proposal and its potential 
:impacts. We look forward to the scheduled hearing on July 7 and an opportunity to 
respond to any new information or analysis revealed at that time. 
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PF65 
Darcie Collins, Executive Director, League to Save Lake Tahoe 
Alexis Ollar, Executive Director, MAP 
Tom Mooers, Executive Director, Sierra Watch 
June 30, 2016 

 

PF65-1 The comment summarizes a portion of the June 9, 2016 Planning Commission hearing and 
states that project proponents, their counsel, consultants, and County staff “were given 
ample time to rebut any arguments and advocate approval of the project.” For clarification, it 
is not the role of the EIR or its consultants to recommend approval or denial of a project. 
Rather, the purpose of the EIR is to provide environmental information to lead and 
responsible agencies and the public for use in the decision-making process. 

The comment introduces the three topics about which the Commission requested additional 
information: traffic and SR 267, fire safety and emergency evacuation, and Lake Tahoe. 
These subjects are addressed in the remainder of the letter. Please see responses to 
comments PF65-2 to PF65-5. 

PF65-2 The comment addresses traffic on SR 267, noting that most of Highway 267 would operate 
at LOS E during summer and winter, and the potential mitigation—widening portions of SR 
267—would not improve conditions but would only shift congestion south to Brockway 
Summit and SR 28. The comment is consistent with information under Impact 10-2, 
Roadway Segments, starting on page 10-29 of the Draft EIR. The comment also raises public 
safety issues at the intersection of SR 267 and the project’s access road. See response to 
comment PF29-27. 

PF65-3 The comment addresses fire safety and emergency evacuation. See response to comment 
PF13-8 regarding this topic. Regarding the Fibreboard Freeway as a second emergency 
access route, see Master Response 2 in the Final EIR. Regarding the evaluation of the 1.5-
hour evacuation time for the proposed project, the LSC memo analyzes the amount of time 
needed to evacuate the MVWPSP site on a peak summer day, when traffic levels on SR 267 
would be high and includes both existing and future conditions based on the traffic analysis 
in the Draft EIR. The analysis focuses on the amount of time it would take for residents and 
guests to travel to the airport, not just to leave the property, as indicated by the comment.  

PF65-4 The comment reiterates information from the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency comment 
letter on the Draft EIR. Please see responses to comments RA1-1 through RA1-3 of the Final 
EIR.  

PF65-5 The comment recommends denial of the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration.  
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Subjed: 
Date: 

Hello All-

st~cvVU"'fd'~ 

K~thi Heckert 
P~U Tl-.:~mpscn · ~ K~rin Sd-lwab: !Wrt Krieg (kJ<rieo.!mcurt~insi dep~rtners.ccm)· ".od-ie me Gr~ham" 
( ~lgr ~ha m@s u-ewest .netl: S ydJey Co~ts 'AOrt h· Fr ~n Ru:~er · Suz~nne Ensl ON 

FuV: ~blic lrpLi at Pl~nning Commissicn July 7 
Tl-ursd~y, June 30,2016 2:05:05 PM 
.im~aeOO t.pn:::~ 
.im~aeOIO.pn:::~ 

Please see the email below. 

Thanks-

Stacy 

Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CD RA 1 Planning Services Division 1 Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
1530) 581-6288- direct 

Please consider lhe environmenl before prinling lhis e-mail. 

COUNTY ~ 
OF ~ ~ 

~Placer· ---------
From: Tom Mooers [mailto:tmooers@siEnawatx:h.org] 
Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2016 11:59 AM 
To: Placer County Planning; Stacy Wydra 
Cc: 'Alexis Ollar'; 'Darcie Goodman Collins'; 'Amy J. Bricker' 
Subject: Public Input at Planning Commission July 7 

Sierra Watch requests that, as required by Gov't Code 54954.3, the Placer 
County Plalllling Commission take public comment on the Martis West Parcel 
Project at its scheduled meeting of July 7, 2016. PF

66
•
1 

Under the Brown Act, the public has a right to comment on any item on the 
agenda- including continued items. 
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PF66 
Tom Mooers, Executive Director 
Sierra Watch 
June 30, 2016 

 
PF66-1 The comment requests that the Planning Commission allow public comment at the July 7, 

2016 hearing. See response to comment PF63-1. At the direction of the Planning 
Commission, public comment was heard at its July 7, 2016 meeting, and public comments 
will be taken at the subsequent Board of Supervisors meeting. 
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PF67 
Linda Lapointe 
June 30, 2016 

 
PF67-1 The comment expresses concern about preserving and protecting the unique environment of 

the area. The comment, which does not directly address the EIR or the environmental 
analysis, is acknowledged.  
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Kathi Heckert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

fyi 

c!T!:wd~ .'/~'· 
(!') 1/,".t,/{.,. 

Shirlee I Herrington 

Shirlee Herrington 
Friday, July 01, 2016 5;30 PM 
Stacy Wydra 
Kathi Heckert 
FW: Martis Valley West projecst 

Environmental Coordination Services 
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
3091 County Center Drive, Surte #190 
Aubum. CA 95603 
530-745-3132 
sherfing@placer.ca.gov 

COUNTY~ 
or ~ ~ 

~Placer~ ----------COMMUNITY Dl:Vl!L<..WM( NT 
RESOURCE A(ifNCY 

From: Margaret Martini [mailto:margaretmartlni@liveintahoe.com] 
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2016 5:15PM 
To: Shirlee Herrington 
Subject: Martis Valley West projecst 

7-1-2016 
I will be out of town for the scheduled meeting on July 7. 

I do want my comments to be considered since I am a long time (1964) resident of the Tahoe area. 
This project is just not a good fit for this area. 
It is a travesty to change zoning from forest conservation to high rises, density, commercial and ridge line development. 

The traf fic idea presented is ludicrous at best. Their solution is a non~solutlon as it is human nature t o take the shortest PF68-~ 
highway to the destination , be itTahoe, Truckee, Reno, or all points on l-80. 
I fail to see t hat thls change was not quashed in the beginning by a planning commission who ts responsible for the 
welfare of ALL residents and citizens of the community/county that you represent ... not the 
bottom line profit of a developer (s). 

It is also very suspicious that a developer would commence with a project not knowing that the zoning was not what 
they needed to perfect t heir ptan for development for profit. Perhaps they thought that the zone change would be easy 
as the county would be gettrng more money ... perhaps .. .is this what the county is t hinking instead of preserving a 
protective zoning area? Is it always always all about the money for government agencies? 
This is a classic example of the old song 11 PAVE PARADISE AND PUT UP A PARKING LOT". 
It is just the wrong thing to approve. 
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PF68 
Margaret Martini 
July 1, 2016 

 
PF68-1 The comment expresses concern about the project in general, and specifically in regard to 

traffic and a zoning change. Proposed zoning changes are evaluated in Chapter 5, “Land Use 
and Forest Resources,” of the Draft EIR. Traffic issues are evaluated in the Draft EIR in 
Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation.” 
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PF69 
Tom and Mary Jo McAllister 
July 1, 2016 

 
PF69-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 

project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. The comment expresses agreement with the contents of another letter 
submitted to the County, but does not identify the letter to which it is referring. The comment 
expresses concerns regarding traffic and a fire evacuation. Wildfire hazards and evacuation 
are addressed in Chapter 18 of the Draft EIR as well as in Master Response 9 in the Final 
EIR. 
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PF70 
Joanne McGrail 
July 1, 2016 

 

PF70-1 The comment requests denial of the proposed project. Comments regarding preferences for 
the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of 
Supervisors for its consideration. 
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Kathi Heckert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

K Yagura <kkyagura@gmai l.com> 
Saturday, Ju1y 02, 2016 9:32AM 
Kathi Heckert; Placer County Board of Supervisors 
Martis Valley West Project, 

To the Placer Country Board of Supervisors, 

We are writing this email letter in support of the the letter signed by the League to Save 
Lake Tahoe, MAP and Sierra Watch sent to you regarding their strong objections to the 
proposed Martis Valley West project. While we were able to sit through 5 of the 6 hours 
of the recent Planning Commission meeting held at the Granlibakken Resort, we will not 
be able to attend the 7 July meeting. 

We will only focus this letter on one aspect: fire evacuation safety. As you know, there 
is a very high probability of a disastrous forest fire occurring at North Tahoe - Truckee in 
the near future. Large clumps of a dozen or more dead and dying trees can be seen in PF71·1 

our Tahoe Vista neighborhood and thousands of dead and dying trees dot this small area 
of the Sierras (According to one statistic, 96 million trees have died or are dying in the 
Sierras since 2010). It would only take a lightning strike during a thunderstorm, an ill
advised or illegal campfire, or a spark from a vehicle or construction tool to set off a 
blaze that could roar up our mountains and valleys. 

For those of you who have not experienced such a fire, we can give a simple real life 
example of what happened when only one tall tree went up in flames at the Mourelato's 
Resort in Tahoe Vista one year. It was located on the lake side of the resort and, we 
believe, set afire by a lightning strike. 

We had just driven down Estates Drive at the curve on Highway 28 (North Lake Blvd) 
and made a left. At the time, 28 widened to a 4-lane road beyond Estates, in front of 
the Tahoe Sands Resort. By the time we reached the Mourelato's motel on our way to 
the airport, smoke had crossed the road and all 4 lanes of traffic came to a dead 
standstill. We were forced to stop just downwind of the tree that was burning like a 
torch and could feel the heat of blaze through our closed car windows. Needless to say, 
with the smoke and heat we felt a sense of panic of wanting to get out of there as fast 
as we could. However, visibility was limited and, as previously stated, all 4 lanes were 
stopped. Fortunately, traffic did begin to move a few minutes later and we were abl.e to 
continue on to the airport safely via Highway 267. 

Now imagine that it's not one tree burning, but hundreds of dead and dying trees along 
Highway 267 -- a huge fire that generates its own wind, leaps fire breaks and the 
highway itself so that both sides are burning. Now imagine a miles-long line of cars 
trying to get from Highway 28 to Truckee via even a 4-lane Highway 267 (the timing of 
which is unknown due to the fact that it must be financed and build by CaiTrans) and 
encountering possibly hundreds of cars trying to make a left turn from the Martis Valley 
West project and, eventually, the Campgrounds along the fibreboard "freeway" at the 
top of Brockway Summit. The irony of this scenario Is that the drivers most likely to get 
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PF71 
Jen and Terry Yagura 
July 2, 2016 

 

PF71-1 The comment expresses support for a comment letter from the League to Save Lake Tahoe, 
MAP, and Sierra Watch. See comment letter PF65 and responses to comments PF65-1 
through PF65-5. The comment pertains to fire evacuation safety. See Master Response 9, 
“Emergency Plan and Emergency Evacuation” in the Final EIR and response to comment 
PF13-8.  
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PF72 
Bruce Corey 
July 3, 2016 

 

PF72-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project and requests denial. Comments regarding 
preferences for or against the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 

641



 
 

PF73 
Scott and Debra Schroepfer 
July 4, 2016 

 

PF73-1 The comment expresses support for the position of the League to Save Lake Tahoe. 
Comments regarding preferences for or against the project will be included in information 
forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. See comment 
letter PF65 and responses to comments PF65-1 through PF65-5. 
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Kathi Heckert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Ellie <tahoell ie@yahoo.com> 
Monday, July 04, 2016 10:51 AM 
Kat hi Heckert 

Jennifer Montgomery 
Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan: New Fire Related information for consideration 
at Planning Commission hearingJuly 7. 2016 
Final Final MSR PCWA Nrthst90cto2014_v7-3.pdf; July 4, 2106 Planning Commission 
Fire comments,pdf 

Kathi, Please forward to Commissioners as soon as possib le on July 5 allowing the them 
time to read comments before the hearing on July 7 . Many Thanks 

Dear Commissioners and Supervisor Montgomery, 
I have spoken with both Chief Schwartz and Chief Shadowens. 

The comments attached are from research I have done and I am asking you to read 
before considering your 
recommendation on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan FEIR at the July 7, 2016 
continuation hearing. 

Attached are my comments and reference documentation. Please read July 4 attachment 
first, the Final Northstar Municipal Service Review document is for reference of where I 
found information 

Respectfully, Ellie Waller 

PF74--l 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident. July 4, 2016 

There is much confusion and angst about fire protectaon and 
evacuation tor the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan (MVWPSP) 

The MVWPSP FEIR and Placer County must explain the process so the public 
understands that public health and safety are sufficiently addressed and remove the fire 
districts from the current politically charged hotbed. 

As requested by the Commissioners at the June 9, 2016 public hearing, I do not believe 
Northstar Fire or North Tahoe Fire District representatives will be providing any PF74-2 

additional testimony on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan other than what has 
been provided to date in response to the Draft EIR. 

This is primari ly due to the unknown will-serve issues as related to the Municipal 
Service Review (MSR). MSR future approval is necessary for determination of will
serve. (164 page report MSR attached). 

The MVWPSP FEIR must also address the Placer Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) process for the PWCA 4 Sphere of Influence (SOl) issues in the 
MSR for Northstar CSD and PCWA Zone 4 which wa.s approved October 2014. The fire 
responsibility (through annexation of the area where Martis Valley West Parcel Specific 
Plan lies) is a future approval cycle. If annexation is approved, Northstar Service 
District could actually be the will-serve Fire District 

The MVWP Specific Plan cannot be recommended for approval untll 
all water: sewer and ftre will-serve issues are resolved. 

The proposed MSR annexation for fire and water services under the SOl for Northstar 
Service District and the approval of the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan do not 
meet the criteria established in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000. The FEIR does not provide criteria and proof that the 
proposed Specific Plan adheres to LAFCO requirements so public services are not 
properly analyzed in the FEIR. 

The MVWPSP proposal is urban sprawl and should be DENIED and 
not considered under the SOl of the Northstar Community Service 
Oistnct. North Tahoe Fire Distract should not be will-serve either 
because the MVWPSP: endangers lives, disrupts habitat, will not 
provide affordable housing, efficiently extend government services 
and has several significant and unavoidable impacts based upon 
local conditions and circumstance with llttJe to no mitigation. 
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Comments on t he Martis Va ll ey West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental lmpatt Report 
New Fire Related Information For the Record: El lie Wal ler, Tahoe Vtsta resident . July 4, 2016 

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Government Reorganizat ion Act of 2000 

Legislative Findings and Declarations 

5600L n..., Leomlarure finds 11nd d:~ thm " 
is the potin-- ortbt SlOt If' lO PDt"O.UJ"a,2 e- ord erlY 
gro~dt -and. del"~opmeuf ":hicll ne: ~tilll tO 
the. soc•al, iiscal. and econolilJc well~ of lfu! 

3enic-:s. 

The Le2l.ilafllR' also reco~ ib.-ad[m'-'ldm•z 
hmmne-fer J::Je§m!S and fDnilies. of mc.mne~ 
is- m llilpC'rr..nt -filcmr -m promo~ orderly 
:development 

Therefore.. the Legi;Jamre furth"r finds ~ 
~cbres !bat tllli policy •botilil be effect~ by 
dte. !oocal fo-1m;;tioo 2nd modific-ation of the 
OOtmdii:ie.s oilocal agencies.. with a pre;ference 
s-..nred to JCCODJlDoQalm!' >ddmmUJ erowth 
;;.."l:!fm: ,r tb:rcu£b lbo - Bp11I!Sicc ..,.1. the 
ooond;uie< of ftose local ~genc:teo wiuch con 
be,, •ocommodnU. md. pro\·id: ~at}· 
~va:nJDentJ.l oen.ric..es and housing for DeriGDS 
3.n<i flllllilies of :ill inc.:>mes in th: most iffi cian 
mm:mer feanbl: . 

The Le=hture re<'O:mi:ze.o that mb;m papul•bon 
• si.e:DsmiS .md mte-mive ·resideon:tl. commercial 

:m<i indu..<trlll devefopm~ aecessi!are a broad 
;pettrum and lngh levd Qf rom:tlilJ!liry ' "'""'""' 

::!;..=~.~~~"'~= 
llnt tiL"'· n..ed the full rm2e of c=i:y 
sel"\J1ce.L vriorloes aze R-quirea ro-be e:s:f:atJhShed 
.,.~-the type and levels of >e<vice;; th>r fue 
re>i<ienrs of an urban coiiDJliJlllty nred =d 
;;le;ire., tlllll rommmrity ;enice pnaoties be 
esmbl.u.bed ~- welghirig the tot:il c"};:?j 
s en;c.e neal. 11gamst: the mtaJ 
Jei.OLUces av--a.ibbLE for se...-unJl'P" c.ollllilllllir:y 
ie.nic._PS~ "3Dd that those: coDlllimiry sentire 
1>n<m0e<> are I""Jmred ro 1eih cr locd 
!:rrrumstanccs.. corutiriom~ -and ltmit?d i!nmod 
reiOIUCa, 

The ~Ia nne finds and <leciOieo that o. ;mgle 
multiyurpo..,. !}lwrllii!e!It>! ~ n 

-accotmtable for romnnmit\· service needs and 
fi.mnctal """""'""es -d. tliae.f"""' liLlY Ire th: 
best mechanism fur- esubllshing C<llllDDllll!j 
~errice pnonue.s esp&:L'llly m url:Jao a.reas. 

:Sonetbel<M. the L"";isbnu-e recc=zeo the 
C1tll~ role of many 10m~ parpoie' agent-.Je'$.,_ 
especrallv m rurtl co!WDIIllltta. Ib.e L.gabtuR 
alSo finds dut. ~the:!' governmental se~iees 
are proposed robe provtded by a =gl•:PUJPO~ 
agen...-y.. ;6'en! ag enc:res... or .a mWnpurpose: 
3g£Dcy, ~ilib,· shGuld be given 10 !he! 
a_g.ency or- a_g~ae:E th.u cau ~-r proVl~ 
_gove:mmem 3er.'"jce&. 

ctrCUmStances. One o.f objec'ts of the 
col'Ilililston..u tom:ake ~dies md to obtain and 
fu:rtti.m mfa:rmal:lon wlucb- will contribute to me 
log~c::al mui re.uonahle dewlovment of bco.l 
ageteteS m ft<h C<Rmly <truf to shope the 
d"""loptoenr o f local agenct"" ro 3S f<> 
s.d\'anlile f"'mlY protide for the present '8.Dd 
i'u.nJre. Deeds of eru:h Ultrnty and il-; rommunitie:s_ 

When tbe !Drmmcm of "'l1E1Ii' !roVBlmlenr enn1\: 
,. .,roposed. • colllllli9Slon sbill aalie. ·a 
detir:mmanon ai: to. 'Whether eris:ting -a~Je.s. 
C1D .fe::Glblv "Drovza:e the needed sefVlc:e or 
:ierrt.ces. in- a. -more ~95w.enf and accounfab~ 
li11'ii1Il:e.r. If -a new single-purpose. 11genry .lS 

deemed aece.sury, lhe =•sian shall 
C<UJSider ""'':!:'...ranzmcm "Wllh "th« ,;mgle
!J'npoie ~~es til3t prnvz:de riLned ~IVlCe:i 

of the an net 30 y !" 

Ul~ of the ~pp'!.'mrin~ am:hanr-z. .Ihis: 
secnon doe:'& DQt req-..nre the J..bste:m:itln oi a:uy 
membe:r oo DIY macer. nor does it creare a ng:liJ 
of JCDOD. m :my pe:noc.. 

---=:.CALAFro 

The MVWPSP can be accomplished on the EAST parcel (as analyzed in the Martis 
Valley Community Plan update 2003). The FEIR added an East parcel alternative 
without conservation easement which could be added to make Alternative 5 the 
environmentally superior alternative. 

The FEIR must be re-circulated for comment on the newly released Alternative 5. 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident. July 4, 2016 

The FEIR fails to provide proof of burden to serve tile proposed Martis Valley 
West Parcel Specific Plan for many public services. 

The Martis \Iaiiey West Parcel Specific Plan as propose(! and the Commission's 
recommendation must be DENIAL of the project. 

Supporting documentation from LAFCO meetings, comments on the MSR and October 
2014 approval are provided below. 

Specific citation ln Appendix 1 (Final MSR) M~morandum of Understanding 
clearly states that potable water is the only service to be provided by Northstar 
Servrce District. 

fl'(IU.bft W4.ttr $CT\'~t And Wifl ~vc~:~c::tJ lU aiJ t~rtht'. ri&rU:t.. dt~ I U:S, cP'!tl obl1plilll)" f)( lllc r\~:_enc)' 
Glr ttnat purpos.: \\ Tthin Znrn.! No 4 Th1.> tn_.lnde."S lhc tnforcemNtl prrtOillUUlC~. Of p.1p11e01 of 
uny CIU~tttllditt~ t)c_\nth, intluthng tc\'CIIUi: bond$. m othl:f C()nlfal;t't jlnd ()~liJ:,ali(!ll't Qrlt'le lOM 
No . .a J.5.WoCiatcd whh potl:lbte \\ .:ucr t.ervkc. 

2.z.: t\nnrxauon of lone No 9 I cmtory, ·rhc Otslric:t Wtll4nnex lhc lCtTitory 
Witfun Lotte No.4 fur J>U.IJI'UII~ nrsHwtM.I.iltij f)l;liblc Wlll~r 'co icc Ml)'. th~ •~~;cncH:.l lh.tl 
pro"!id..: 04her servi~e:s tu lunc No.4 (for aamph:, w~ft"watt.:r dlSfXlStl. fire PfOll'i:dun ~ud roa.d "-ti~illliillllllil~ 
maLtl,,.,,oe) "lllconlhl"" 10 <lo "'· ond Nel-D <It~ II IIlli b< r<spoo.•iblc: (Of thU>C ulh'~ >m'ke>. 
At1) nev. ln~<bt<do....., or liability ln.urn:d '* the Obtrkt .. lht •ue.~..o. ag<ncy will b< the 
obli&i'lion solely.,( the ter<ill\r)' 10 b< rut"""'-.! 

2,2~3 &1j!bliahmcnl oCNrn DQtricl Zon'i, ln aqordGtt with appli~ble haw, 
lb~ Dlstrsc.t•"OY tsaabllth: Ot\C 1•f m<:•rt llt"' lOtu:$111 ~'oom~ 1tle aru1~ed 1mit(.tr} ''\lhin 
7..oneNn 4. 

2 .2.4 Trnn>6ir oCW3U.1 SV$Jcm, fot<C.Iilfo ro tl'lc Zone. No. 4 WaiCr S~tl'.m. 
wluch coosisa.s ufti"M: rw:Uilir.f ~dhc."d tn El.hibtt .. 8" MliiU\)' "d.dhi\J'IIJ tthU ~re t1UJde thereto 
rrom lim< lO lim• (' W•ll<r S}>llt<m''). will to< ltiOJ(<m~ 10 lh< Oi ... rkt '" Jho liii:CC!Il<OrJ~<ncy 
(orthc-pt;fi)O)I.* or pn:t\ tdinttf)oWbJc: wotcrttr.-ict fullo,.,lu~ lht ..:frc.-cli\td:ttc oft.h( lll'lltc:wflutl 
urn •• A~CJ1ty'sZi>nc 1'10 q ""'"~k "<al.-r "'"'icc. 

2.2..~ Complclicm 110d fwmfq gfMajp!mwe C'mtsr. NotwithstMKfut.g Artidc 
2.2 4 """' .. '"" i\i"""Y Will b.: "''11vl1<1bl< It•• COn\ j)l•tlng <OJ!>ltulltiQA o(lho Malntea~..,. 
C..!<r. rhe \f~l•l<nM<c Ctnl<t will be consldertd ~rt or the \Voter Sy.tenl 011d .viii b< 
n~Uu;ftm.'d th ttle Oimkt aj 1M '"~w •1''"-n¢)' a;. U'IC'tll u.t it h144 ~" ·~tq'1t\t <h ~('tnlpldt' l') 
the A~cn<y. 

2 2.6 Cgmpls:tiqt\ Mod Tn!nsfcr ofOooolng fpd!itjps Ayrgsnu;ms. 
Notwllb.Utndieu:.Articte 2.2.4 J.lbuvc, tJ\c Aacncy v. 'ill be ~ponMblc IC.r cnfhft:in£., mMa$.11\J. 
emd Wntfll'-"liOtl uf Clii.Utm~ fadllitn Agtt.emc11lt w1lh t.ft..,dupcu m lune No, 4 few cM:stnlt'rton 
o(""" Willer r,.,;lltles. 1>nles> oll"'"'''"' ~Br«.'<l by 1hc r.niu Qn.,., IM"" t•cilitk\ hov~tbo<n 
«>mpleic~ tnd n<«plcJ b) lhc 1\~ene)'. VI<>• r..,lllllrs "ill l"< con»d<-rtd p;ll1 of the Wotu 
S:ystpm :md will be li'D.MfL"rn=d H' du: OIQ.tttl ll'i tM t,IJ.:.c~~ ag.en<;y. 1 he. "¥-~ncy tli:-h:.C,. tO 
~oe\1\i:r ~nd f'Ot\\1111 14 1th thil Oi~tritt ..tunng tht tinle pc!liod 'htk (M}IUiio Arc hdntoompld:rd 

l .• t1 C'uutjnuattuu ,,rst.,.vtr.:s:. Uutil the Efr .. ,;lin Oat\', 1ha UiSLtJd wiU 
c:ont\11'" tt' be rc..'(pons.lble for c.h~ memtma.,~c md operation of the. \\'atn ~~tcm. ~ p:uvid.CI.I 
fuf hl tM EJCi.,ling CtlrUr...Ct. 0fl t!tc:: J\.fr"n:ti\'c: Da.Jt. the 1~isllrtj Conlrtt.:,l will bt: deem~ 
t<rmimoted,1IJIY other ~ice of" hit~;. ~m:b) w~ovcd by !he A~<IIVY ond the Oi.<trict; pfOVld<d 
duu 1hc \ndtmnlty obligations or ~.:w::h pany und.ecr tkt- Exl.stin.s ContMC.c -sh•ll not bt terrniMted 
As ufthe Efr«tivc Datt.il$ tbt .succ.:swr NW,t:'Ut)'• lhe Oi$trict v.·ilt be re$pomlbt"' in at.'t'Urd:tnte 
with it\ POW'\2'$ under the CSO law~ (Vf tht•trutmcna.n~:.e 11nd cmeratKm ._,nhc: WtJCcJ Syatcm. A!ld 
conopli•nce of111< Wno<r S)'Oiem whh Ol'Pikable stnndnrdLin<ludln~ bot""' llmiled tn 111< 
~pplh:abk CaUfbmia 0cp."U1.m\int ofllc::alth J'ubUc Drinking W~:~t<r S)~tQ-m MllHdilrds, AnJ (Of 

rrc)vidlll,g I"UI~I)h: WiUef' ((,) lh.c Jnn(IS ami inhtthiUIRIS lncartd wilhin Z"ne No, •• 

u ... ~M~~~i• • 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

New Fire Related Information For the Record; Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident. July 4, 2016 

DATE. 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

September 3, 2014 

Chairman Weygandt, Commissfoners Allen , Holmes, Kirby, Rudd, Tre~bess. 
Ucovich. Allemate Commlssfoners Duran, G~:ehan. 

Kris Berry, AICP, Executive Office~ ' ?/ 
Martis Valley West Parcel Project 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Receive presentation for (he Martis Valley West Parcel PrOjet:t IJy Bla((e R1va of East West 
Partners. 

SUMMARY; 

The Martis Valley West Parcel Project a proposed developmt~nt In Martis Valley consists of 
two areas, the West Parcel is comprised of 1,192 acres adjacent to Northstar Resort and the 
East Parcel , a total of 6376 acres. Through the use of tran$fer of development ngllts, 760 of 
potential 1,360 residential units and 6.6 acres of the commercial area would be moved lrom 
the east parcel to the west parcel. and remaining deVelopment rights would be retired. No 
development woUld occur on tne East Parcel and the entire 6,376 acres VIOllld become 
permaoe~t open space. Conservation of the East Parcel will serve to oonnect over 50,000 
acres of contiguous open space reaching irom Martis Valley through ttle MI. Rose Wilderness 
Area. 

The West Parcel development area for the 760 residential units and the 6.6 acres of 
commercial mea is approximately 775 acres. This area would have tts own entrance loc:;:,tA<:! 
off or State Ro1•te Z67 and V/ould include over 14 miles of public rrails. This parcel will 
require annexation Into the Northstar Community Service D)strict for provision of services. 

A ptesentatlon witt be n1ade to the Commission by !:!lake Riva of East West Partners. 
Aoolication matllMis have not been submiHed lo lAFCO at this lirne. 

PLACER COUNTY' 

Ootob<lr 8, 2014 
Item No18 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
110 .~~et. ...,..m OliiiOmilf osaoJ llaO·J169.40117 

EmBII ttlpp£Ql:2pqqMf 

DATE. 

TO 

FROM. 

'SUBJECT. 

~ 

STAFF REPORT 

O<:(ol)ef 1, 201~ 

O~•lrman Weygandl Ccmn<ssionma Allen, Holmes, Kirby, l'luoa, Trollllen, 
UCU'iloh. Altemato Cacritnlaai<>""'" Ouran~Gray. Nodar, Sl han. 

Kus Booy, AtCP, E)(acottve Ofl~' 
Fino I M~nleq)ol Setvice Revlew lor Nonh•l "'"'""l!y SeMce Ol•lnetand 
PCWA, Zone 4 . 

~~~t::~~~~.ze;z~~~""'dmne Flnat Mutlldpol Se•vioo Rovltwi (MSR) rO( 

A prevlou. MSR for the T aiiQe!M~~ Valley area, lnotu<!lt~g Nc•th.,ar CSO and PCWA Zone 
4 was •PP•OIIed bV the Commluton In 2004. Tnls MSR Update wa4 pf$pared to lnsum 
cumonc lniOill>~IIQn for analylit Aill>ough, an lliOOndment to the Sphere ol lnlive- Is 1\01 
P~ al thi~ """'' ft is •111ic;ip9tad tii9J N011hotar CSO and PCWA wifl •Oon S\llml~ an 
apj>llol!tjo<l to WOO to &!lOW z.,. 4 Ia be annexed Into tile Nonh•ur Ct:>O. 

The C<Jmmlulllrl held a plblie mee!Jng"" 11\e oren MSR Update on A<Jgust 28, 2014. Tho 
C01mnisoion and tho p<Jbllc we•e ~ed "'provtcle comMO<lts rorolllff Ia rev1ew and 
poutb!y in<:orpocate Into the flnal dOctlment Seven teltero p1ovkltng "'"'""""'"on the Dr.>n 
MSR Updalr were rooeiVf>ll dU1ing ",. publlo oomf!Mtnl patiod horn August 8, :1014 to 
Septemll<!r t9. 2014- TllMG oom<J'IIInl lettert. ••e shown in Oht>PI•r S of the MSR along With •e.•po_. to~ comment•. Staff bellevesll1at tile Final Muni<>pal SeMCO$ Review 
&d41'tUN theae eomllle<U. 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident. July 4,2016 
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i!"'\!.!) ( (' 

~flt!Oe-TFJJC~!;/'14!TA.~~ 

o"""'~""""' _PI ___ ""''" 
o~i'..olmlln'iy9er~Dimlct 
-tfOibli)M:er~ 

- AU.'W ~Pitlg<.Cotlcy VGW J !Eq"d. 

Cill--~""''"" 
CJru...C'<fOibleL<lHy""'ct 

c:JSIM'a!.&l?sCl:U\ry\-"QIE:r~ 

c Ooon!JS\.m'IY! P\b« Lltl<t)'Dislri:i 

D ~taro?F\IC«~ley Ostt;ct 

L::) Plii(F" ta.Jl)l W3lf!f.Jq:retj Zme 4 

D """'"""""'="' [S)N.~fl"eP:'ttealot!;:)lstrdj 

::-:::;141m!:ftmt ~~~lslrtt 
-::= ~l'ai'O!,'\)'pM'DISllltt 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Anal Environmental Impact Report 

l\lew Fire Related Information For the R·ecord: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista fesident. July 4, 2016 

Page 24 of 164 of Final MSR 

3 L:< StmJJllilr\· Dt>!il'MJ!tl<ltlotf En! ling S<&'l'ices 

The Narth:>iax CSDpro,>ides. water, wastewater, solid waste (including t·ecycli.ngJ, 
fueJemergeney (intludillg forest fucls management), a:nd roa<h<rily sen~ces (including roo'" 
ranovai, road maintenil!Jce, trails. am!stre.!t !iVtfurg)wifuin ilsseryio;. ilra. &l.a.E\,aure3.1 
i:or District boundary and SOL 

'I'M CSD priin.arily ""l'"s tho Northsla.r Coli.f0t1ll.a rosort (fot-m.rly l:no"11 a> Northst.u-at
Tahoe}. This resort community was first developed in IJ.le e.u:Tyt97os as • winter recreation 

• resort and hassinct gro"n and expanded to pro~de year-round recrea.tiooal acti,>ities, 
private home.s.andoondomini=, and commercial development. Noctbst.ax California 
resort's recreationai opportunities include skiing, snowboa.Jrljug, hiling, biking. an tB-hoJe 
golf course and recreational trails that coonect to the regional trail system. Northslar 
Village is the comruercial.center and includes retail areas. cam.mercial uses, parking and 
circulation, pedemian areas, re.:.-taurants, residential uses, open space. and ~rea.tion areas. 
The Nollli.<tar Community Services Oistrict (NCSO) was formed in 1990 to provide public 
se.n~ces to th.e re;ort community. 

3 ,2 Oistt·ict CharacteJis1ics 

3 ~. l Loratiou :111d Si* 
The Northstar Community Servi<'€S District (NCSD) se.rvesthe.resott corumunityoi 
Northstar, which is located south ofHighwav 267. NCSD cove!S approJcimatelv t,goo aeres 
and CUJTeotly serves a population that fluctuates between <36 pmnanelltresidents and a 
·weekendjseasonal population of t2,ooo during p~ak recreation periods ()'lace.r County, 
zou). The Oistri"etsexvices reside.nces, a commercial area,,gplfoourse.ands.lci slopes. 

The 2003 Update to the Martis Valley C~ll1ttlllllity Plan a.fVCP) wasinrarporated into the 
Placer Countv Ge.neral Plan arui established the land tt5e5 for the area "~thin the Northstar 
CS(), as well as SUO'ounding areas. A zoos legal agreem~nt bet~;;en Northstar Resort and 
con.sel'vation groUJ;S further defines developable areas aod habitat COD>"o?IVabon area;, On 
.rune9. 20141'lat'?r County released theNollli.<tar Mountain Master Plar. final 
£miromnental Inpact Report (Fmal EIR) (Pial'er C~unty. 201.3). 

3 . ~..::. Form.it!On and Boun.duy 
On November 5, 1990, LAFCO adopted Re.solution No. 8-90 thereby approving the 
formation of the Northstar CSO to provide sen~ces to theNortl:star N>sort commmii11•. The 
J)istrict is governed by a five-member board with day-to-day operations managed by a 
(;(meral Manage.r Prior to its formation. the area was se.tVed br Placer County. 

Tho Nortlis.tar FiN l)opa~nl "'" form.d.in v;rr- under 4 Plooer County Community 
Sen~ res Area ( CSAl governed by the Pl.aoor County Board of Supetvisors. It was absorbed 
into the CSP in :t990. as~ Division.. 

F!M'l ~1Sltfoc .Noriltsrp_r CSD and OCW:-t 
Ck:rObu "ru~ 
P<tgt L9 

The N.orthstar Master Plan doe.s not include the Martis valley West Parcel Specific Plan . 
The Martis Valley Community Plan (update 2003) identifies the East Parcel for 
development not the West parcel as proposed in MVINPSP. 
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c:J District Boundary 

··-·-· i..-.J Sphere of Influence 

-- County Boundary 

Figure3 - 'l NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident. July 4, 2016 

Page 26 of 164 Final MSR 
Provtston tor water service only 

BOUNDARY HISTORY 
The Northstar CSJ) was formed and assumed water, wastewater collection, ;u:td fire 
protection services from Placer County in t~o. Since that time, there have been three 
annexations: Ll acres in 2000, 1>.0 acres in 2010 and 1.b acres in 2012. Current Oistrici 
boundaries encompass approximately t,fl4o acres. 

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 
The District's sphere of influence {SOl) em~ an area much lArger than its boundaries, 
extending up to the Nevada C-{)unty line to the northeast of current boundaries (Figure 3.1). 
The current SOl contains 15,872 acres and includes substantial ti.mber and forestry zoned 
n1ountaln areas to the west and south of the Northstar reson. These areas are part of the 
Northstar ski area, but are not otherwise ~pulated. See ~Projected Grov.th and 
Development» disc.ussion below for more information regarding potential for devclopment 
within the SOl. 

In 2000. LAfCO initiated an SO! update for Northstar CSD and Truckee Sanitaty District 
(TSO). However. due to unresolved questions of sewer setvices between tM tWO Districts, 
the update was put on hold indefinitely. Those differences have since been worked through 
<Uld an agreement put in place to address conflicts. 

For the provision of water senl\ces only, the District has indic.J.ted that they do not feel the 
cwrent SO! is adequate for future water sen ice needs and has requested assistance from 
LAFCO to resolve the issue. The SOl ctmld potentially be modified to include areas of 
proposed new growth and to e.'tclude those areas where growth will never oocur, provided 
certain conditions ~met and the Commission a:pprov~. All expansion of the District's. 
service area into the SOllw been proposed by various developers and entities to inclurl.e a 
number of surrounding developments. See "'Areas of Interest" and ·'Projected Growth and 
Population'' sections below for additional detail. 

EXTRA-TERRITORLU SERVICES 
The District does not provide any e.>:tra-territorial seJVices \\i th the exception of PCWA's 
ZA:lne4 The NCSD CUITelltlyopet:ates PCWA'sZone 4 water system under contract, an area 
which is located outside of the District's cun-em SO!. Discussions are tal:iug place as to the 
possible annexation of Zone 4 into the NCSI) (see •Areas of Interest" below for additional 
detail). 

AREAS Of INTEREST 
Placer C01mty Water Agency's (PC\\' A) Zone 4 is operated under c.ontract by NCSD and is 
isolated ti'Om the rest of the PC\ VA system by geography. watershed, and climate. PC\ VA's 
Zone 4 boundary is coterminous ?.'itb NCSD's boundary to thew~ and is coterminous 
with NCSD's SOl on two sides (figure 2-1). 

Zone 4 was established in the late 1990s by PCI 'JAto provide water 00"1/ices to Placer 
County deYelopments in Martis Val1ey, southeast of Truckee, and is located west of 
Northstar CSO. The sole source of water fur Zone 4 is groundwater from the Martis Valley 
groundwate'J' basin. Zone 4 is loeated oulsideafboth theNCSO's service area and SOl. 

Flrull ~S..~/ort.'<!I'!Mtor aD ancil'Ot'.l 
Daobo!>0-4 
l'ag~n 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident. July 4, 2016 

Page 58 of 164 
The annexa!ion of Sphere of Influence f!te services ltdS not been approved. 

FIRE ANO DlERGENCY SERVICES 
a) Currently, infrastructure and (<tcilities being used by the Northstar Community Services 

District are considered sufficient to allow for efficient provision of services both in the 
present and the anticipated buildout of Northstar. However, potential annexations of 
pending developments will require a reassessment of 6re and emergency seiVire provision 
to ensure the l)istrict maintains its current high level of service. 

b) Northstar Commwtit)• Sen~ce OJStrict has historicaily met or e.xoeeded all applicable PF74-S 
industry standards related to the provision of fire and emergency services, as reflected by cont. 

the current (2013} ISO ratin_g o£ 3, the best amon_g fire districts in eastern Placer County. 
c) Although the District maintains mutual aid agreements and contingency plans \\ith 

neighboring districts, the I)istrict should develop an emergency operations plan. 

ROADS AND TRAILS 
a) Northstar CSD's road maintenance. section appears to be adequately organized. 

Infrastructure for roa<hny ser>ices coruists of maintenance equipment and related storage 
facilities. Roadways are owned by and the responsibility of Placer County. The Oistrict 
belie\'es that the Clll"rellt level funding provided by Placer County for road maintenance is 
not sufficient to sustain the required leYel of ~ce and maintenance 

b) As the area gro¥.-s. it will be important for the County and the CSO to work together to 
ensure that funding is available to accommodate maintenance of roads given increased wear 
and tear on roads and any increase in road mileage. 

Final MSR/or ~onlmor CS'Dand P(WA 
oaobn-:zo~ 
Pagess 
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Comments ant he Martis Valley lA! est Parcel Specific Plan Final E.wironmental lrnpact Report. 
New Fire Related Information Fort he Record: El lie Wal ler; Tahoe Vista resident. July 4, 2016 

CH.AJ'"IER s.o COlVIlviE.WS. RECEIVED & RESPONS.ES 

Ibis Chapter includes the commen.ts that membe.rs of the public offered on the Draft MSR. TI1e 
consulting team and, L'>FCO staff have provided respoJJSes to the comment> and have made minor 
refinements to the text of the MSR ~s apprppriate to address those comments.. 

5. 1 Overvie"' of Comments Received o u Draft J\1SR 

Placer IAFCO prepared and circulated a publicTeview Oraft MSRfor Northstar CSD andPCI.IlA 
Zone 4loeated 11~thin the unincorporated and eastern portion of Placer Count\•. The Cart~ 
Knox-Hertzberg Local Govamnent RP..organization Act of 2000 {CKH Act) requires a minimum 21-

day public re.~ew ~riod for draft MSR's. TheUFCO Commission formally opened the public. 
comment pe.riod ott the DraftMsR during their August 13, 20"\, public hearing. The Oraft MSR 
was posted on Placer IAFCO's website on August 27, 2014 A formal notice. of availability for the 
Draft MSR was distributed on August 27, 2014. The public comment period formally closed on 
September 19, 2014; althr.ugh comments were accepted until Septenilier 26, 2014. Additionally. 
••.Wrrn,;l romrrgptz ·w-'"tP a•·o:Qte;lbe.t:wmt S:tct)'f'l'b"t .. ..., r,, t .tJrf.:;;~ :m 1'hi.s aoeso1ted in an 
overall publie comment period on the I )raft JVISR of six weeks. The fu owing comments were 
submitted on the !)raft MSR: 

T bl a e c;,,; Lis fCo to mments Rec . ed D - MSR etv on !'aft 
Comment .~gency[Gronp that 
Letter Subnritted Conrmeuts 
NUlllbe.t· 

A Northstar Resort 
fl North Tahoe Fire Protection 

District 
c Placer C oontv E.Ecutive Office 
D Stoel Rives LLP 
£ Tahoe Truckee Sanitation 

Agency 
f Truc.kee Donner PUO 
G Truc.kee Sanitarv District 

li ,,.1lr=-Io,p•let S"' ur.illllll 
• t~ ,. 

! ~~l!ll:l.lutr..:. lle!.~t!! 

-1. f,l(h1.h -~ ;;ubJ; ir 
ilGI ... .,n 

Fincl ;ts_T<for 4..,-orrhsrcv CSDan:i"A:l\?l 
Ocrcibtr .:-ru--4 
Pa'geSt 
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AuOtor 
(signattwe) 

Andrew Strain 
Michael Schwartz 

David Boesdt 
Gre2 Gatto 
Marica Beals 

Kathleen N~os 
Blake Tresan 

''a~:u Q.o,J]~ 

.1ttU:....:t Hill 

r~uJ. xu. ..... :: 

Date of 
Comment 
Letter 

Seot2b 
Sept25 

SeptlS 
SeottS 
Sept 26 

Sept;; 
Seot2cc 

C!::!c·b::"" 3. 
SQ.h 

Ottoba_i, 
!!OJ=t 

~~--~ 
~j).,.-!1 
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New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe \~sta resident. July 4, 2016 

NORTH TAHOE FIRE PROTECnON DISTRICT 

P.O. Box 5879 
222 Fairway Orilte 
Tahoe City, CA 96i4S 
530.$83.6!113 
fa.x 530.583.6 9 09 

Se!l~=lx~ 25. 2014 

Kris Berry, Excc.IJtiv. Oitc.:t(lr 

Letter# ''B" 

Pl~cet local Agency Fom~>lfon Cummissiou 
I t 0 M.aple Street 
.'\uburo CA 95603 

MichaelS. Schwllrtr, Fire Chief 

RE. Ornll MW1ioip.U Service Review lor Nortllslilr Communi1y S•rvk" District nod PCWA Zone 4 

B- t"le-dSc accept ~"' Jae comments, as Ollr notice was mis.s..addre>s<>l and p<>stumked ou tho dale the 
commentJS were dUe (sC:oo artacbed). 

North Tahoe fire Proteeriot\ DistricJ has no coUlJ)lenl$ requiring d 1aup,cs ro th~ Dta.n Muoic.ipaJ Sc.>rvicer. 
Revie<v !or Norrh.~'"' Col'l1/ll\JJlit) Servie• District and PCWA Z<>re 4. Howevet. "< would reqU<lSt 

&-
2 

"laritication or comrr.ents, as approptioto, attached to the tf'~ew that ac'knuwledgc cenaill Service•. or ·t!Je 
potential for future impact lo srrvices, cutre:>.~ly pmvid<d by Nor(h J uhoe Firo Prorcction District. 

N<1rth T oboe f'i"' l'mt~tion Di•nict ba< the exclusive rigj1t m servo spccitic areas of operati"n wltllin 
l'b\C<'r Co\lnty"" lhe sole ~-1-1 cmeJ:geucy llmbulance pt'tl\1dcr. llw Ex<lu.,iye Operating Ate• tEOA) 

B-3 incl\lctes the"""' nlotll CaUfol'IJ.iD State Roc1e 2~7 cxtwdillg North fro;n 1be ir(le.rscction at State Route 28 
on Ki.ngs Be.1cl1 to tho inters.:otton at NOJtbstar Dfi~e in Truckee. 

lnolnded 1u S<c.\ion 3.2.2 i; a discussion r<£arding lhe SIRIUS of the jlr(lposcd Martis Valley \Vest )'aroel 
Spocilic Plan. Due to Ute· clo>< proximil)l o! the ~~~ to ""' Dis~rict md within o·ur Am~n)IUlcc servic.>s 

B-4- Exolu~ive Operat.i.n~ Area I BOA). the Nolfh T"nhoe J+'il'e Protedion JJ)stri·ctt: ia eonccmc:d abotu fuwrc
s..,rvico demand~ 011 b<•lh ourambt•l•nco Md fiN ~rvf=. 

J nppn:oiale the opponunity II) pruvide COflHD<!lll on this l>r.~l\ MWJicipa Service Reviow. Should )'OU have 
any guc:stionS' or ..:ooctms please ~11n\tK:t me. 

Page11 of24 

PF74·5 
cont. 

654



 

Comments on tile Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
New fire Related lnfonnation For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident July 4, 2'016 

R<!Soonst>to comment# B. North Tahoo f iro?' ProW!tioo District. Mi~bael.SChwam. ~ot. "5· :!OlA 

B-i : Plett~ accept our apologies that the noti~ of public hearing for this MSR ~vas some1Dw 
delayed in rea£hing )Uti. Your leiar is included 111 ibis Rna! MSRand your coiUDl¢nt5 have been 
considered herein. 

B-:>.: CQmm€1l\ noted. 

B-3; Thank you ior calling this to ouratteotion. It is acknowledged dtat con>is!Mt with PlaCP.r 
CountVs Ambulance and Meliical TraJJ.>portation Ordinan~e, thel~orth Tahoe Fll'e Protection 
District has the exclusive right to se.rve as the sole 9-1-1 emergencnmbulance pro1~der 11ithin 
spedficareas of operation. LAFCO's consultants areCUil'ently in the process of prepari!lg a~R 
for North Tahoe Ftre ancLthls forthcoming MSR will indude this information. 

B-4: Section 3.2.2does provide a brief dL<cussion ofth.e proposeil M.arili V~West Parcel 
Specific. Plan as it ~Mes to the provision of services by the Northstar CSD.. When the 
forthcoming MSRon the North Tahoe Fire Protection District is pcepared; it will include a brief ' 
discussion on the Distri€t's ability ID acconunodateg19wth within its boandanes, inclu~areas 
within its areas of operation for ambulan~ ser1~ee. TheMSR will be focused on the. distriqt 
Discussion of potential environmental or other impacts related to :he Specific Plan are better 
addressedthroagb a CEQA document and the Districl is invited to contact the PlacerCountv 
OmlJJJunity Development Resourres Agency at · 
l1tn.. , ~a t: ~~ ·• ..._,... ~; .... -ua_tL~ -~i + -P ~r 

Final J.tSRjor Sorihstar \.:sDarui ~· 
Oerc'ba- .:au. 
P.Jgr SS 

The FEIR fails to provide adequate information that will-serve can or will be met through 
annexation into the SOl ofthe Northstar .Community Service District and must be denied 
as proposed. 
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Commen ts on the Mattis Valley West Parte I SpeCif ic PI an F=i nal Envirt>nm ental Impact Report 
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l!OASD OF- D~~EC'TOJW 

AQDell w. NMtfu nos 
... errv~ 
811•'-.~I.JI'!Wfl" 

91.AK£ n. TRfSAff, P 1£, 
~ra.l V.a.tHtg!ll 

t:!l\1~ E~!Ot=el 

fi •ll! 5\ho 

1/111'•"" mhrl~t~nrn 

Placer County b.AFCo 

11:':!0-l _.4 ·•~11; Lh • Trudiou. t.ai!IO>m•n Q€!1(11 3a1.;_ 
b:'lf:'J)\11,111' 1:1QI 5'c!7~1!fH • £.i=o.J • ' 'li iJ :;-at l ,t•IU 

September 25. 2014 

~riS Berry, E:xecutrve O!ncer 
110 M~P,Ie Strest 

Letter# "G" 

Aub~rn. CA 95603 

SUbject: Comments on Ora" Muml;lpal Service ~eV\ew ror Northstar CSD and PCWA Zone 4 
dated :August 8, 2014 

The TrucKee Sanrtary Oistnct (TSD) appreciates the opportunit)tto review tile abova-referenced 
Clbcument. Preliminary comments are lndrcate~ beloW. Any atlditional comments 'Mil be 
oro'Vided I~ writing at a later date or at theOG\o!le( 8 public heanng. 

Table 1 11 
t-~ • TSD P!OVIdes wastewater ~rlllces In easterrr Placer County and should be shown on 

the Table 

Figure 2.1 
G- "' • Change TSO name lo Truckee Sanitary District, not Truckee Sanrtahon Dlstnct. 

- • ShOVIT· TSA'sservtcearea? 

Page 22 paragtaph 2 
G- 3 • Change TSO name Ia Truckee Sanitary District, not True~<ee Sanitation Dostnr.l. 

Paoe 22 caraqraph ~ 
• Although the Marti.o Valley We&! Parcel Project cleve~oper hu proposed sf!NJer 

serV\oe to be provided by NCSD, NCSO cannot currently provide S<ffler rorvice to 
this area because tnls ate.a is not Included In the e)(isting servioe agreement bralWeen 
TSD and NCSD. It should be poled that the current ilervlce agreement is a thr.,.,._ 
party agreement among TSO. NCSO. and tile Trimont l..and Compar\Y and !hat the 
T rimoniland Company is not part of \he proposed Mi!rtls Valley We$1 Parcel 
Project 

P<lge 40 Paragraph 1 
• Tile 2005 agreement amcn;o TSD. NCSO, and TJimonf !land Company limited I'ICSO.(o 

G-= U\e provision or ~-ewer ~Ice to its then current servi~ area bc~ndary plus lour 

~I 
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Comments on the Mattis Valley W est Parte I SpeCific PI an F=i nal EnvirMm ental Impact Report 

New Fire Related lnf\i)rmation For the Record: Ell i.e w aller, Tahoe Vista resident July4, 2016 

Speoificafiy defined localoonS O\Jtslde Of lhe boundary P.ar the agreement, eltlenSIOII Of 
sewer sel'\ltce to these four .areas oulsl!le o' NCSO's ser.oce boundary requorer1 approval 
by TSD. Two of ttoese locations have since been approved IJy TSD, 911!16Xed by .NCSD, 
and are receiving -sewer service. 
Change the reference here. and elseWhere in the MSR. l'rom 'lral\smtssfon lines' to 
'collec;tlon pipelines'. 

Table 3-11 
• The !lows indicated in Table J -11 appear ID be Inaccurate TSD conveys app<oXtmatef)t 

G- ; 2.0 rriillloo gallons of waslewaler per day to T-TSA on 11111! Martls Valley outfall alona, the 
average dany flow Is closer lo 300,000 gpd. 

G-:; • "Flows· are shown In the table. not "demal\ds". 

Page 40. Last l one 
• cnar1,ge !he last sentence to stalrf""NCSO's abol!ty to aco:ommodatasewernows ta 

-:-~ linked to !he T$D's colled•on system capacity In thai NCSO contracts witt\ TSD lor 
colledloti of NCSD's sewer flows to the T -TSA fao;llrty," 

Page 40 Footnote 1 
-2-Hl.. Change TSD name to Truckee SaMary Dtslficl, not Twc:l<ee Sanltatiol\ District. 
G- U • ~emove 'shared" frorn lasl sentsnce 

Page 41 , Multiple l ocauons 
3 _u • Ch;::~.f!gs TSD name to Tnrckee Sanllary· O!strld ., not TnJc:ke.e San~ation Oistrtd . 

Paae 41 Paragraoh 1 
• The Agreement betweett TSO and NCSD contaons a varooety of provisions, not an ot 

~-: 
3 

which have been summarized In ltlis paragraph. Please revisds the paragraph to 
accurately stale: 'wllh TSD In 1992 (Agreement for Se"•lc.es with Truckee Sanitary 
Dlstr1c~ 1992) U•al provided for oonection of NCSD wasl.,water flow tQ lha T ·TSA fao1oty 
throogh TSD-owned facll)Ues on the terms and cond~ior~s set forth In that Agreement. 
There are no pending dlsa.!Jreements between ihe a,!Jent~ea a t \his ~me .and the 
an:oendm.enl seems to be working as Intended • 

Page 41 Paragrapb 4 
3-H • Change $e\>1er "dtstribt.ftlon• system to sewer· coilectoon· svslem. 

Page 42. Paraaraph 3 
• Ttle f11~t two sentences m th10 Pa"Wraph refer to service' boundaries. "Phere3•of 

G· 1.5 lnfluence, and areas of ooncern. It rs unclea/ exactly what area Is being referenced A 
map would be helpful to clarity which areas are being referenced. 

• The T-TSA is a Placer LAFCo agency 
c- !.€ • The last ~entence refers to NCSO -and l'SU applyf"9 tor annexation or ~h.e same territory 
C-l? east of Northstar. Pl<t~se indicate exactly What proP,6r1y is being .referred io ana Wl'lef1 

'\IIese apPlications for annexation ocoumed, 

Pagl' 42 Paraoraph 4 
• TSD did not oppose Ule apnexmlon l\self. Aooordlna to 'rso fi leS. TSD questl()nect. 

NCSD's delermlnatton Ina! the annexation of NCSD territory toT· TSA was exempt from 
3 --B CE.OA 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Sp-ecific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller_, Tahoe Vista resident. July 4, 2016 

• Thl!; parag raph appears to !llake tile assertion that. il the lands or NCSD W!Me annexed 
tnto 1 -TSA that NCSD woUld , by defaun, become a memb.er agency ofT· TSA. it ts our 
undl!l$1anding ihat to beoorne a fl\ember age~ey of T·TSA, a d1angeln the Stat& 
leglslalioo under Whld1 T-TSA was rormeo would be required. 

p age 42, Patagraph 5 
• The i005 amendment to the servtcio agreemanllden!lfied l our spectfiecareas where 

NCSD coUld extend service outside or the agreed upon boundary It did nol cr.asle a 
"1- 2{1 t>lanket process for extension of sewer serv>r.e In other ateas. It should be noted that, at 

a mirimum. extension of service by NCSD to the Martis Valley West Parc:el Pro;ed 
would require a new contract for S<ll\llce Wllh TSD 

Page 42 Pataoraph 6 
• TM statemef1tlhat ' li tne application (Of direct annexatton or NCSD's area toT-TSA Is 

aoproved, NCSD would continue to operate ani) maintain lis wastewater cotledtOn 
syste'll' ls. lr\le, However 11 should alSo be noted ltlat conVeyance a! NCSO's 

e-=u wastewater •to T·TSA wo11IO sUit reqYire lhe continued use or the TSD sewer oollection 
sysle'll and a cor\tractllal relationship Wll11 lSO 

fage 42 Patagraph 7 
G-~ ~ • Ttl• second sentence should 11l>tr1. 'Tile&e Jlipellnes.,.-. 

• The r.onnect1on point to 11>e TSD system wo11ld be more accurately desontted> as the 
·3-11 Intersection of Hwy 267 and Truckee Airport Road 

• I~ the aeron.cj sente"ce. recomll]end replacing •. llnothef pipeline ' Witn ' TSO-
G- ;4 owned pipellne ... " 

• The second sentence i$, as referenr.ed abOve a11 oll!!r-slmpltfication of the existing TSD
NCSO-Trimonl agreement Please delete the phrase 'lu whteh NCSO owns all t3par.tty 

:r-ll> rlglrt exceptio.- 350,000 gpcY, for example, this pltrase falls to tecOQnlte the "flrsl-oor~e, 
fu·st-st!rvect" principal In the agreement 

!'age 43 p ataarapb ! 
• TSD !::5 ana l'yzlng lho hydraUhc capacity of Its. collet.t1on system and I~ In commUntCation 

1; - 1~ Wllh NCSD regarding liS sewer nows. As it currently stands, the two diStr)cls a re WOJll<ng 
cooperatively and conc.urrently, l)u! not jotnlly 

The Truckee SanitarY, Olstnct appreciates the opportunity to review lhis•dooument 8l'to\tld you 
have any questioos 0.. neea clarification, please don't hesitate to oontad.us 

S incerely 

~~~~~~~ 
General Manager 

The FEIR fails to provide adequate infollllation that will-serve can or will be met through 
annexation into the SOl of the Northstar Community Service District and must be denie 
as proposed. 
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Comments on the lvlartisValley West Parcel Specific Plan R• al Environmental Impact Report 
New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, T:ahoe Vista resident July 4, 2016 

Resoonse. to O:mune111 - G. Truckee Sanitary l>istrict. Blake'Tre5an. Sepr '>S· 2014 

G-t : Please 9ae r.aspoill-e\0 comment =E-a. 

G-2;, Thanl you for this correction. The MSR text has been amended to change references for 
"Truckee Sanitation Distric-t'' to the correct "Truckee Sanitaiy Distri!X'. Additionallv. plea!>a note 
that a map ofT-TSA's service are,; will 'be provided in a forthcoming MSR that will cfesciibe the 
public services provided by T -TSA in more detail. I-TSA is Mt be focus of this current MSR on 
PCWAwd 1\'orth,;iar CSD. 

G-3;. Please see ~ponse. to comment :G-2. 

G--t : This co=nt clarifies that the proposed Manis Valley West Pat'!lel Project· s g.eographle 
territory is not eunently included in the existing service agreement betv;een TSD ;md NCSD. The 
referenced MSR text has been updated to note that Placer Count/ is preparing an Environmental 
Impact Repon (EIR) on th~ proposed project and this EIR will analyz,e how sewer service is to be. 
provided (o the project. 

G-;;: This commer:t clarifies the nalilre of the zoos agreement between the TSD. !rimont, and 
NCS!l The referenoedte1.iin theMSRiias been refined to reflect this comment 

G-6. -Transmission lines" have beencltanged to '·coll~tion pipt]ines" in the MSR. Thank you for 
this correction. · 

G-; ; The flows shown in Table3-u werecalculaterl by Northstar CSO and provided to LAFCO 'iu 
their 201,3 Request fot'lnform~tion ful' this MSR. LI\FCO defersto Northstar csp on the accuracy 
of their calculations. However, we liaveadded ta-rt to the MSR to refled the infunnation provided 
by'I'SO, 

G-8: The table he.;ding has been conl!<?.ted to list ''Flows" and to delete "Demand". Thank ~tlu for. 
ealling this correction to OUI attention. 

G-9:· The ~ntence referenced on page4o of the MSR was refined <IS suggested by th.e eommenter. 

G-10: Please 9@. response to comnte!lt =G.a. 

G-u ! Th~ footnote referenced on page4o of the MSR v.as refined to remove the word •;hared" as 
suggested by the cammell ter. 

G-12: Please see response to comment tG-2. 

G-13: It is .acknowledged that the~ent between TSD and :-.cso contains a \'<lrielyof 
provi>"i:ons and not all of those proviSions have been sutnDlarized in this MSR. Several of the 
wording chiwges Sllggestedby the eollllllell.ter ha,·,d:.een made in. theMSR.i:at. lD the e:ne.nt 
feasible .. 

G-'4: The .MSR te:ct has been refined to c:hange sewer "distribution" system to ~:r. "cc,llection'' 
system in the refe.reneed paragraph as suggested by the commeme.r. 

Fuu;J~::SR.for NmT/:b<-.:r;-t:sD.-a.ud PO+ X 
3et!Jba.!'L')ld' 

Bar;~= 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista re_sident July 4, 2016 

G-16: Thank you far noting thiS correction. The MSR te:\i bas bEen modifiro to note that the. T
TSA is a Placer IAFCo agency. 

G-1- : formation of the l'listri:rt and anv associaterl annexations arediscu..<Sfd in Section 3.2. 2 
formation and BoUD.dat)· of this MSR. · The comment ask form= detail regarding an application 
made ro IAFCO and 1'1hlch was never actEd upon or approved. Based upon om review ofLAFCO's 
files. it appears lh.a1 in July :woo, LAFCO noted that the. sphere of infulencefor the Truckee 
Sanitary District overlapped with the sphere of influence for Northstar CSD. An application to 
annex a portion of this sphere was origmallr submitted to LAFCOin 2001. IAFCO files are 
available to thepublie. J the oommenter wishes more detaited information, they are welcome to 
review these files. 

G-1.8~ Comment noted. A senten~e. bas been added to the MSR 10 dari{y that" At that tiiue, TSD 
q\1estioned NCSD'sdetErnlination that the annexation ofNCSO territory to T-TSAwas e.'!empt 
fromCEQA" 

G-19: Comment noted. T-TSA offered similar romnienL<.. Pleas• see comnien ts and response to 
comments *'E-7 and E-9 lor more details. 

G-:w: Comment noted. A sentenee has been added to the refere!lced paragraph as follows: "TSO 
has noted that an exte!cian of service by NCSD to the Martis Vall~y West Paroel Prqject would 
requil'l! >1 newcantratt for s.ervice from 'rSD (!'SO, 2014)". 

G-:a: A sent en~ bas been added to the referenred par«c,araph as follows: "Use ofTS))'s colleeti:on 
pipeline system by NCSD would continue to require a contractual relationship". 

G-22: This sentence bas heal refined ior purposes oi clarificatiO!l l\;thin 'theMSR te>.t 

G-::3: This sentence bas been refined for purposes of clarification within the J.1SR tett. 

G.::~: This correction bas been made in the MSR texL 

G-::s: The phrase was deleted from the referen~ paragraph. 

G-::6: The referenred ~ntenoe was clarified as suggested by the rommenter, 

rfnalt-fSRj or -:o;ortftstm: CSD J.nd1'C't~A. 
Octob€r~~ 
Pagc~s 

The FEIR fails to provide adequate information that will-serve can or will be met through 
annexation into the SOl ofthe. Northstar Community Service District and must be denied 
as proposed. 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environm entai lm pact Report 

1\lew Fire RelatecllnfiD rmation For the Record: Ellie Waller; Tahoe Vista resident . July 4, 2016 

Pa~B three of MO U is provided to you earlier in this comment letter Gn Pa_£Je 3 of 24 

Append::>: 1 

.MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
liETWEEI\ f'!.ACERCOUNTY WATBRAGEI'CY A':lfDNOl\TiiSTARC0~1MVNrTY 

SP.KVICP.S DIS'l'RIC'l' r.oR THE ANNEXATION POR WA'I'ER SERVICE OF 'l'IIE. 
AGENCY' S ZONE NO. '' 

rio is memornndum of undcrstondi~g-(MOU) is muuc b~ .t11u botwcon lho Pluocr Coum) 
W:llcr Agenc)'(A&em.:y), it Cat1foml~l public ilgeucy cre-ated by fhe 0locer Counly Water Agen~ 
1\01 (CaJifOI111• St.!Uies )957, Chapl.r 1234) and the Northstar Community s.,-vicos Di.>uicr 
(Distriol) a Calilomiolocol government fonncd Md c!~isring p\<O:S.Un11 ro lhe provl!ta!ts of the 
Coo11111ton!ty Scrv)ce& Qlstrkllow .(California Government Code Secrions § 61000. rt .req.) (the 
CSO luw), 

IUK ITALS 

WH 6REA5, pon u..on ro 1hc pruvhooll' of ohc Pin""' County W•r.r A seney Ac~ ~1e 
Agency es!abhshed it• Zone N'o, 4. the boundtrric.. u( Which Ill'< ~t i'orlh in E>.hlbl' "A" ~llloeh<.~l 
hereto and lnc::orpc•rfitcd f'lcrcil\ by n:ftrence. tOr thc.r>ul f•Use of providing ~lllble Water to the 
l:lnds and inhabill1Jlt5 in :U.ne No, 4; Wld 

WHeREAS. because of !he di•tancc or Zone No.4 from the Agency's htadqUt\rtOIS in 
Auburn, Cttliforn1 :~ and 1hc proximil)' uf7.one No. 4 to d'll' OiS.tdcf's boundaries, the Agency 
requested thm t,he. Disll'ictasslst in operaLing -and ro:1intaining lhe Zone No. 4 Wa1er System for 
the Agency; and 

WHEREAS, the A~ency .ncl the Dls1rlct "'" ""'d inti> a conuaar for the operntiwo u11d 
il\alnten•n>e Qf~>< 1\&eJ!Oy's Zo,ne No.4 Wa~cr Sysrom dated O.:tot<r 27,2009 •nrl unoended '"' 
Dcoembcr 16.2010. April ?, !OI L and Dccombor (, 2011 (the ri..~i<llnS CoJitracl)<no.lU 

WHEREAS. the Distrkt has Op\!nded tmd ma.lntai1~tl d1e 7.(\u~ No. 4 Wutcl' SysU:m ·ill 
Uc.\:!OtdB.nCI!l w ('-,h the. term~ -an·d oo ndltiOOS of said COOU'3tt~ o.nd 

WI JEREAS. the Agency nnd the District bCiiow il to b~ in tot• pllbliG's b">l Hll<·rcSt 10 
.)Coc-k tcu• ~·1124\iu• t uf1l•e Ag~U'-Y il11d Oisn iP \ C:• 4)IOW" dte C>lstrl'~ 10 ln:~me Uu: <oe:rv • ~c: 
provider uf pO<ilble \ISler to the l~nJs ~nd inhtllli\llol> '"''"'""it\ Zone No, ~: ••ld 

Wi IE:RE.A5. said roor{!anlzmlon is -sul!i~t 10. the rroyiew. t~nd .-ppru\'ltl otrtlw Pt•\~cr 
County Locsl .t\gmcy Forrnntlon Cottuniss:ion (LAfCO): omd 

WHG.REA5. Ute ni~tMm is willm.g to pur.sue aonC>R~tlon ofthc k\rr11ory lneatcd within 
.Zone No, 4; ard 

WHGREA~, the Agency is \Viii in~ 10 J>Ursue the amoe~W~Iion b)• the fJb1rktlor potubk 
w(ltOt )tr'vl~ tOr (1e: lerrirnr~4ocated with.in.Agenc,y•s ZOI1~ No, 4 and for I he- distribution or aJI 
oft he remain lag tuscts of Zone- No, 4 to the Dl.$trkL 

I•IJ'/?V/ I llil f 

The FEIR fails to provide adequate in'formation that will-serve 'for fire (public health and 
safety) can orvyill be met through annexation into the SO I of the Northstar Community 
Service District as the current MSR only covers potable water service onl ';i 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Fioal Environmental Impact Report 

New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller; Tahoe Vista resident July 4, 2016 

1\I;RRF.MF.NT 
NOW, THEREPORE, ill> ngre<~ •• lllllmv.s: 

A!tTit'U: t 
t,ncal, Agttney IT'onu~tioo Co~nm.issloo Proct>~diDJ!S 

1.1 Annlfl:'lljon for Change• of Organlzalioo. Tho Di~oriol and the A&enoy will wnrk 
togctlutr to prqJtrn: and submilon upr licntion tn rhe WCO rr.Qpu~in_g rhe Dis:trict.ti nnnexadan 
for potable water servl(e or the W!rrilory within the Agency's Zone No. 4, 'The Ag~ncfs Zone. 
No.4 would retllllln in place:!- wl:h onty the pnlul)ie wnter ~rvioc: wirhiu bdng lriUlJtferred lo.thc 
Distri~ ( Appll®lion), 

1. J. l ·1 tlc btsh tc.t and the: Agency "'ill workcoopcruth•cJr lo prcpt1o: rhe 
infomlJluQJl requ[red for the Appllcation, ._,described in Ghvcrnnwnl Code sec1ion 56652 , 

I. l .2 The Distriol ond lh< Agency will Work eo<>pe(l!llveJy to prepare • 
resofu1i011 ofappHc~"lott for rhe proposed chnnges of organimtion. I1S required by GoV4:mmc:r\l 
Code l e<lions 56654 Wid 56700. Tbt LAFCO win act ~• lb< con~ucLing Hulhmily lor the 
rcorgan1znliort pro.ocss. fhe. EffcCiive Date will b• 60-<lay; ~ll"'' t.Af(:(l's •~cord:uion <'f o 
rt•tt l:t'i rfltf~ r\f r.nn1rlPJit•u 

1.1 .3 The Plstr~c• and' the Agency will work wupe1111lvely lo prtpan: ~ PJ~n fl)r 
Providing Servitcs1 ilb l'!quired hy ("rt)vernment Code sec1iuu 56653. 

l.2 Custl'tf ereoa!'lug and Proc~55ill~ MpiiP,11J~nd Rela~ed C01m. Und.r LAFCO 
policleSa the proponent of a change of orpniT.JJtion is- n:sponsible ror the CJ!I54 IJr'1JfO~c:S1hl$lhc::.. 
propo>al, The Agency shall be ocsponsible fnr any such cost.< •nd shall p•>vlde the I.APCO with 
tho Initial dtposil required to prn<=s lh~ proposed changes of oq;~niz.atiou. S.uch cos~• iocluOc 
costs assooiatcd with eovironmcnUIJ review un~er lhe Cnlifcmia Jlnviron•~en~;~J Quality (\c~ if 
any. 

1.2t I The Age~ shall prep:.;.re and ~~cute u.n Asreeme:ut to Pay Fo:s· .1nd 
Co.su/lndt:mnification • .as requi~d under the: LAFCO po!;ait;."t. 

ARTICLE2 
T«nu-and Condition~ of.'\nn6~&tion 

1.1 Fluur-e DeliniJiye 1~erm~ nnd Cond1tiottS. Tbe A_gcocy and tbt District will work 
cooperatlve'ly to idrntifymutually a.gn:cablt '-'t-flOilive ICtm.s and oondnio•s ft't tb~ Distfla('s 
unnc;<ation of1hr:. Zone No.4 hmitory for the purpose oftJlc Districl provl.ilng polDblt<: w{ttt<r 

servk.t to Znnt;- No. 4. 

~.2 Acn.·~,:me-nl :In PtinH piQ. 1"h.! AgE!ncy and Oi~\·ric.t a.gr~e ln erindpltt to tho 
jblt•t\\'hlg )"till') !Jld c.t4'thiltions for the aunc:tCotion tn the District of Zone ~a. 4 potoblc wntcr 
J<efl'lc<!: 

2.2-, I pesjgnatinn of Dlstrll!'.t as Suoo('Ssor for -Potahlc Wiirer Service. The 
f)'{SttiCI ,v,n be de•ig.nnoed as tho succe>sor tu ZOt•• No, q only lor the p•rpUil<-S oliprovidiug , 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental impact Report 
New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident. July 4, 2016 

It should be noted that (3) three of the LAFCO Commissioners are Placer Board of 
Supervisors and can provide additional information on the LAFCO Final PCWA Zone 4 
proposed annexation of the Marts Valley West Parcel Specific Plan and LAFCO 
process. 

LAFCO COMMISSIONERS 

County Mem bers : 

• Jim Holmes, Chairman 
Supervisor, District 3 
Term Expires May, 2018 

• Robert Weygandt 
Supervisor, District 2 
Term Expires May, 2018 

• Jack Duran, Alternate 
Supervisor, District 1 
Term Expires May 20 18 

City / Town Members: 

• Dr. Bill Kirby 
Councilmember, City of Auburn 
Term Expires May, 2018 

• Stanley Nader 
Councilmember, Cit y of Lincoln 
Term Expires May, 2020 

• Vacant , Alternate 
Councilmember, City of Rocklin 
Term Expires May, 2018 

https :/twww. placer .ca.gov /departmentsllafco 

So, if it's not a Northstar Project and the current Northstar 
Community Service District agreement doesn,t cover the real 
estate where the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan is 
proposed (until future approval of Sphere of Influence in the 
PCWA Zone 4) and North Tahoe Fire are not the responsible 
response district, we the North Lake Tahoe and Truckee 
residents are left with no committed Fire protection and 
welfare of the constituents and visitors to Placer County. 

The MVWPSP FEIR cannot be approved without a 
responsible Fire District accepting responsibility through 
proper documentation and process approvals. 
You: The Placer County Planning Commissioners must 
recommend DENIAL of the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific 
Plan as proposed. 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident. July 4, 2016 

A rec:enJ point of reference ror future potential tlrt'! i~>sues. 

http:/Jwww.latimes.comllocalllanow/la-me-ln-drought·dead-trees.-20160622·snap-story.html 

26 million trees have died in the Sierra since October, raising fire risk Dead and 
dying trees dot the lush landscape along the Merced River in March 2015. (Robert 
Gauthier I Los Angeles Times) Matt Stevens and Corina Knoll June 22,2016 

A lethal combination of drought, heat and yoracious bark beetles has killed 26 million 
trees in the Sierra Nevada over the last eight months-- an alarming finding for a state 
already raging with wildfires fUeled by desiccated landscapes. 

The dire estimate offered Wednesday by federal officials brings the Joss of trees since 
2010 to at least 66 million, a number that is expected to increase considerably 
throughout the year, despite an average winter of rain and snow that brought some 
reliefto urban Californians. 

'Tree dies-offs of this magnitude are unprecedented and increase the risk of 
catastrophic wildfires that puts property and lives at risk," Agriculture Secretary Tom 
Vilsack said in a statement. 

U.S. Forest officials say 40 million trees died between 2010 and late 2015. In October, 
Gov. Jerry Brown declared a state of emergency and formed a tree-mortality task force 
to help mobilize additional resources for the safe removal of fallen and dying trees. 

The latest !lUmber was reached after a May survey of six southern Sierra counties: 
Fresno, Kern , Madera, Mariposa, Tuolumne and Tulare 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident. July 4, 2016 
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The Forest Service, which spent more than half its budget last year on fire management, plans to 
conduct additional surveys on tree mortality throughout the summer and fall. 

In his statement, Vilsack called on Congress to address finances allocated for firefighting, 
warning that the agency will otherwise lack the necessary resources to address and restore the 
forests. 

"Forcing the Forest Service to pay for massive wildfire disasters out of its preexisting fixed 
budget instead of from an emergency fund like all other natural disasters means there is not 
enough money left to do the very work that would help restore these high-mortality areas," he 
said. "We must fund wildfire suppression like other natural disasters in the country." 

The rapid escalation of tree deaths should be considered a grave issue, threatening the. collapse of 
an ecosystem that has made California the sixth-largest economy in the world, said Andy Lipkis, 
president and founder of TreePeople, an L.A.-based environmental advocacy nonprofit. 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident. July 4, 2016 

' 'W c lend to think of lrecs as decor:ltjon," Lipkis said. ''Unfortunately. we've forgotten that trees 
aJ·e the actual pillar of our life-supp011 system , critical for our food, water, habitat-- for our air 
and for temperature stability." 

Trees can help cool areas. but as evidenced by lhe record-selling tempcrawrcs this week. in the 
Southland, Lipkis said, '"we're l1eading rapidly in the ather direction." 

for l:ire otlicial$, the dramatic loss of trees has them on edge. 
PF74-7 

" It doesn ' t necessarily mean more (ires, but if a fire g~ts into those areas where there's massive cont. 
tree die-off. it 's going to be much faster and more jntense, ··Cal Fire spokesman Daniel Berlant 
s aid. " It·s going to be much harder for us to stop a frre in these dead forests. as opposed to when 
they were alive. " 

Berlant said that last week. alone his agency responded to more tban 250 fu·es. Crews are 
readyit1g themseTves for the summer and fall months when conditions are drier and the Santa 
Ana winds come into play. 

''A fue with those conditions in those tree mortality regions can be devastating,'' Berlant said. 
" We absolutely see it as a huge public safety risk .. , 

Forest Service scientists believe the remaining trees need at least two years of nonnal or abov~
nomlal rain to full y regain their health. Water-starved trees arc unable to produce tl1cir usual 
pitch or sap, the secretions tl1.al tend to protect them from f·ungi and insects. Bark beetles are 
notoriously fond of frail trees, burrowing destructive patl1s into limbs and trunks to mate and lay 
eggs. 

Although the epicenter of the die-off is the southern Sierra Nevada, the march. of death is rapidly 
moving north to places such as Lake Tahoe and Eldorado National Forest. 

Environmental expetts are not surprised by the latest number of tree deaths. 

Trees that may have looked green and healt11y last fall may have, in fact, been al death 's door, 
said Adrian Das, a forest ecologist with the U.S. Geological Survey. And tree mottality will 
·'Jag," even alter the drought ends. be said. 
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Comments on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
New Fire Related Information For the Record: Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista resident. July 4, 2016 

Das. who works in Sequoia National P<1rk, said dead lrees are g.:nemlly t rees found at lower 
elevations, but that there is much to be leamed in the field. 

"Trees just don't die that often." he said. 

11tere are also new forays to be made into the !ltudy of forest regeneration. 

" If we 're in a wanner climate, arc we going to sec lhc same forest come back in or is it going to 
change the landscape?" Das said. "'l11ese forests have been here a long time. You might not get 
the same thing that you had before. '· 

And then there is the issue of which types of trees should be planted in the areas where trees 
have died. 

" We 're doing a lot of reforestation right now," said Randy Moore, who ove-rsees the Pacific 
Southwest region oflhe U.S. Forest Service, " Do we bring baok pine, or another species? Do we 
want it to come back as chaparral?'' 

In a statement Wednesday. the fi'orest Service said it had committed to spendi:ng $32 mil1ion in 
Califomia to restore trees along roads 1md reoreation sites. 

But limited resources mean it can be bard to strike a balance bel ween planting trees and fighting 
fires. Califomia's forests , Moore said, stlll contain " loto; of material" for future hlazes . 
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PF74 
Ellie Waller 
July 4, 2016 

 

PF74-1 The comment refers to the substance of the letter and requests its consideration. Please see 
responses to comments PF74-2 through PF74-7. 

PF74-2 The comment addresses fire protection and states that the fire responsibility (through 
annexation) is a future approval.  

The MVWPSP is within the NCSD Sphere of Influence, but outside the current service area 
boundary.  Therefore, as stated in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the Draft EIR (page 3-25): 

After the approval of the Specific Plan and before the large lot final map is approved 
for recordation, the project applicant would apply for Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) approval of annexation into the NCSD. NCSD is anticipated to 
provide water, sewer and wastewater treatment, fire and life safety, and some 
recreation services. 

See also Table 3-8, MVWPSP Process and Required Permits and Authorizations, in the Final EIR. 
Table 3-8 lists the procedural steps in preparing the Specific Plan and the EIR, and the potential 
permits and approvals required for project implementation. These steps are listed in 
chronological order; however, the timing of the other project-related approvals by other agencies 
after EIR certification and project approval would be dependent on those permitting processes.  

PF74-3 The comment states that proposed MSR [municipal service review] annexation for fire and 
water services under the SOI for Northstar Service District [sic] and the approval of the 
MVWPSP do not meet the criteria established in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000. The comment suggests that the project should be denied and 
not considered under the SOI of the Northstar Community Services District, and the North 
Tahoe Fire District should not issue a will-serve letter. The comment highlights text in the 
Cortese-Knox Act. LAFCO will make a determination of whether the project is consistent with 
LAFCO annexation policies (which reflect the requirements of the Cortese-Knox Act) when 
considering annexation of the MVWPSP area to the NCSD service area. LAFCO will not 
consider annexation until after the County approves the MVWPSP.  

PF74-4 The comment suggests that the project can be accomplished on the East Parcel and that the 
EIR should be recirculated for comment on Alternative 5. See response to comment IO31-45 
and Master Response 1 in the Final EIR.  

PF74-5 The comment suggests that the EIR fails to provide proof that the proposed MVWPSP could be 
adequately served by providers of many public services. The comment highlights text related to 
the LAFCO procedures and NCSD’s municipal service review. Please see responses to 
comments PF74-2 and PF74-3. The municipal service review is a separate review process 
conducted by NCSD. The limitation on providing only water services refers only to the portion of 
PCWA Zone No. 4, which does not include the project area, not the entire NCSD SOI.  Nothing in 
the 2014 MSR precludes NCSD from providing other services to areas outside of PCWA Zone 
No. 4 with fire and other services, if and when such an area is annexed into the District. 

PF74-6 The comment suggests that the project cannot be approved prior to its acceptance by a 
responsible fire district. See response to comment PF74-2. Annexation into NCSD is included 
in Table 3-7, Required Permits and Authorizations, in the Draft EIR. Table 3-7 lists the 
potential permits and approvals required for project implementation.  

PF74-7 The comment includes text from a newspaper article as a recent point of reference for future 
potential fire issues. The comment is acknowledged.  
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Kathi Heckert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Roh Grassi <ronsallygrasst@mac.com> 
Monday, July 04, 2016 1;46 PM 
Kathi Heckert 
Martis Valley and Squaw Valley proposed projects 

Dear Katbi: Would you please del iver this to the Plarming Commissioners before Thursday? Thank you. Ron 
Grassi 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

Good afternoon. 

T' m Ron Grassi speaking on. my own behalf. I oppose the Martis VaHey (and Squaw Valley) projects. 

I'm retired and have had a home in TC for approx. 35 years 

J 'm told that we had 4.5 million tourists visit Tahoe 7 years ago and l can only guess that number has increased PFlS-l 
drarnatically over the past 7 years largely due to the increased availabi li ty of more homes and esp. more condos. 

J also see numerous artic.les in the Sierra Sun that our Lake claiity, or lack thereof: is primarily due to fine 
sediment finding its way into the Lake--caused by ongoing development, crushed dirt by cars on the highways 
and the ever increasing number of cars crurying more visitors to the Lake each year, and, while doing so, 
em itting tons of car·bo11 monoxide into our air. 

And I presently read that Squaw Valley ru1d Martis Valley. if granted permits by this Board. will add possibly a 
thousand new homes and put over 2000 cars on the already overl y congested roads on the North Shore. 

ComQJon sense tells me that the developers stand to make millions of doUars off these projects but the Lake 
won't be doing so well; it is suffering. And we all know this. 

I' m not a land use planner butT wonder and am asking each of you a question: before we grant a permit for 
Martis Valley (and Squaw Valley) which will, without any doubt, increase our traffic jams and om pollution in 
both the air and the Lake, shouldn't we first be asking one question: Have we defined the Limit of growth, it's 
Carrying Capacity, for the Lake given our understandable environmental concerns? What is supposed to happen 
that will make you finally say ... NO? PF75·2 

Members of t be Board: Do any of you dispute that we have traffic jan1s in several parts oftbc Lake which 
increase the clifficuJty of evacuation in the event of a fire? And which detract from the pleasure of living or 
visiting here? And which make it a nightmare to drive to and through cities like Tahoe Ci ty? When 1 first 
bought my home here we did not have such traffic jams. Now we have a virtual parking lot of cars stuck in 
traffic during 2 months in the summer, and each weekend in the winter. Do any of you dispute we've spent 
billions of dollars in the past 25 years trying to save the Lake's environment while encouraging millions of 
tollrists lo visit? This ongoing permiuing bas to end if we've reached the Lake's environrnentallimits. 
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PF75 
Ron Grassi 
July 4, 2016 

 

PF75-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. The comment cites articles in the Sierra 
Sun related to the clarity of Lake Tahoe. As stated in the staff report for the July 7 hearing, 
after receiving public testimony at the June 9, 2016 hearing, the Planning Commission 
requested additional information from County staff related to the potential effects of the 
proposed project on Lake Tahoe, fire evacuation and fire safety, and traffic operations on 
State Route 267. These issues are addressed in the EIR, the July 7 Planning Commission 
staff report, and the staff report attachments. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 

PF75-2 The comment inquires as to whether carrying capacity for the Lake Tahoe region has been 
defined, and suggests that new approvals should cease if environmental limits have been 
reached. The comment is acknowledged. Impact 5-3 and cumulative impact 5-6 in the Draft 
EIR address the planned growth and development in the region. 
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Placer County Planning Commission 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

~ 
SIERRA 
C LUB ,,,.,_ .. , .. , ..... 

July4,2016 

Subject: Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan (PG PA 20130080), State Clearinghouse No. 
2014032087 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission: 

The Friends of the West Shore (FOWS) and the Tahoe Area Sierra Club CI'ASC) appreciate the 
opportunity to provide additional comments regarding the proposed Martis Valley West Parcel Specific 
Plan (MYWPSP). While we have submitted extensive comments on the project and related environmental 
review,1 many of which have. not been sufficiently addressed (as noted in our comments on the FEJR). we 
provide the following comments based on the 6/30/2016 staff report. We also reiterate our previous 
requests that public comment be accepted at the hearing to comply with the Brown Act, especially in light 
of the inclusion of additional information in the 6/30 staff report. 

As the slalf report notes, U1ere are extensive concerns regarding the project's impacts on SR 267, 
including traffic and emergency operations, vehicle travel iuthe Tahoe Basin and associated water quality 
impacts to Lake Tahoe, and wildfire-related hazards. Attendance by representatives from affected local 
and state public service agencies was requested at the 6/9 hearing. It is unclear whether representatives 
wi ll attend the 7/7 hearing, although the staff report notes Caltrans has already declined (p. 13). 

The staff report provides additional information regarding three top issues discussed at the 6/9 hearing. 
We provide the following additional comments: 

I) Impacts to Lake Tahoe 

PF76-1 

The EIR and staff reports acknowledge that increased VMT in the Tahoe Basi11 will generate 
additional particulates and nitrates/NOx pollution which impacts Lake Tahoe. This impact is 
dismissed based on the conclusion that the estimated in-Basin VMT wi ll not cause a violation of PF76-2 

TRPA 's VMT threshold (although as our previous comments note there are significant deficiencies in 
the analysis of YMT impacts). Further, the staff report also focuses solely on particulate impacts and 
mid-lake clarity and refers to the Tahoe TMDL requirements as the means to address sediment 
deposition to the Lake (p. 5-7). However. the FEIR still neglects to evaluate and disclose the 
additional nutrient impacts (e.g. from vehicle NOx emissions), which have a greater impact on the 
nearshore of Lake Tahoe (the Tahoe TMDL does not address Tahoe's nearshore clarity). ln !act, 
nutrient deposition was one of the concerns specifically repeated at the June 9 hearing. The proposed 
project will generate pollution t hat wiU ocg1llively impucl the mid- lake and nearshore clarity of 
Lake T ahoe. 

2) Fire evacuation and Forest Management 

The staff report reiterates the final ElR 's inclusion of the Emergency Preparedness Evacuation Plan 
(EPEP) in response to concerns about impacts to evacuation and emergency operations. However, as 
the staff report notes, the EPEP does not include areas within the Lake Tahoe Basin Management 
Unit (p. 7). The capacity of SR 267 to evacuate North Tahoe residents and visitors has not been 
analyzed or determined, nor has the project's impacts to such an evacuation been addressed. Wl1i le it 
is imperative to coordinate wi th local and regional Cire representatives, they do not have land use 
authority, and cannot request approval or denial of the MVWPSP project. None of the agencies listed 
on p. 8-9 in the staff report make land use decisions; that is the County's role. The record provides 
ample evidence that placing more people in the project area will exacerbate threats posed by wildfire. 

PF76-3 

671



 

111\\'-:(o· I\\( \dd illl•ll.d\• •IIIIH' III ''11\1\\\f' I' l JOll• 

Sufficient information, let alone common sense, Hlso indicates that adding more vehicles to the 
roadway during an evacuation will further delay evacuation limes. As proposed, the project places 
all existing and new residents and visitors to the North Tahoe/Truckee Region, as well as 
emergency responders, in further danger from na tural hazards including fire. We ask you to 
consider pLiblic health and safety as your lirst obligation to the public and deny this project unless and 
until these impacts have been adequately analyzed and mitigated. Claiming infeasibility or relying on 
speculative mitigation as is currently done by the PEl R is simply r1ot an acceptable acrion by Placer 
County in terms of protecting the health and safety of its residents and visitors. 

3) Impacts to SR 267 

Commissioners and members of the public also raised concerns about the project's "significant and 
unavoidable'' impacts to traffic on SR 267. While the EIR discusses that widening the highway to 
four lanes (up to Brockway Summit) is expected to alleviate traffic congestion (outside of the Tahoe 
Basin), this highway project is not guaranteed. nor does Placer County have the authority to require 
CaHrans perform this project. The staff report discusses a June 23 meeting with Caltrans. however 
notes no new or persuasive information regarding this issue. The staff report simply reiterates the 
possfble plans for roadway widening, and refers to future planning efforts ofCaltrans where this topic 
may be discussed and public participation provided for. Because widening cannot be assured, staff is 
requesting that this impact be accepted through adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
However, we remind you that unlike Caltrans or the CHP, Placer County does have the authority to 
prevent these impacts by delaying the approval of land use projects that will make the impacts worse 
until adequate measures are completed. We urge you to deny this project unless and until mitigation is 
constructed and implemented prior to adding significantly more traffic to our limited roadways. 

In summary, while the participation of agencies including Caltrans, the California Highway Patrol, local 
Fire Departments, and others is imperative, they do not have the authority to recommend approval or 
den ial of land use projects. It is the County's responsibility to weigh the pros and cons of land use 
decisions. There is no doubt the project wi ll increase congestion on our roadways, which are already 
overwhelmed during peak periods - a fact easily attested to by anyone in the area over this past Holiday 
weekend. It is also clear that this decision would further impede the use of SR 267 for evacuations and 
emergency access in the future. Finally, there is also no question that the MYWPSP will increase vehicle 
use within the Tahoe Basin, which wi ll therefore increase particulate and nutrient loading to Lake Tahoe, 
thereby adversely affecting both nearshore and mid-lake clarity. Mitigation for these impacts is 
insufficient, and more measures should be evaluated to further reduce impacts. We urge you to deny the 
project as proposed. Additional work is needed to ensure all impacts have been adequately evaluated and 
all feasible measures have been included in any future proposed project and/or the project is amended to 
reduce impacts. 

We would be happy to meet with you to discuss our concerns. Please feel ·free to contact Jennifer 
Quashnick at jqtahoeliilsbc!!.lobal.nct or Laurel Ames at umesiUilsbcglobal.net if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

~~</~<k~ 
Susan Gearhart, 
President 
Friends ofthe West Shore 

Laurel Ames, 
Conservation Chair 
Tahoe Area Sierra Club 

Jennifer Quashnick., 
Consen,ation Consultant 

; Including 4/28/2014 NOP comments, 3/27 & 3/2812015 (2nd) NOP comments, 12/20/2015 DE1R 
comments, and 6/6/2016 FEJR comments. 
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PF76 
Susan Gearhart, Friends of the West Shore 
Laurel Ames, Tahoe Area Sierra Club 
Jennifer Quashnick, Friends of the West Shore 
July 4, 2016 

 

PF76-1 The comment states that previously submitted comments have not been sufficiently 
addressed. Responses to previous comments from Friends of the West Shore (FOWS) and 
Tahoe Area Sierra Club (TASC) are included in the Final EIR under Letters IO16, IO17, and 
IO18.  

The comment requests that public comment be accepted at the July 7, 2016 hearing and 
reiterates request to have representatives from affected local and state public service 
agencies in attendance. At the direction of the Planning Commission, public comment was 
heard at its July 7, 2016 meeting, and public comments will be taken at the subsequent 
Board of Supervisors meeting on the proposed project. 

PF76-2 The comment states that the Final EIR does not evaluate the nutrient impacts to Lake Tahoe, 
particularly mid-lake and nearshore clarity. Please see the discussion under “TRPA 
Thresholds” in Master Response 2 in the Final EIR. See also Master Response 6 in the Final 
EIR, which addressed the analysis of the TRPA environmental carrying capacity VMT 
threshold in recent EIRs and EISs in the Tahoe Basin. As discussed in the Master Responses 
and the staff report for the July 7 Planning Commission hearing, the project would generate 
trips that would contribute to in-Basin VMT, but it would not result in an exceedance of the 
VMT, adopted as a means to ensure adequate visibility, an element of the air quality 
threshold. As described in the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15204(a), the adequacy of an 
EIR is determined in terms of that is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the 
magnitude of the project at issues, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the 
geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test 
or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters.  

PF76-3 The comment raises concerns regarding fire hazard and evacuation. Please see Final EIR 
Master Response 9 related to wildland fire, emergency evacuation, and the draft Emergency 
Preparedness and Evacuation Plan prepared as part of the MVWPSP. See also response to 
comment PF13-8, which addresses this issue.  

PF76-4 The comment expresses opposition to the project and cites specific concerns about traffic 
impacts on SR 267. Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in 
information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 

PF76-5 The comment summarizes the concerns raised in comments PF71-1 through PF71-4. See 
responses thereto. Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in 
information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 

The comment states that the timing and terms of construction of water and sewer 
infrastructure for the MVWPSP are to be developed and memorialized in a 
development/facilities agreement between the District and the developer. The comment is 
acknowledged. 
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PF77 
Boyce Williams 
July 4, 2016 

 

PF77-1 The comment suggests that the current or future transportation system at Tahoe will not 
support the proposed project and expresses concerns regarding potential catastrophic fires. 
Traffic and roadway safety issues are evaluated in the EIR; see Draft EIR 10, “Transportation 
and Circulation,” as well as Final EIR Master Responses 5, 6, and 9, which address trip 
generation, vehicle miles traveled, and emergency evacuation. Comments regarding 
preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County 
Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
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PF78 
Unsigned (Sandy’s Yahoo) 
July 4, 2016 

 
PF78-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preference for or 

against the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of 
Supervisors for its consideration. 
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Subjed: 
Date: 

Hello All-

st~cvVU"'fd'~ 

K~thi Heckert: EJ Iv~ldi · P~ul Thcmpscn: Slittee Herriroton 
Fr ~n Ruoor: Svdne v Coat swath: 5'-.2 ~nne Enslow: KU't Krieg (kJ<rieg@moU"It~i ns ide oa rtners .cern): "Mri enne 
Gr~ham" (~lgr~ham@sure .... ~st.net) 
FuV: M~rtis V~lley West Pl~n~le~se vote NO 
Tuesd~y, JulyS, 2016 3:24:22 PM 

.im~ae003.pn:::~ 

Please see the correspondence below regarding the MVWPSP. Kat hi, please forward to the PC and 

the DRC, thanks! II 

Stacy 

*********************************************** 

Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CD RA 1 Planning Services Division 1 Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
(530) 581-6288- direct 

Please consider lhe environmenl before prinling lhis e-mail. 

COUNTY ~ 
OF ~ ~ 

~Placer· ---------
From: Janice Eggers [mailto:jandpeggers@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 3:15PM 
To: Placer County Planning; Stacy Wydra; Jennifer Montgomery 
Subject: Martis Valley West Plan-please vote NO 

I would like to make sure that this gets to the following commissioners before 
Thursday. July 7's meeting 

• Richard Roccucci. District 1 
• Fred Arcuri. District 2 
• Richard Johnson. District 3 
• Jeffrey Moss. District 4 
• Miner (Mickey) Gray. District 5 
• Larry Sevison. At-Large East of Sierra Crest Wayne Nader. At-Large West of Sierra 
Crest 
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Dear Planning Commission, 

I am writing to you once again to voice my concern over the Martis Valley West 
development. 

In the May 2016 issue of our local small paper, Moonshine Ink, the following articles 
were written: 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency sponsored community open house on traffic 
jssues May 17 

Keeping Tahoe Local artjcle-housjng Issues for local families 
Where bas oyr town gone? 
Housing Solutions-making the pieces fit 

Just per these headlines, one can infer that the community of Tahoe is already 
experiencing issues with housing for local employees, housing for local families, and 
of course, traffic on roads that are not eql,lipped to serve the amount of people visiting 
our area. 

Last year, the League to Saye Lake Ta'hoe confirmed that 5000 pounds of trash was 

collected off the beaches throughout the year, and 2300 pounds immediately after 4th 
of July. This was picked up by volunteers who are dedicated in saving and 
preserving La.ke Tahoe. I wonder what this year's number will be after a record hitting 
4th of July this last weekend. 

Today, I did a housing search on www realtor.com in the following areas under single 
family homes, lots, and condos. Here is what I found : 

76 properties Kings Beach 
47 properties Tahoe Vista 
167 properties Tahoe City 
368 properties Incline Village 
973 properties Truckee 

These add up to 1631 properties availa.ble in our region. With this in mind, I am 
uncertain why Placer County is even considering adding in another development to 
our area. Especially, a gated community. There is already a market for the buyers 
out there that want a second home. 

The article in the Sierra Sun. http·Jtwww sierras!ln cnm/aew:'!t2n91458-113/op!Oion-madis-valley--yvest
brocl<way-campground-proiects-<m: , is right on with many concerns of local citizens, I hope that you have 
the time to read this editoriaL 

Lastly, in the staff report by Stacy Wydra, I am homfied by the statements in {he end of the report 

PF79-1 
cont. 

The Pevelopment Agreement Is in conformity with public convenience general 
welfare and good land use practice (Not my convenience; this will add in at least 
another 10 minutes to my commute for work to Truckee, which has already been PF79•2 
expanded by 10 minutes due to the stoplights on 267. Not to mention delays of up to 
half an hour or more in the winter time. Not my genera l welfarei we already 
experience traffic, parking problems, and need to shop early in the am during the 
winter and summer so that we do not have to stand in lines in the grocery stores, gas 
stations, or getting a cup of coffee . Moving the large amount of dirt and taking out 
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PF79 
Janice Eggers 
July 5, 2016 

 

PF79-1 The comment suggests that it can be inferred from local newspaper articles that the Tahoe 
area is experiencing issues regarding housing for local employees, housing for families, and 
local traffic. The comment addresses trash pick-up by volunteers during a previous July 4 
holiday period. The comment expresses opposition to the project.  

PF79-2 The comment address statements in the staff report regarding the Development Agreement 
and expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for or against the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 
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PF80 
John Baker 
July 5, 2016 

 

PF80-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for or 
against the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of 
Supervisors for its consideration. 
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PF81 
Mike Schwartz 
July 5, 2016 

 

PF81-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to traffic, 
emergency evacuation, and safety. These issues are evaluated in the EIR. Comments 
regarding preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors for its consideration.  

The comment also expresses opposition to campsites, which presumably refers to the 
Brockway Campground Project, a proposal for which environmental review has not yet 
commenced, and which will be within the jurisdiction and decision-making authority of both 
TRPA and Placer County. The Draft EIR considers the campground in the cumulative analysis. 
Please see Master Response 2 of the Final EIR regarding the Brockway proposal. 
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PF82 
Diane R. and James S. Morrison 
July 5, 2016 

 

PF82-1 The comment expresses support for a comment letter, which is assumed to be from the 
League to Save Lake Tahoe, MAP, and Sierra Watch. See comment letter PF65 and 
responses to comments PF65-1 through PF65-5. The comment addresses fire evacuation 
safety. This issue is addressed in the Final EIR in Master Response 9, “Emergency Plan and 
Emergency Evacuation.” Please see Master Response 9 in Section 3.1.9 of the Final EIR. See 
also response to comment PF13-8, which addresses this issue.  
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PF83 
MaryAnn Casella 
July 5, 2016 

 

PF83-1 The comment expresses support for a comment letter from the League to Save Lake Tahoe, 
MAP, and Sierra Watch. See comment letter PF65 and responses to comments PF65-1 
through PF65-5. The comment addresses fire evacuation safety. This issue is addressed in 
the Final EIR in Master Response 9, “Emergency Plan and Emergency Evacuation.” Please 
see Master Response 9 in Section 3.1.9 of the Final EIR. See also response to comment 
PF13-8, which addresses this issue. 

The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration.  

The comment indirectly expresses opposition to the Brockway Campground Project, a 
proposal for which environmental review has not yet commenced, and which will be within 
the jurisdiction and decision-making authority of both TRPA and Placer County. The Draft EIR 
considers the campground in the cumulative analysis. Please see Master Response 2 of the 
Final EIR regarding the Brockway proposal. 
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PF84 
Megan Chillemi 
July 5, 2016 

 

PF84-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to air quality, water 
quality, night skies, traffic, emergency evacuation, and safety. These issues are evaluated in 
the EIR. Regarding the types of units that would be developed, specific development plans, 
such as small lot tentative maps, have not yet been proposed.  As described in Appendix A of 
the MVWPSP, a variety of units would be allowed, including condominiums, fractional homes, 
townhomes, duplexes, triplexes and single-family residences.  Comments regarding 
preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County 
Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
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PF85 
Sally Grassi 
July 5, 2016 

 

PF85-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to air quality, water 
quality, biological resources, views and night skies, traffic, emergency evacuation, and 
environmental consequences to the Lake Tahoe Basin. These issues are evaluated in the 
EIR. It should be noted that, as described in Section 1.5.3 of Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the 
Draft EIR, the MVWPSP does not propose any changes to lands within the Lake Tahoe Basin 
that fall under the jurisdiction of TRPA. Comments regarding preferences for the project will 
be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its 
consideration. 
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Kathi Heckert 

From: 
Sent: 
To : 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Kathi Heckert, 

AI and Sue Weston <asweston@weston-me.com> 
Tuesday. July OS, 2016 3:35 PM 
Kathi Heckert 
Sharlet Pyne 
Martis Val ley West 

My name is AI Weston, and along with my wife Sue, we have owned our home that we built in Carnelian Bay for 35 
years. We have been full time residents for the last 16 of t hose years. 

Please forward the article below regarding wild fi res to the Placer County Planning Commissioners. 

We have been following the Martis Valley West proposed development along with the proposed campground in t he 
same area and have attended two meetings on the subject development, the last of which was a 8 J4 hour marathon. It 
is hard to believe that the planning commissioners would ever give this project any consideration of approval near the 
ridge top location between the most scenic lake basin in the USA and the development of North Star. If approved it will 
be a disaster in wait ing. It won' t be a matter of if a fire happens, but when it will happen. Today, I understand there is a 

fire at Squaw Valley and it appeared that almost every fire truck in the basin was headed towards the fire while highway 
28 between Cedar Flat and Tahoe City was clogged with cars, either still trying to leave the basin after the 41

h of July 
Holiday, or simply travel ing into Tahoe City. It took me 35 minutes to travel 4 miles from my house to the Tahoe City 
Golf Course. You can just imagine what highway 267 would be like wi th a fire between the basin & Truckee. 

Thank you, 
AI Weston 

4019 Robert Ave 
Carnelian Bay, CA 

Wildfire in the West has become an uncontrollable force 

A former fire dispatcher says last 
year's fire season pushed firefighters 
to the edge 

Allison Linvil le Opinion July 5, 2016 Web Exclusive 

Wildfire in the West has become an 
uncontrollable force - High Country News 

PF86-l 
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Note: the opinions expressed in this column are those of the 
writer and do not necessar;ty reflect those of High Country News, 
its board or staff. If you'd like to share an opinion piece of your 
awn, please write Betsy Marston at betsvm@hcn.org. 

-
It was midsummer in 2015, and the aircraft-dispatch board 
behind me was covered in scrawled phone numbers. Twenty-five 
aircraft managers were working the record-breaking fire season 
on the Idaho Panhandle, my first season as an aircraft 
dispatcher. Phones rang constantly, radios added their chatter, 
and every computer screen displayed maps of fires, weather or 
the location of airplanes. 
For the Idaho Panhandle National Forest, 2015 ranked as the 
biggest fire year since 1926. Decades ago, a large fire was 
anything over 500 acres. These days, 500 acres would be 
considered small, and it's not unusual anymore to see a fire 
torch 4,000 acres in just a few hours. Recent history tells us 
there's a new trajectory for wildfire - toward fires that no one 
can understand, predict or "control." 
Accord ing to the National Interagency Fire Center, based in 
Boise, the five worst years in wildfire history al l occurred in the 
last decade. At one point in 2015, there were 27,000 firefighters 
trying to put out blazes across the West. In the dispatch center 
on the Idaho Panhandle, we worked 12-hour days, six days a 
week, from July until October. Our job was to move the 
necessary pieces - the aircraft, crews, and equipment- to 
whatever places fire managers and incident commanders told us 
to. And that summer, it was an almost endless job. 

PF86-1 
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Flames of the 2013 Rim Fire in the Stanislaus National Forest. 
Mike McMillan/U.S. Forest Service 
Like everyone working in fire last year, we were exhausted, 
overworked and overwhelmed. 
In Montana, fire managers were watching fire models and using 
their extensive training and experience to manage fires just as 
they always had, only to have people on the ground begging 
them to understand that they were seeing something totally 
different. "Their models weren't showing what a beast it actually 
was," said a firefighter on the Flathead National Forest. She was 
talking about a fire that she barely escaped before it blew up. 
It occurred to me last August that wildfires have become 
qualitatively different. And it was a disturbing thought, the 
realization that no one had the ability to manage fire anymore. 
Fire managers can't understand the fires we have today, 
because their training and experience are no longer relevant to 
modern-day fires. 
Given the conditions now pi ling up - hot summers, long fire 
seasons, low snowpack, heavy fuel loading, an ignorant public, 
erratic storms -there is simply not enough education or 
experience available to help teach a fire manager what to do. It's 
not the managers' fault; it's not any one person's fault. 
People with 30 years of experience are seeing things they've 
never seen on fires before. No one in 2014 could believe or 
understand all of the extreme fire behavior they saw that year, 

3 
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and then the erratic fires of 2015 surprised them again. This is 
not a manageable force of nature, and no one is qualified to 
manage it, because it's never existed before. 
When I've mentioned th is to people who are not involved in 
fighting fire, I can see on their faces that they won't, or can't, 
believe me. Most people continue to think that we sti ll have to 
put out every fire - an outdated idea - but even more 
worrisome is the fact that many people, including the fire 
managers themselves, apparently do not yet rea lize what 
wildfire has become, an unprecedented force. 
I am afraid of this force, and of the idea that we can stil l handle 
it. I recently left Forest Service dispatch for a variety of reasons, 
but one was that I was amazed we hadn't had any fatalities on 
the national forest that year. Amazed. 
I don't think it is necessary to always send crews in to save 
people's homes or other structures. Sometimes, the most 
effective way to manage fire is to just keep people out of 
danger. The risk to firefighters is always present, but the risk 
now seems elevated beyond comprehension. 
In order to avoid losing lives in this t ime of unprecedented fire 
behavior, fire managers- and all Westerners - need to 
recognize that there is no model for what we are already seeing 
this summer. The wildfire that destroyed 200 homes and ki lled 
an older couple near Lake Isabella, California, this June travelled 
11 miles in its first 13 hours. "It was like a tornado," a 
homeowner told the Associated Press, "but it was fire." 
lv1 =·~-- .. ---
0 

The power of modern wi ldfire is astonishing and horrifying, and it 
far surpasses any previous experience or knowledge. Welcome 
to the future. 

Allison Linville is a contributor to Writers on the Range, the 
opinion service of High Country News. She lives in Montana. 

PF86·1 
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PF86 
Al Weston 
July 5, 2016 

 

PF86-1 The comment expresses concerns related to traffic on SR 267 and emergency evacuation. 
Traffic and roadway safety issues are evaluated in the EIR; see Draft EIR Chapter 10, 
“Transportation and Circulation,” as well as Final EIR Master Responses 5, 6, and 9, which 
address trip generation, vehicle miles traveled, and emergency evacuation. 

The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration.  
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PF87 
Josselyn Robertson 
July 5, 2016 

 

PF87-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration.  
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:. Stacy Wydra , Placer County CORA 

FROM: Adrienne Graham. AICP 

DATE: July 5, 2016 

SUBJECT: Comparison of Actual and Projected Traffic Volumes on SR 267 

In response to concerns regarding the extent of traffic congestion on SR 267, LSC has 
prepared an overview of expansion plans and funding for SR 267. As explained in the 
attached memo, the expansion of the majority of SR 267 to four lanes has been inclt..~ded 
in a number of traffic improvement plans, including those prepared by Caltrans, Truckee , PFSS-l 
Placer County, Placer County Transportation Planning Agency and Nevada County. 
Traffic impact fees have been collected from new development to fund the portion of the 
widening attributable to new development. As is the case with many improvement 
projects on State-owned facilities, a portion of the funding would need to be provided 
through the State or other funding processes as State law limits the amount able to be 
collected from new development. 

LSC has also prepared the attached comparison of actual increases (based on Caltrans 
count data) in traffic volumes to those projected for the Martis Valley Community Plan. 
Typical of a traffic analysis, the forecast for the MVCP EIR assumed full buildout of 
Martis Valley land uses In 20 years (2021), as well as through•traffic growth. 

That forecast indicated that there would be 44,960 daily trips by 2021. an increase of 
about 30,000 trips over 2001 volumes. Current traffic volumes are under 20,000 daily PF88-2 

trips. an increase of about 5,000 trips per day, or only 1/6 the total increase anticipated 
in the MVCP. The DEIR did not forecast for any intervenilig year, but LSC has depicted 
a straight-line projectron. The 2014 traffic volume shown in Caltrans data is only 56 
percent of the forecast line for 2014, far below anticipated levels. 

There are n\.lmerous reasons that traffic growth has not been as high as predicted in the 
MVCP EJR include permanent reductions in approved land use, slower absorption rates , 
and limited growth in Tahoe. The MVWPSP would .contribute to this lower growth level 
by removing from the potential development pool600 units anticipated in the MVCP to 
be developed. 

Please forward the attached memo to the Planning Commission, and let us know if you 
have any questions 

Thank you. 
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AND 
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS 

TRANSPORTATION 
CONSULTANTS, INC. 

2690 Lake Forest Road, Suite C 
Post Office Box 5875 

Tahoe City, California 96145 
(530) 583-4053 FAX: (530) 583-5966 

info@lsctahoe.com 
www.lsctrans.com 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Kurt Krieg, Mountainside Partners 

From: Gordon Shaw, PE, AICP, LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 

Date: June 30,2016 

RE: SR 267 Expansion Plans 

Per your request, this memo documents the existing plans and current funding strategies for 

roadway widening improvements along State Route (SR) 267. Roadway widening along the 

state highway is considered in the following plans. 

Caltrans 

Caltrans' facility plans are defined in "Transportation Concept Reports" (TCRs). They define 

both a "concept facility" (necessary to achieve the future concept Level of Service) as well as an 

"ultimate facility". The 2004 TCR identified the following: 

Segment 

1-80 to Placer Line 

Placer Line to Brockway Summit 

Brockway Summit to SR 28 

Concept LOS 

E 
E 
E 

Concept Facility 

2-lane expressway 

2-lane highway 

2-lane highway 

Ultimate Facility 

4-lane expressway 

4-lane highway 

2-lane highway with 

truck climbing lane 

The 2012 version of the TCR uses a different format. The Concept LOS is changed to D for all 

segments. It identifies the following planned roadway widening improvements, and provides 

costs estimates: 

• Widen to 4 lanes from Brockway Road to Placer Line ($3,500,000) 

• Widen to 4 lanes from Placer Line to Northstar Drive ($10,000,000) 

PF88-3 
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SR 267 Improvements Page 2 

It also includes a southbound truck climbing lane from Northstar Drive to Brockway Summit as a 
"conceptual project" with no costs identified. 

Placer County 

Expansion of much of SR 267 in Martis Valley to four lanes has Jong been part of Placer County's 
plans. The Martis Valley Area Plan (December 2003) states "The future traffic projections at full 
buildout of Martis Valley and Town of Truckee indicate SR 267 will need four-lanes from Waddle 
Ranch to the intersection of Brockway Road and Joerger Drive. Within a 20-year projection SR 
267 may not require four-lanes for the entire segment listed above; however, the segment from 

Schaffer Mill and Airport Road intersection to the intersection of Brockway Road and Joerger 
Drive is projected to have four-lanes. Also within 20-years, signalization and intersection 
improvements will be required at Northstar Drive and SR 267. '' The MVWPSP DEIR on one level PFBB-3 

is therefore simply confirming what has been expected for many years. cont. 

Placer County Transportation Planning Agency ( PCTPA) 

The PCTPA is re~ponsible for preparing the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for all of Placer 

County. The most recent version of this document, prepared in 2010,. indicates the following 

improvement on SR 267 "In eastern Placer County, widen SR 267 from 2 lanes to 41anes from 

the Nevada Col/nty line to Northstar Drive." This is planned to be complete by 2025. 

Town of Truckee 

The Circulation Element of the Town of Truckee's 2025 General Plan includes the addition of 

northbound and southbound lanes on SR 267 between Truckee Airport Road and Brockway 
Road/Soaring Way. Timing for this improvement ·is indicated as "long range'' , 

Nevada County Transportation Commission (NCTC) 

Paralleling the PCTPA in Placer County, the NCTC prepares the RTP for all of Nevada County. 
The most recent completed document (2010) includes widening to four lanes for SR. 267 front 

Brockway Road to the Placer County line. The estimated date of constructiot) is identified as 

''2020-2030", with funding provided by the Truckee TIF program (discussed below) as well as 

"local funding". 

Tahoe Metropoli1an Planning Organization (TMPO) 

The Regional Transportation Plan for the Tahoe Region is entitled "Linking Tahoe" and was last 

updated In 2012. There are no plan elements Included that would widen SR 267 within th e 
Tahoe Basin. 
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SR 267 Improvements Page3 

Existing Funding Programs 

Placer County has long been collecting fees for widening of 267. The County Department of 
Public Works has split the county into various districts for traffic fee collections, with all areas 
east of the Sierra Crest in the "Tahoe District". The current.(December 2.014) fee program 

Includes the following: 

Segment fmprovement Est. Total Cost County Traffic Fee Funding 

Truckee Li ne -Brockway 4 lanes/Intersect ion $32,433,700 $18,555,700 

fmprovements 

PF88-3 
Truckee's Tt affit Fee Program llast updated in February 201 6) also includes widening of 267 to cont. 

four lanes from Brockway Road to the Placer line, with a total estimated cost of $4,100,000 and 

a T!F total collection of $3,280,000. 

Based on an agreement between the Town and Placer County first implemented in 2007, fees 
wllected in eastern Placer County reflect impacts of Town growth and vice-versa. Since the 
total fees and impacts o n both sides of the boundary are very similar, the agreement states that 
no actual funds are exchanged, but payment of fees in one jurisdiction helps to add ress impacts 
In the other. Between the two fee programs, ultimately (if overall growth projections are 
achieved) a total of $21,835,700 will be collected for widening of 267, which will pay for 60% of 
the total costs. 

The ability to generate roadway expansion funds through traffic impact fees is constrained by 
state law. As defined in Assembly Bill1600 and subsequently codified in California Government 
Code Section 66000-66008, impact fee programs can o nly collect the propbrtion of total 
Improvement costs that have a "rational nexus" to the development within the jurisdiction 
imposing the fees. As some ofthe future growth in traffic on SR 267 is through traffic not 
associated with growth in Placer County o r Truckee, these impact fee programs cannot 
generate 100 percent of the necessary funding. 

No specific fund ing sources have been identified for the remaining 40 percent of expansion 
costs. Funding programs commonly used for roadway expansion in Californi11 include the 
Federal Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) and the State Transportation 
Improvement Program fSTIP). The Placer County RTP forecast s a total of $137,100,000 in RSTP 
funds available for countywide programs between 2010 and 2035, as well as $427,600,000 in 
STIP funds, for a total of $564,700,000 between the two programs. 
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PF88 
Adrienne Graham 
July 5, 2016 

 
PF88-1 The comment offers the applicant’s response to comments regarding the extent of traffic 

congestion on SR 267. The comment refers to the attached memorandum prepared by LSC 
Transportation Consultants, Inc. that documents the existing plans and current funding 
strategies for roadway widening improvements along SR 267. 

PF88-2 The comment refers to the attached memorandum, which provides a comparison of traffic 
increases projected for the MVCP to actual increases based on Caltrans traffic count data. 
The memo concludes that current traffic volumes at SR 267 and the Placer County/Town of 
Truckee line are lower than those projected under the MVCP. The comment notes that the 
proposed MVWPSP would contribute to lower growth by removing 600 potential units from 
the total anticipated in the MVCP. See also response to comment PF29-21, which explains 
that the external trips estimated for the MVWPSP are about 50 percent higher than what 
would be generated following the trip rates from local count data; therefore, the trip rates 
used in the EIR are higher than actual rates of nearby subdivisions.   

PF88-3 This memorandum prepared by LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. documents the existing 
plans and current funding strategies for roadway widening improvements along SR 267. The 
comment is acknowledged.  
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mountain area preservation 
l~I!,BliSiitO N 191!' 

July 5, 2016 

Paul Thompson, Interim Agency Director 
and Placer County Planning Commissioners 
c/o Planning Services Division 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Re: Martis VaJiey West is not a product of the Martis Valley Opportunity 

Dear Mr. Thompson and Planning Commission Members, 

On June 9, 2016 Placer County hosted the Martis Valley West Parcel (M VWP) 
Planning Commission hearing for the Specific Plan and EJR. At the hearing Stacy 
Wydra, Senior Planner for Placer County and lead Planner for the MVWP 
application made the statement that, MVWP project is a product of the Martis 
Valley Opportunity Agreement (MVOA), this is not factually correct. Mountain 
Area Preservation (MAP) would like to take the opportunity to clear the record 
and share the facts with the commission members that MVWP is NOT a product 
oftheMVOA. 

In 2013 MAP, Sierra Watch, Truckee Donner Land Trust and Trust for Public 
Land reached an agreement with SietTa Pacific Industries (SPI.) and Mountain Side 
Partners (then East West Partners) to preserve the last large parcel ofland in 
Martis Valley for conservation, while transferring land use designations from the 
East parcel to the West parcel, noted as the MVOA. The agreement outlined a 
process for initial approvals, which focused on a Placer County-Martis Valley 
Community Plau (MVCP) process to allow for approval of amendments to the 
General Plan, MVCP, Placer County Zoning Code and concurrent adoption of a 
Specific Plan to allow for up to 760 residential units/6.6 acres of commercial 
development and withdrawal ofTPZ for the West Parcel to allow for tesidential 
deve lopment. The MVOA also outlined a condition for Ongoing Cooperation 
wl1icb stated that the project applicants would cooperate in a good faith effort to 
discuss the project application with MAP and Sierra Watch, since the applicants 
would seek their support in initial approvals with Placer County. This was a very 
important component of the agreement for MAP, giving us a seat at the table to 

PF89-1 
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negotjate and guide environmentally sensitlve development for the West parcel. 
while preserving over 6,000 acres on the East parcel, creating 50,000 acres of 
contiguous open space fTom the floor of MaTtis Valley to Mount Rose Wilderness. 

Unfortunately Ongobrg Cooper11titm with the conservation. partners did not occur 
in the public process. The MVOA was signed in late 2013 and then in early 2014 
the applicants submitted two applications; a Placer County Specific Plan ru1d 
TRPA Area Plan, counter to the initial approvals process we agreed upon in the 
MVOA. MAP and h1ru1y other environmental advocacy groups spent most 2014 
requesting the applicants withdraw their TRPA Area Plan for the basin as it was 
inconsistent with our agreement. Our group was aware that SPI owned roughly PF89-1 

150 acres of land within the Tahoe Basin, but as out]ined in the MVOA initial cont. 

approvals were only sought tmder the Placer County MVCP, not under the 
jurisdictjon ofTRPA. By the end of2014 SPI and Mountainside Partners, 
suspended their TRPA Area Plan only then to submit another application to TRPA 
in July of20 15 for the 550 site Brockway Campground. This was once again ve1y 
disingenuous to what our groups agreed to in the MVOA. The applicants have 
chopped their land holdings now into two separate projects, pretending as if one 
does not affect another, alihough they are adjacent to each other, this represents 
classic piecemeal planning. It also illustrates the applicant is seeking deeper 
entitlements than conceived in the MVOA (760 units, 6.6 acres of commercial, a 
550 sites campground at the top of Brockway summit). The applicants are seeking 
1310 potential units, tltis demonstrates there is no net reduction from the MVCP as 
the applicant and county continue to broadcao;t. 

The MVWP Specific Plan is not a collaborative effort, the plan represents 
entitlements that the developers seek, not a joint conservation/development deal as 
the applicants continue to tout to you the decision makers" We pride ow·sclvcs as 
being a credible organization, supporting good land use planning and 
environmental protection efforts. As land use advocates we would never support a 
blue print to allow for 75ft co1Jdos on a scenic ridgeline visible to Martis and 
Tahoe, detrimental traffic/circulation conditions, nor environmental impacts that 
jeopardize the regions public safety. The project applicants have continued to 
flaunt collaboration with the conservation groups, which is far from the truth. 

MAP continues to support the conservation of the East parcel, which is what led 
us to sign the MVOA in 2013. We appreciate SPl's \villingness to offer up the 
property as conservation, but not at the price of creating lasting and detrimental 
impacts to the region. We also want to reinstate that there is no assurance that East 
parcel be fully protected as open space in perpetuity. If the land trust partners are 
tmable to pay for tbe East parcel in 3 years after initial approvals the land will 
have a Limited Conservation Ea<>ement (LCE) placed on it, not allowing for 
residential/commercial developme.nt which is good, yet it will still be maintained 
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PF89 
Alexis Ollar 
MAP Executive Director 
July 5, 2016 

 

PF89-1 The comment states that the MVWPSP is not a product of the MVOA and describes the 
history and intent of the MVOA. The comment expresses support for the conservation 
component of the MVWPSP, but expresses opposition to the project as it is currently 
proposed. Comments regarding preferences for the project will be included in information 
forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its consideration. In response to the 
assertion that additional CEQA review is necessary, please see Final EIR Master Response 1. 
Please also see responses to comment letters PF 29, PF60, and PF65. 
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PF90 
Carolyn J. Smith 
July 5, 2016 

 

PF90-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns related to air quality, water 
quality, biological resources, views and night skies, traffic, emergency evacuation, and 
environmental consequences to the Lake Tahoe Basin. These issues are evaluated in the 
EIR. It should be noted that, as described in Section 1.5.3 of Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the 
Draft EIR, the MVWPSP does not propose any changes to lands within the Lake Tahoe Basin 
that fall under the jurisdiction of TRPA. Comments regarding preferences for the project will 
be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors for its 
consideration. 

The comment suggests that Placer County should adopt an enforceable ridgeline policy. The 
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s 
opinions regarding the project and ridgeline protections into consideration.   
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Kathi Heckert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Ellie <tahoellie@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, July 05, 2016 8:46 PM 
Kathi Heckert; Shirlee Herrington 
Jennifer Montgomery 
Development & The Potential For Disaster 

Please forward this information to the Placer Planning Commissioners for review before 
the July 7, 2016 Martis Va lley West Parcel Specific Plan continuation hearing. 

For the Record, Ell ie Waller, Tahoe Vista Resident July 5, 2016 

New post on UnofficialAlpine.com 
Development & The Potential For Dis~lstcr 
by Ma rk 

PF91-1 
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Fonunately a tanker from Grass valley was able to get on the ~ccne of a lire near Squaw Valley very q 

As the fire season in California comes to l ife. we get used to seeing dai ly images on tht> news media about the latest fi re and the I 

Today. a small lire broke out along l lighway 89 north of Squaw Val ley in heavy timber. Fortunately. a complete cadre or local a; 

one acre. They were also lucky to have resources from the Grass Valley air a1tack base already in the air light ing the nearby l'rai 

We 11·erc lucky today. The winds were blo1~ ing. Tahoe roads were pretty full wi th tourists during one of the busiest holiday wee~ 

contro l. we could have experienced something like was seen recently in Fort MacMurray. A lberta. 

A recent letter in the Sierra Sun highl ighted these concerns. 

Lakc- Tahoe. Truckee and Murfi.1· Valley are hein[: used as u cash cuu•.lor Placer Cvw1/F ali he f{(e-illreateniJJ}!. <!Xfii!IISt! q(1 
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Ill real to puhlic Sl!fi.!~1' and !II<? lhrea/ to Lake: Tallo.: il.\e/(fi·vm tht• adth•d c::urhon emi.,sions /rom grid lot-ked 1rajjic .,·fwuld .1 

planners and TI?PA toward conunon sense realilie., multo slop tht!m fi·mn O/)f11"UI'illg ' i/"lhe.ve 111'tJ insane, des/ruclive and 

ami Trucket! areas are alr <!cufl·llf Cllf>llci~v orerltlll<.l. 

Swnd un on .lull: 7 Ctl 2 p .lll. u/ !lrt! North Talmc:: Even/ Cc111er in Kin~s Buach al l he l'lucer Cm111l)" P/wmin<• Cmnmissimrn 1 
· . " PF9l ·l 

people a iJ(/ deny Martis Vall!!)' Wesl cont. 

Rof>erl Hf!inz is" Tahoe City residel/l am/ has lived here since I 9lF. 

As Mr. l leinz suggests. it's important that we take a stand and let Placer County know thai enough is enough. Combine all ol"thc 

A lpine Meadows and Squaw Valley- and you will be bringing. far tHOr<' people than ever into the Tahoe basin during lire season 

The Placer County Planning Commission is expected to vctlc on the Martis West Plan al their meeting on .J uly 7th at 2 J.llll at the i 

Commission was also expected to address the Village at Squaw Valley project by .July. but no dale has been set for that meeting: 

people showing up at recent development meetings- we can't let our guard down. 

The future in Lake Tahoe'? The Fort McMurray evacuation in Alberta this summer has many people think in 
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PF91 
Ellie Waller 
July 5, 2016 

 

PF91-1 The comment provides a reproduction of an article from UnofficialAlpine.com. The article 
addresses wildfire risk and emergency evacuation. The comment does not directly address 
the EIR or the environmental analysis. 
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PF92 
Michael Gorman 
July 6, 2016 

 

PF92-1 The comment expresses disapproval of the project. Comments regarding preferences for the 
project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
for its consideration. 
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Kathi Heckert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FYI 

Shirlee Herrington on behalf of Placer County Environmenta l Coordination Services 
Wednesday, July 06, 2016 1:19 PM 
Kathi Heckert 
Paul Thompson; EJ Iva ldi; Stacy Wydra; Karin Schwab 
Comments on Martis Valley West project 

--~-----~------------~----------
Shirlee I. Herrington 
Environmental Coordination Services 
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite #190 
Auburn, CA 95603 
530-745-3132 
sherring@placer.ca.gov 

COMMUN ITY DEVELOPMENT 
ltESOURCE AGENCY 

From: Adrian Juncosa [mailto:ivbwamgv@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 12:30 PM 
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services 
Cc: mkrach@placer.ca.govj Stacy Wydra 
Subject: Subject: Comments on Martis Valley West project 

Dear Planning Staff, 
I am uncertain which address Is the best to send this comment to, I apologize to anyone who shouldn't have been the 
recipient. 

Although It Is late in the process, I have been urged by several individuals to comment on specific technical issues In the 
Final EIR for the Martis Valley West project, based upon my extensive experience with biological studies and impact analyses 
including 25 years of field work specifically in the northern Sierra Nevada (Tahoe-Truckee) region. PF93-1 

Written comments that were previously submitted on the Martis Valley West Draft EIR and Final EIR point out that the latter 
continues to be inadequate In addressing potential Impacts on biological resources. I provide here some additional specific 
respects in which it does not achieve the usual standard of thoroughness one would expect from Ascent Environmental. 

The Draft ElR states that a floristic botanical survey was performed and that the project has no potential impacts 
on special status plant species. These statements are both incorrect and are not remedied in the Final ETR. The 
documentation required by the CDFW plant survey protocols is not provided in the DEIR or FEIR ru1d the 
minimal information that is provided in the DETR shows that there is indeed a potential significant impact on a 
locally very rru·e plant species. The plant list provided in the DEIR (in Appendix G), which overall appears 
modest for a site of this size ru1d ecological diversity, states that Eriogonum umbellatum was found, but 
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provides no further discussion or identification. One of the rarest plants in the vicinity of the project is E. 
umbe/latum var. torreyanum, which is assigned Rare Plant Rank 1 by CDFW and grows on soils derived from PF

93
_
1 

volcanic rocks (such as, for one possible example, Rubble Land which is a major component i11 at least one soil ont. 

map unit within the site). The plant survey therefore fails the requirement to identify plant species to the 
taxonomic level necessary to asce11ain whether a taxon that could be considered rare, threatened, or endangered 
under CEQA Guideline 15380 is present. The correct detennination is that a potentially significru1t impact on at 
least one special status plant species mjgbt result ti·om the project. The plant List is also rife with spelling and 
taxonomic errors and many plants identiJied only to genus, raising doubt about its completeness ru1d aocmacy. 

Comments on the ElR have identified sho11comings in the discussion of potential impacts on mule deer. 
Specifically, the analysis of po1cntial impacts on deer migration and possible usc of the site foJ fawning is 
inadequate. Reliance on the CDFW tracking studies is not a sufficient basis to conclude that the site is not used 
substantially for these purposes. The sl11dies that were cited were relatively limited and based upon a small 
number of animals out of a large herd using a wide geographic area. Deer use of an overall herd range is much 
more granular than the DEIR or FEIR recognizes. This fact is abtmdantly documented in the volwninous PF93-2 

scientific literattu·e on mule deer migration, virtually none ofwruch was considered by the DEIR or FElR. 
Briefly, the tracking results one obtains are substantially affected by the indivjdual animals that are captured for 
tracking. Unless the tracked population is much larger than the one sh1died by CDfW (for very different 
purposes than evaluation of impacts of the Martis project), the results are tentative and incomplete when applied 
to a distant part ofthe overall herd range. Even with the currently available GPS and radjo tracking technology, 
CDFW staff and other deer scientists still perform extensive pellet surveys to ftn1her elucidate deer migration 
behavior, especially when the available fmancial resources for raclio/GPS tracking are constrained so that an 
inadequate sample size can be trapped and collared. There are easily feasible, inexpensive means of acquiring 
detailed site-specific spatial information on deer migratory use that are routinely applied in recent 
environmental impact studies in the Sierra Nevada (and probably elsewhere). These should have been applied to 
the Martis Val ley West DE1R and FElR. 

The land cover map in the DElR shows habitat types that are potentially highly suitable for use as fawn ing use 
by mule deer ("nursery" use in CEQA termi1mlogy), depenrung upon the details of cover and height of the 
lower vegetation strata, but the DEIR includes neither the releva11t additional details of babitat characteristics or 
an easily feasible site study of the spatial distribution of deer sign, eitheJ of which would provide important 
information about this potential use ofthe site. It is simply inadequate to conclude without any site-specific PF93_3 
study at all that there is no potential nursery use. Reliance upon the scanty documentation of critica11awning 
areas from the 1980s is not adequate in the context of the abundant scientific literature on the specific 
vegetation characteristics of suitable fawning habitat. 

I hope that these specific comments can still be considered in the Planning Commission's deliberations on the FEIR. 

Adrian Juncosa 
16173 Lancaster Place 
Truckee, CA 96161 
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PF93 
Adrian Juncosa 
July 6, 2016 

 

PF93-1 The comment claims that “the Draft EIR states that a floristic botanical survey was 
performed and that the project has no potential impacts on special status plant species.” 
This is incorrect. The analysis of impacts to special-status plants presented in the Draft EIR 
(Impact 7-3) concludes that the project could result in potential impacts on special-status 
plants and proposes mitigation for such impacts (Mitigation Measure 7-3). The Draft EIR 
further states that although reconnaissance-level surveys and habitat assessments were 
completed, no protocol-level surveys for special-status have been conducted to conclude the 
absence of any special-status species; and, because suitable habitat is present for some 
special-status plant species, project implementation could affect special-status species that 
may be present. Page 7-49 of the Draft EIR includes the following:   

“No protocol-level surveys for special-status plant species have been conducted to 
confirm the presence or absence of special-status species on the project site. 
Therefore, project implementation could affect special-status species, if they are 
present.  

Construction of project facilities on the West Parcel and within the offsite utilities 
corridors could result in loss of special-status plants if they are present. In addition to 
direct removal of individuals and habitat during vegetation removal, grading for 
drainage, or other construction-related disturbances, plants could suffer other direct 
physical damage, including breaking, crushing, and burying. Damaged plants may 
experience altered growth and development, or reduced or eliminated seed-set and 
reproduction, and mortality of individuals or populations can eventually result. Loss 
of special-status plants would be a potentially significant impact.” 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure 7-3 (Avoid, minimize, and compensate for effects on special-
status plants) is proposed in the Draft EIR to reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. Mitigation Measure 7-3 requires protocol-level surveys for special-status plants prior 
to construction, and implementation of avoidance, minimization, and/or compensation 
measures, as applicable.  

PF93-2 The comment states that comments by other individuals on the Draft EIR have identified 
shortcomings in the discussion of potential impacts on mule deer, and asserts that the 
analysis of potential impacts on deer migration and possible use of the site for fawning is 
inadequate.  

As described in response to comment IO26-23 in the Final EIR, the Draft EIR presents 
relevant and current information on known mule deer habitat use and movements relative to 
the project area, based on recent studies conducted by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) and input from a CDFW biologist leading the studies, and analyzes 
potential effects of the proposed MVWPSP on mule deer based largely on that available 
information. It is understood that recent studies to identify major movement routes or 
patterns of habitat use, based on tracking data, do not necessarily address finer-scale 
movements by individual deer or identify all areas used by deer; and, this is reflected in the 
full discussion of mule deer in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR describes that mule deer do occur 
on the West Parcel and may be affected by project implementation:   

“Mule deer were detected on the West Parcel and East Parcel. Construction-related 
activities on the West Parcel could cause mule deer to avoid or move out of the areas 
immediately surrounding work areas. This could result in temporary impacts to 
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foraging, movement, fawning, or sheltering behavior. Direct mortality or injury to deer 
could also occur as a result of vehicle or equipment collisions.” (Pages 7-55 to 7-56) 

As required for the Draft EIR, potential impacts on biological resources were evaluated based 
specifically on the significance criteria described on pages 7-39 to 7-40. Regarding effects 
on mule deer and animal movement corridors, for purposes of the Draft EIR, an adverse 
effect alone does not necessarily constitute a significant impact; significance and the need to 
mitigate are based on the magnitude and intensity of the effect relative to existing conditions 
and were evaluated based specifically on the established significance criteria. 

PF93-3 The comment suggests that the land cover map provided in the Draft EIR shows habitat 
types that are potentially highly suitable for use as fawning habitat by mule deer, depending 
on specific vegetation characteristics (e.g., structure), but the Draft EIR does not include 
relevant details of habitat characteristics or other information about the potential for deer 
fawning on the project site. The comment also states that it is inadequate to conclude that 
there is no potential for deer fawning/nursery use on the project site.  

The comment does not specify whether its opinion about the suitability of potential fawning 
habitat applies to the West Parcel, East Parcel, or both parcels; it also does not describe 
which habitats shown on the land cover map are “potentially highly suitable” for fawning. The 
following excerpts from the Draft EIR describe and provide rationale for the suitability of 
potential fawning habitat determined for both the West Parcel and East Parcel: 

“Suitable fawning areas are located in the East Parcel in wetland and riparian 
habitat; however, the West Parcel does not contain areas expected to support deer 
fawning.” (Page 7-55) 

“…Deer are not expected to use the West Parcel for fawning because of the limited 
availability of undisturbed riparian or other shrub habitats near open water in the 
parcel. Important habitat requirements for mule deer fawning include undisturbed 
meadow and riparian areas that provide hiding cover and forage. The only riparian 
habitat on the West Parcel occurs along SR 267 and is highly disturbed by highway 
traffic and maintenance.” (Page 7-55) 

“… the East Parcel contains 149.2 acres of riparian/wetland/meadow complexes and 
associated streams that could provide fawning habitat … (Page 7-56). 

The Draft EIR does not conclude that there is no potential for deer fawning in the project site; 
it states that the potential on the West Parcel is considered low for the reasons described 
above.  
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PF94 
Mark McLaughlin 
July 6, 2016 

 

PF94-1 The comment expresses concern about the project and opposition to it. Comments regarding 
preferences for the project will be included in information forwarded to the Placer County 
Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
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Kathi Heckert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hello Ms. Heckert, 

Jennifer Quashnick <jqtahoe@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, July 06, 2016 9:00AM 
Kathi Heckert; Shirlee Herrington 
Stacy Wydra; Paul Thompson; Michele Kingsbury; EJ Ivaldi 
Concerns regarding Economic Viabil ity of MVWPSP alternatives 

Can you please provide these comments to the Planning Commissioners for tomorrow's 
hearing? Thank you for your assislance. 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission, 

You have been provided with information that two less impactful MVWPSP alternatives 
(Alternatives 3 and 5) are economically infeasible. The Economic Viabi lity Report upon 
which this conclusion is based was provided to you and the public just days before the last 
Planning Commission hearing. Little time was available to review the report, let alone to ask 
and receive answers to questions on it. lt has been roughly a month since this information F95-l 

was made available to the public, and still no answers have been provided to several basic 
questions, including the projected total project revenue -which is central to assessing the 
return on investment discussed in the report. While the County's current effort to peer 
review the Eco.nomic Report is appreciated (see below) , clearly the results of t h e peer review 
have not been (and appear unlikely to be) made available to you or the public with ample 
time to consider them prior to being asked to make a recommendation on this project 
tomorrow. 

Given the 20-year time frame of the decision you are being asked to make, it is imperative 
that it be based upon the best available information. As economic feasibility is a key 
component of the information you will have to consider in order to make a substantial 
decision that will forever alter the North Tahoe/Truckee Region, information suggesting 
that Alternatives 3 and 5 are not feasible should be heavily reviewed and scrutinized well in 
advance of your hearing. To have this peer review completed after you have been 
asked to make a recommendation on this project makes little sense. 

As previous public comments have stated, many questions about this project remain. In l 
addition, the proposed project will result in numerous significant and unavoidable. impacts PF

95
-
2 

yel the EIR fails to consider all feasible mitigation measures. Please deny this project unless 
and until s11fficient information has been provided and all available mitigation has been 
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incorporated to reduce the project's impacts. 

Thank you for your consideration , 

- Jennifer Quashnick 
for Friends of the West Shore 

--·· FoiWarded Message ----
From: Jennifer Quashniok <jqtahoe@sboglobal.net> 
To : Michele Kingsbury <MKingsbu@placer.ca.gov>; Stacy Wydra <SWydra@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Kathi Heckert <KHeckert@placer.ca.gov>; EJ lvaldi <EJiva!di@placer.ca.gov>; Paul Thompson 
<PKThotnps@plaoer.ca,goV> 
Sent: TUesday, July 5, 2016 8:36PM 
Subject : Re: QUESTIONS -- Re: Economic Report? 

Thank you for t he response1 Michele. 
However, it is of concern that this peer review will apparently not be completed, and/ or 
provided to the Planning Commission and public, prior Lo Thursday's hearing(?) This 
should be done before the Planning Commission is asked to provide a recommendation on 
the project as alternatives that might otherwise be considered are currently dismissed as 
economically infeasible. When will the peer review be completed? Has the developer 
provided the County with any revenue projections in the meantime? 

Thank you, 
-Jennifer 

··--···----- ----
From : Michele Kingsbury <MKingsbu@placer.ca.gov> 
To: "jqtahoe@sbcglobal.net" <jqtahoe@sbcglobal.net>; Stacy Wydra <SWydra@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc : Kathi Heckert <KHeckert@placer.ca.gov>; EJ lvaldi <EJivaldi@placer.ca.gov>; Paul Thompson 
<PKThomps@placer.ca .gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2016 8:03AM 
Subject: FW: QUESTIONS -- Re: Economic Report? 

Jennifer: To get back to you. Stacy provided the Economic Viabil ity Report prepared by the developer 
to you on June 7th. The County has requested that the report be peer reviewed and that review is 
currently in process. 

If you should need anything else, please let us know. 

Michele Kingsbury 

2 
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Principal Management Analyst 
(530) 886-4614 
mkinqsbu@placer.ca gov 

From: Jennifer Quash nick [mailto:Jgtahoe@sbcglobal.netl 
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2016 6:36 PM 
To: Stacy Wtdra 
Cc: Kathi HecKert; Mtchele Kingsbury; Paul Thompson; EJ lvaldi; Kelly Berger 
Subject: Re: QUESTIONS-- Re: Economic Report? 

Hello Stacy, 

I still haven't recelved a response to this question. I have not been able to review all of the 7/7 
attachments yet, however I also not find any discussion of this issue in the 6/30 staff report. Can you 
please address? 

Thank you , 
-Jennifer 

From: Jennifer Quashnfck <jgtahoe@socglobal.net> 
To: Stacy Wydra <SWydra@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Kathi HecKert <KHeokert@placer.ca.gov>; Michele Kingsbury <MKingsbu@placer.ca.gov>; Paul Thompson 
<PKThomps@placer.ca.qov>; EJ lvaldi <EJivaldi@placer.ca.qov>; Kelly Berger <KBerger@placer.ca.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 9:49AM 
Subject: Re: QUESTIONS - Re: Economic Report? 

Hi Stacy, 

I know you are probably addressing many questions from the public right now, however I wanted to 
check in as I haven't heard back on this one yet. 

Thanks, 
-Jennifer 

From: Jennifer Quashnick <jgtahoe@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Stacy Wydra <SWydra@placer.ca.gov> 
Cc: Kathf Heckert -c;KHeckert@placer.ca.gov>; Michele Kingsbury <MKingsbu@placer.ca.gov>; Paul 
Thompson <PKThomps@placer.ca.gov>; EJ lvaldi <EJivaldi@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly Berger 
<KBerger@placer.ca.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 8, 2016 11:28 AM 
Subject: QUESTIONS -- Re: Economic Report? 

Hi Stacy, 

My apologies ff I missed this, but the Economic report discusses the ROI and Common Costs per 
unit/etc., however I don't see any information regarding the anticipated price of the units that will be 

3 
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sold- which I would expect to be central to assessing the ROI. For example, on p. 10 the report 
discusses the Common Cost per unit associated with Alternatives 3 and 5, however there is no 
discussion of the per unit anticipated sales price. 

E.g., p. 10 states: "For example, the net margin for· an average developed unit, after absorbing an 
additional $70,000 per un it Common Cost as compared to the MVWP, is diminished from 10% to 
approximately 3%." 

If a change in per unit Common Cost of $70,000 is equivalent to a 7% reduction, then this suggests 
that each lost is assumed to sell for approx. $1 million - is this correct (I realize this is too simplistic a 
view, but just speaking in rough terms)? In reviewing lots available in other similar communities (as 
referenced in the DEIR, such as Martis Camp and Northstar), lots for sale appear to run up to $2.5 
million and higher. How can the report draw conclusions about cost per unit without discussing the 
anticipated sales price per unit? In addition, market forces suggest that if there are fewer units for 
sale, the price of each unit is apt to be higher, also affecting the ROI. I don't see that this was 
considered in the report. 

If I h<we missed this information, can you please direct me to it? I also do not see that Placer County 
reviewed and assessed the information in the economic report? 

Thank you , 
-Jennifer 

From: Stacy Wydra <SWydra@placer.ca.gov> 
To: "Jennifer Quashnick (jgtahoe@sbcglobal.net)" <jqtahoe@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: Kathi Heckert <KHeckert@placer.ca.gov>; Michele Kingsbury <MKingsbu@placer.ca.gov>; Paul 
Thompson <PKThomps@placer.ca.gov>; EJ lvaldi <EJivaldi@placer.ca.gov>; Kelly Berger 
<KBerger@placer.ca.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 7, 2016 5:39 PM 
Subject: FW: Economic Report? Re: 6-9-16 PC Agenda - Tahoe location - Martis Valley West 
Specific Plan staff report available 

Hi Jennifer-
Please find the Economi.c Viability Analysis (EVA) attached per your request. In addition the E.VA will be posted 
to the MVWPSP page on the County's website sometime tomorrow. 
Thank you-
Stacy 

Stacy Wydra 
....... ,.. ............. ..................... ,... ... , .... * .. *'*-"**""'*'*** 
Stacy Wydra 
Senior Planner 
County of Placer 
CORA I Planning Services Division 1 Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 

IJ 
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P.O. Box 1909 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
(530) 581-6288- direct 

Please consider the environment before printing this e. maiL 

'''"~'~ ' ' ~ ''I ~ ~ 

~Placer -----
·---------

From: Jennifer Quashnick !mallto:fqtahoe@sbcglobal.net) 
Sent: Friday, June 03,2016 9:19PM 
To: Kathi Heckert; Stacy Wydra 
Subject: Economic Report? Re: 6-9-16 PC Agenda - Tahoe location- Martis Valley West Specific Plan staff report 
available 

Hello, 
I can not locate the ''Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Economic Viability Analysis (May 2016)" 
that is referred to as evidence for rejecting Alternatives 3 and 5 (see Attachment H). Please provide 
this as soon as possible. 
Thank you, 
-Jennifer 

From: Kathi Heckert <KHeckert@placer.ca.gov> 
To: Kathi Heckert <KHeckert@placer ca.gov> 
Sent: Friday, June 3, 2016 9;16 AM 
Subject; 6-9-16 PC Agenda- Tahoe location- Martis Valley West Specific Plan staff report available 

Hello Interested Parties-

Please find agenda attached. 

Click on link below to view staff report. 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopmenUplanning/pchearings 

Thank you. 

Kathi Heckert, Senior Board /Commission Clerk 
Placer County CDRA 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn CA 95603 
(530) 745-3082 

5 
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PF95 
Jennifer Quashnick 
July 6, 2016 

 

PF95-1 The comment addresses the Economic Viability Report prepared for the project and 
recommends scrutiny of information upon which it is concluded that Alternatives 3 and 5 are 
not feasible. The comment addresses attachments to the staff report and do not directly 
address the environmental analysis.  

PF95-2 The comment suggests that the EIR fails to consider all feasible mitigation measures for 
significant and unavoidable impacts, but does not offer specific information as to what 
impacts are referenced and what additional mitigation is suggested. See responses to 
comments IO18-4 and IO18-75 regarding mitigation measures. The State CEQA Guidelines 
provide direction on mitigation measures (CCR Section 15126.4) stating that “An EIR shall 
describe feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts…”, and 
clarifying that “[m]itigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be 
significant.” The Draft EIR provides all feasible mitigation measures necessary to reduce 
significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. Where impacts remain significant after 
imposing all feasible mitigation, the impacts are identified as significant and unavoidable in 
the Draft EIR. 

PF95-3 The comment reproduces correspondence regarding the Economic Viability Report. See 
responses to comments PF18-1 and PF95-1.  
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~~g~ §ervices 
NORTHERN {ALIFORN lA 

July 6, 2016 

County of Placer Planning Commission 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, Ca. 95603 

Re: Planning Commission Special Hearing of july 7, 2016 
Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan 

Honorable Members of the Placer County Planning Commission: 

~--·•-n IPF961 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan 
(MVWPSP). J will be unable to appear at the Commission meeting on july 7, 2016, and I request 
that these comments be presented to the Commission and included in the record. 

On beha If of Legal Services of Northern California and the low income residents that we represent, 
I wish to comment on the proposed certification of the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan 
Final Environmental Impact Report. Specifically, I request that Impact 6-3: Provision of employee 
housing, be changed to Significant and that mitigation measures be identified which would reduce 
the impacts to less than significant. 

In tbe Table of Impacts, Impact 6-3: Provision of employee housing, identifies that between 66.58 
and 122.68new full-time equivalent employees will be generated by the project. The report states 
that the Placer County General Plan requires that the project "must provide housing or an in-lieu 
fee to support housing for half of the FTE .... MVWPSP Policies LU-HSl through LU-HSS require the 
project to comply with this requirement, which is anticipated to be met by providing for 
workforce housing." 

The report recommends that this impact be designated as "Less than Significant" and that "No 
mitigation is required." However, there can be no question that this project, without mitigation 
measures, will create a significant environmental impact. The plan does not specify how this 
impact will be mitigated to a less than significant level. The project will create a need for a 
significant number of housing units. The plan states that it "anticipates" that workforce housing 
will be created, but does not state that this will be required. The plan does not specify what land 
may be dedicated for housing, or that this is sufficient to guarantee the production of the housing. 
The plan states that the housing may be produced by an "in I ieu fee to support housing", but it 

McilhSI' Lod" R<;gional Offiw Sa~'11 ht..~ Oft.(:<! 

PF96-1 

1~0 Reamer Street Auburn. CA 95603 
Phone: (530) 823-7560 I Fax: (530) 823-7601 1 Toll Free: (800) 661J..61 07 
au!Jut···r.-fflceta;lsnc m;t 

101 Providence Mine Road. Suite 1060, Nevada C11)'. CA 95959 
Phone. (530) 470-856 2 Fax: (530) 470-8870 
P.lillllll"l-·~lfic ~t(i'iSt"~ !tt'!~ 

www.lsnc. net 
A Legal Services Corporal ion Program 

720



 
 

PF96 
W.G. Whitaker 
Legal Services of Northern California 
July 6, 2016 

 

PF96-1 The comment requests that the impact regarding provision of employee housing be revised 
to significant and that mitigation measures be identified. As discussed on page 6-11 of the 
Draft EIR, the impact related to the provision of employee housing would be less than 
significant because the MVWPSP would comply with County requirements for work-force 
housing.  The Draft EIR states that between 66.58 and 122.68 new FTE employees would be 
generated by the MVWPSP, and that housing for 50 percent of those employees must be 
provided.  The comment does not provide evidence that this analysis is incorrect. 

 The MVWPSP Development Agreement provides additional detail regarding the provision of 
employee housing.  Two options are provided—either construction of 21 units within the 
MVWPSP or payment to Placer County of a fee of $2,450,000.  In addition, the Development 
Agreement requires a onetime payment of $125,000 toward regional employee housing 
initiatives. 
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Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County 
Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan EIR 1 

MASTER RESPONSE 

Project-generated Vehicle Miles Traveled in the Tahoe Basin and its Potential Air and 
Water Quality Effects 

Several comments received on the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Draft and Final EIR raise 
questions and concerns about project-generated vehicle use in the Tahoe Basin and its effects on air and 
water quality. Specific concerns about additional VMT as it relates to TRPA standards, were also raised.  As a 
general note, VMT is not, in and of itself, an environmental issue.  It can be related to environmental issues, 
notably air quality, traffic congestion, and water quality, subject to the following considerations: 

Air Quality/Water Quality: VMT is used to determine overall air emissions from a project. Vehicle 
miles traveled per trip is used to calculate the vehicular emissions associated with a project. Notably, 
air emissions per VMT have decreased substantially over time as vehicle emissions standards have 
been promulgated and implemented. Air quality is typically evaluated based on effects to an air 
basin (the project site and the Tahoe Basin are located in the Mountain Counties Air Basin).  

VMT can further be related to water quality effects associated with wintertime application of 
abrasives such as sand to the roadway, which can be crushed by tires and washed into the lake by 
stormwater/ice melt. Water quality is also affected by atmospheric deposition of pollutants emitted 
by cars, primarily nitrogen and particulates. 

Comments on the Final EIR suggest that these effects of VMT on Lake Tahoe clarity should be more 
thoroughly addressed.   

Traffic Congestion: While VMT can provide a gross overview of traffic congestion, other standards 
such as level of service (LOS) provide a more accurate indication of congestion along specific 
segments of roadway and at specific intersections. The relationship between VMT and traffic 
congestion is less clear; obviously, the more the VMT, the greater the likelihood of traffic congestion. 
However, congestion is also determined by distribution and timing of vehicle travel, roadway width; 
the presence of signals, stop signs and other controls; and a variety of other factors, all of which are 
evaluated by LOS. The FEIR used LOS as the measure of the project’s contribution to congestion.  

None of the comments suggest that VMT provides a better metric for traffic congestion, or why the 
LOS analysis should not be used.  Specific traffic-related comments on the Final EIR are addressed 
briefly in this discussion and also in response to individual comments. The remainder of this 
response addresses VMT and water quality. 

TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY VMT THRESHOLD 

Rationale for TRPA VMT Threshold 
TRPA is responsible for achieving and maintaining specific environmental standards known as 
environmental threshold carrying capacities, or “thresholds.” TRPA has developed a system that defines 
indicators of environmental health within each of nine threshold areas, and threshold standards for each 
indicator.  One of TRPA’s air quality indicator categories is visibility, and one of the standards used to 
measure compliance with visibility objectives is VMT. In other words, TRPA’s VMT threshold was adopted as 
an air quality standard designed to maintain air visibility in the Tahoe Basin. 

Despite the original purpose of the VMT threshold, it has come to represent a surrogate for traffic 
congestion, generally, and for water quality, as described above. Historically, TRPA posited that more VMT 
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would result in increased traffic congestion, increased nitrate loading into the atmosphere (and subsequent 
deposition into Lake Tahoe), and an increase in the airborne concentration of particulate matter known to 
adversely affect regional and sub-regional visibility and human health (TRPA 1982). In 1982, TRPA adopted 
a threshold standard that requires TRPA to not exceed total VMT in the Basin equivalent to 10 percent below 
the 1981 base year values, equivalent to 2,067,600 VMT, as indicated by a peak travel day, generally 
represented by a summer weekend (TRPA 2012). Although the project site is not within the Tahoe Basin and 
not subject to the environmental standards of TRPA, the project is near the Basin boundary, and project-
generated trips would contribute to in-Basin VMT.  

LAKE TAHOE TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD 

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states to compile a list of impaired water bodies that 
do not meet water quality standards. CWA also requires states to establish total maximum daily loads 
(TMDLs) for such waters, focused on the pollutants for which the water body is listed as impaired. For Lake 
Tahoe, the pollutants determined to be responsible for the decline in deep water transparency are fine 
sediment, nitrogen, and phosphorus. The Lake Tahoe TMDL is a science-based plan to better understand the 
causes of the loss in lake clarity, determine how much pollution—specifically, fine sediment, nitrogen, and 
phosphorus—needs to be reduced to reinstate historic clarity, and develop a workable, cost-effective 
implementation strategy. Now in the implementation and tracking phase, controls are being implemented to 
reduce pollutant loading to Lake Tahoe and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Lahontan 
Water Board) and Nevada Department of Environmental Protection are working closely with those 
implementing water quality improvement projects to track progress, report accomplishments, measure 
effectiveness, and adaptively manage implementation efforts. 

Research and scientific study conducted in support of the Lake Tahoe TMDL indicates that a 65 percent 
reduction in fine sediment particles (from the 2008 baseline), accompanied by reductions in nitrogen and 
phosphorous of 10 percent and 35 percent respectively, are necessary to meet the TMDL numeric target of 
lake clarity of nearly 100 feet. Approximately half of these load reductions are needed to meet the Clarity 
Challenge, an interim milestone of 80 feet annual average Secchi disk depth to be realized by 2031. The 
Clarity Challenge is an important goal because, once attained, scientists can state with confidence that the 
trend in clarity loss has been reversed and the region is moving toward restoring Lake Tahoe's clarity. 

Although the TMDL program includes required reductions for total nitrogen, total phosphorus, and fine 
sediment particles, initial implementation efforts are focused on particle reduction because fine sediment 
particles have a greater impact on clarity than the algae fed by elevated nutrient concentrations. Urban 
stormwater represents both the greatest source of these particles, as well as the greatest opportunity to 
achieve needed load reductions. So, while the restoration strategy includes efforts to reduce pollutants 
originating in forests, stream channels, and the atmosphere, attaining the load reduction goals hinges on 
reducing fine sediment particles originating in urban areas and transported to the lake through stormwater 
runoff (Lahontan Water Board 2016). 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN VMT AND LAKE CLARITY 

TMDL-related research indicates that improvements to road operations for water quality, including increased 
maintenance activities, could be the most cost‐effective strategy in the near term to achieve notable 
pollutant load reductions of fine sediment particles (TRPA RPU DEIR: 3.8-30). Consistent with this approach, 
the County of Placer Lake Tahoe Pollutant Load Reduction Plan (Placer County 2013) intends to meet the 
TMDL requirements (in this permit term) through water quality improvement project catchments, 
implementing pollutant control measures in road maintenance operations, and quantifying clarity credits 
from completed private development and redevelopment projects located in registered catchments. The 
Lahontan Water Board has developed the Lake Clarity Crediting Program to support the Lake Tahoe TMDL. 
This crediting program specifies the process to connect implementation of water quality improvement 
actions to corresponding estimated pollutant load reductions. Through this program, “Lake Clarity Credits” 
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have been defined as a mechanism to provide flexibility for regulated jurisdictions to achieve required load 
reductions. Lahontan intends to use the Lake Clarity Crediting Program as an accounting system for Lake 
Clarity Credits to track compliance with stormwater regulatory measures. Although Placer County anticipates 
that the majority of Lake Clarity Credits will be associated with water quality improvement projects, the 
County has identified the following control measures to meet sediment load reduction requirements: 

 Use of an abrasive supply with negligible fine sediment particles and high hardness content in the 
source material. 

 Improved sediment recovery through an increase in the frequency of road sweeping operations in 
targeted, registered catchment project areas. 

 Purchasing a new, high-efficiency vacuum assist sweeper to improve the overall efficiency of road 
sweeping operations. 

These in-Basin measures by Placer County address in-Basin sediment loading and are being implemented to 
achieve the required load reductions, to support the objectives of the TMDL, and ultimately, to restore Lake 
Tahoe's clarity. 

The connection between VMT and Lake clarity is important, as vehicle emissions and roadway fines are 
known contributors to loss of clarity, but a link between a specific number of VMT and attainment of Lake 
clarity goals is difficult to determine. Although TRPA established the 1982 goal of meeting a VMT target of 
2,067,000 (10 percent below 1981 VMT levels), as measured on a peak summer day, the importance of this 
specific goal in light of other programs, new research and data, and regulatory requirements adopted since 
1982 warrants consideration: 

 TRPA released a Threshold Evaluation Report in 2011 (TRPA 2011). With regard to VMT, the “Data 
Evaluation and Interpretation” section of the Air Quality threshold included the following two conclusions 
(pages 3-49 and 3-50): 

 “Relevance – Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is a proxy measure of traffic congestion, the production of 
nitrates, and entrainment of soil sediments from roads. Historically, TRPA posited that more VMT 
would result in increased traffic congestion, increased nitrate loading into the atmosphere (and 
subsequent deposition into Lake Tahoe), and an increase in the airborne concentration of particulate 
matter known to impact regional and sub-regional visibility and human health (TRPA 1982b1).”  

 “Recommendations for Additional Actions – The original supposition that there is a relationship 
between VMT and air and water pollutant loads needs to be further evaluated. For example, the 
question of what level of VMT needs to be maintained in order to avoid excessive loading of nitrate to 
Lake Tahoe, should be addressed by research. Alternatively, consider revising the VMT Threshold 
Standard to better measure the use alternative modes of transportation.” 

The decreased reliance on the specific VMT standard of 2,067,600 as a Lake Tahoe water quality threshold 
is evident in the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO)/TRPA Mobility 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy ER/EIS (2012a). The adopted project (Alternative 3 
in the plan) was projected to result in a VMT of 2,131,000 in 2035 (TMPO and TRPA:3.3-49). As stated in the 
Draft EIR/EIS: 

Impact 3.8-3 Lake Tahoe TMDL attainment and Lake clarity. All RTP/SCS alternatives would assist 
with attaining the Lake Tahoe TMDL program goals, because Transportation Strategy Packages A, B, 
and C include stormwater-control projects specifically designed to address TMDL requirements and 
help reach or maintain the threshold standard for water quality and Lake clarity. The benefits of 

                                                      
1 The 1982 reference is to the TRPA Environmental Thresholds Carrying Capacity Study Report (May 1982. 29pp.). 
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reduced pollutant loads from stormwater-control projects would be substantial. All alternatives would 
result in a beneficial impact in helping support TMDL program attainment and Lake clarity. 

While the adopted Alternative 3 would be mitigated to keep its VMT within the TRPA thresholds (see TRPA 
Regional Plan Update EIS [the land-use companion document to the RTP/SCS EIR/EIS] Mitigation Measure 
3.3-3, page 3.3-49), the TMPO EIR/EIS analysis appears to reflect the higher VMT.  In the 40+ years since 
the VMT threshold was first established, substantial study of the contributing factors and controls needed to 
improve lake clarity has contributed to a better understanding of the relationship between vehicle travel and 
water quality.  While VMT and its related effects—tailpipe emissions and crushed abrasives—have a direct 
role in lake clarity, these issues are continuing to be addressed with ongoing investments in stormwater 
control, as well as improvements in vehicle emissions controls.  The EIR/EIS goes on to explain how nitrogen 
loading from mobile sources is expected to be reduced substantially by 2035. In fact, this follows a dramatic 
trend in the reduction of tailpipe emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) since the time the TRPA threshold was 
first established in 1982. In 1981, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) established a NOx 
tailpipe emission standard of 1.0 gram per mile (gpm), a reduction from 2.0 gpm in 1977 and 3.1 gpm in 
1975 (USEPA 1999). The standard, as of 2009, was 0.07 gpm, which is 7 percent of the NOx emissions 
standards in place in 1981. Standards are also in place to reduce NOx emissions further in the future. In 
short, based on emissions standards, NOx emissions from vehicles have dropped 14 fold (from 1.0 gpm to 
0.07 gpm) since adoption of the threshold standard. It follows, then that the same level of VMT today would 
represent a commensurate reduction in NOx emissions, reducing this specific source of pollution to the 
Tahoe Basin (resulting in improved air quality and visibility) and to Lake Tahoe. 

Finally, VMT is an inherently cumulative metric based on regional conditions. TRPA has not adopted a 
project-specific VMT threshold. Section 3.1.2 of the FEIR discusses the extent to which other environmental 
documents (both located within and outside of the basin) analyzed project-added VMT within the basin. 
While VMT was calculated and disclosed in the majority of those documents, only one study applied a 
numeric VMT threshold and that threshold was derived from a community plan versus being a standard 
published by TRPA. The approach taken in the VSVSP EIR is consistent with the methods of other 
environmental documents (for projects both within and outside of the Basin) for addressing project-added 
VMT within the Basin.  

ANALYSIS OF PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS IN TAHOE BASIN  
Several comments assert that the EIR should have included an analysis of the impacts that will be 
associated with the project’s increase in vehicular use within the Tahoe Basin. Based on comments 
received, the Final EIR calculated project-generated VMT, compared the project’s VMT against the TRPA 
threshold standard, and determined that the standard would not be exceeded by the addition of the project 
generated VMT.   

Importantly, the Basin-related VMT total for the project, 13,745, is a pre-mitigation total. Mitigation 
Measures 10-5a and 10-5b include fair-share payments to fund the project-generated incremental demand 
for transit service. Further, the Development Agreement that would accompany the project includes 
additional funding to expand TART transit services to implement Placer County’s recently adopted Systems 
Plan Update for the Tahoe Area Regional Transit in Eastern Placer County.  All of these measures would 
reduce VMT in the Basin, but the effectiveness cannot be easily quantified.  

ANALYSIS OF CUMULATIVE VMT IN TAHOE BASIN  
Several comments noted that the project’s cumulative VMT impacts in the Tahoe Basin were not analyzed.  
As described above, the relationship between a specific VMT and lake clarity is not well understood, 
especially in light of substantial improvements in tailpipe emissions controls and the implementation of 
sediment control measures. The project-related increase in peak summer VMT, which is the surrogate for 
this issue, is estimated at 13,745. The Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR (Placer County 2016a) 
reported an increase of 23,843 VMT associated with that project (see Page 3-25 of the Squaw FEIR). 
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Another project raised in comments, the Brockway Campground project, was generally included in the 
cumulative analysis to the degree that details were known, but is since withdrawn from consideration. The 
Brockway Campground project is no longer proposed, and the site is being sold to the US Forest Service and 
will remain in a forested condition. 

The most recent EIR that addresses cumulative VMT in the Basin is the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
and Tahoe City Lodge Project Draft EIR/EIS (June 2016b). The EIR/EIS for this project concludes the 
following (see pages 19-17 and 19-18 of the DEIR): 

 Based on updated modeling (2014), the TRPA VMT peak summer day threshold was adjusted 
(downwards) to 2,030,938. (This is approximately 36,000 VMT lower than the 2,067,600 listed as the 
threshold on page 3-15 of the VSVSP FEIR.) 

 The 2014 baseline VMT is approximately 1,937,070. (This is approximately 47,530 VMT lower than the 
1,984,600 VMT listed in the VSVSP FEIR.) 

 Cumulative development, including Martis Valley West, the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan, the 
Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge project, Truckee (general plan buildout), and other 
cumulative development in the Squaw Valley/Alpine Meadows area, was dynamically modeled using the 
“TRPA TransCAD” model. 

 The cumulative addition of VMT entering the Basin along SR 267 would add an estimated VMT of 
12,616. The cumulative addition along SR 89 would total an estimated 29,871. The total VMT addition 
from out of the Basin is 42,477, per the subject EIR/EIS.  

 Four alternatives are considered in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge 
Project Draft EIR/EIS, some of which add VMT and some of which would reduce VMT. Buildout of these 
alternatives would result in an existing-plus-project VMT of between 1,931,634 and 1,941,306. The 
addition of 2035 cumulative VMT, including from the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan, would 
result in a cumulative VMT that ranges from an estimated 1,973,780 to 1,983,452. 

It is noted that the cumulative VMT for Highway 267 in the subject EIR/EIS is less than the 13,745 shown in 
the Martis FEIR for the Martis West project alone. This may be due to a different model or other factors, but 
even if the 13,745 VMT is added on top of the results shown in the EIR/EIS, total VMT would be less than 
2,000,000 and lower than the TRPA VMT threshold of 2,030,938 that was used in the Area Plan EIR/EIS. 

The impact would not be cumulatively significant, and therefore the project’s contribution would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

CONCLUSION 
This response comprehensively addresses these new comments on the FEIR with respect to Lake Tahoe 
water quality and its relationship to VMT. The evidence suggests: 

 The relationship between a specific VMT and lake water quality is not clearly understood. 

 The addition of the project’s VMT to existing Tahoe Basin VMT would not be significant even if the TRPA 
VMT threshold was used as a threshold of significance for project impacts. 

 The addition of cumulative-plus-project development would result in a VMT that is below the TRPA VMT 
threshold; therefore, if that threshold was used as a threshold of significance for cumulative impacts, the 
impact would not be cumulatively significant.  

Placer County therefore concludes that the FEIR conclusion is accurate and supported by evidence in the 
record.  
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KAMALA D. HARRIS 
Attomey General 

September 6, 2016 

Paul Thompson, Interim Agency Director 
Placer County Board of Supervisors 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

State of California 
DEPARTMENT OF J USTICE 

1300 I STREET, SUITE 125 
P.O. BOX 944255 

SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2550 

Public: ~91i· 445-9555 
Telephone: 916 323-3549 
Facsimile: 916 327-2319 

E-Mail: Nicole.Rinke doj.ca.gov 

VIA OVERNIGHT COURIER 

RE: Martis Valley West Specific Plan Environmental Im1>act Report 

Dear Mr. Thompson and Supervisors: 

Our office has reviewed the environmental impact report (EIR) for the Martis Valley 
West Specific Plan (the Project) and respectfully submits the following comments. We request 
that you consider our comments and address them prior to certifying the EIR. The California 
Attorney General has a longstanding interest in the protection of Lake Tahoe as a state and 
national treasure. The Attorney General's interest dates back over four decades (see, e.g., 
California ex rel. Younger v. Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (9th Cir. 1975) 516 F.2d 215) 
and is as recent as our involvement in the 2012 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRP A) 
Regional Plan Update and our submission of comments on August 9, 2016, regarding the AG-1 

proposed Squaw Valley Specific Plan, also pending before Placer County. Our concerns with 
the EIR for the Project are similar to the concerns we expressed with regard to the EIR for the 
Squaw Valley Specific Plan. 

The Project sets forth a 20-year framework for the residential development and open 
space preservation of two parcels totaling over 7,000 acres. The Project is located in the Martis 
Valley near the Northstar Resort and the Lake Tahoe Basin (basin). The Project is located just 
outside of, but adjacent to, the Lake Tahoe Basin, and its entrance lies on State Highway 267, the 
gateway to Tahoe's North Shore. While we applaud the Project's open space preservation, 
because of the proximity of the proposed development to Lake Tahoe, we are concerned about 
the impacts the development will have within the Tahoe Basin. We are particularly concerned 
with the Project's resulting increases in vehicular use and traffic within the basin. The traffic 
issues have two components- (1) level of service impacts to specific roadway sections within 
the basin; and (2) increases in vehicle miles travelled and daily vehicle trips within the basin, 
which in turn have impacts on air and water quality and may limit the ability of environmentally 
beneficial redevelopment projects in the basin to go forward. These impacts are especially a 
concern when viewed in combination with the similar impacts anticipated from the proposed 25-
year plan for the redevelopment of nearby Squaw Valley. The EIR has not adequately analyzed 
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or mitigated these impacts. Increased traffic also increases greenhouse gas emissions, another 
issue of statewide importance, which is an identified significant impact of the Project that can 
and should be mitigated. As you are aware, on July 7, 2016, the Placer County Planning 
Commission voted against certification of the EIR and we urge you to do the same iu on.ler to 
address the inadequacies we have identified. 

A. THE EIR INCLUDES AN ANALYSIS OF THE INCREASED VEHICLE USE IN THE BASIN THAT WILL 

RESULT FROM THE PROJECT, BUT FAILS TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE INCREASE IS A 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. 

Tn its response to conunents, the final EIR (FEIR) includes a discussion of the Project's 
impact on vehicle use within the basin. The FEIR anticipates that the Project's summer peak 
daily traffic would generate 1,394 daily trips traveling into the basin. (FEIR 3-17.) The TRPA, 
the agency charged with regulating and protecting Lake Tahoe, considers the addition of more 

ont. IG-1 

than 200 daily trips to be a significant impact. (TRPA Code,§ 65.2.3.0.) The FEIR also AG-2 

projects that the Project will create an estimated 13,745 additional vehicle miles travelled (VMT) 
on a summer Friday, an estimated .07 percent increase in YMT within the basin. The addition of 
the Project's YMT would bring the total YMT in the basin to 1,998,345, which is below TRPA's 
threshold for basin-wide YMT, but only by a small margin (the VMT threshold is 2,067,600). 
(FEIR 3-17.) The EIR acknowledges TRP A's standards but asserts that it need not use them as 
the standards of significance for evaluating the Project's traffic impacts within the basin. (FEIR 
3-17.) Rather than identify an alternative standard of significance against which to measure the 
increase in traffic within the basin, the document's discussion of whether the increase is 
significant ends there. (FEIR 3-17 to 3-18.) 

Lead agencies have the discretion to set standards of significance and are not required to 
accept significance standards adopted by agencies that will not have regulatory authority over the 
project. (Save Cuyama Valley v. County of Santa Barbara (2013) 213 Cal.App.4th 1059, 1068.) 
However, if evidence is submitted showing that the environmental impact might be significant 
despite the significance standard used in the EIR, the agency must address that evidence. (See 
Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 1099, 
1111.) If the agency does not respond by changing the standard, it should respond by explaining 
the basis for the standard used. (I d.; see also, Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland 
(2011) 195 Cai.App.4th 884, 898 [the substantial evidence standard applies to challenges to the 
scope of an EIR's analysis of a topic, the methodology used for studying an impact, and the 
reliability or accuracy of the data upon which the EIR relied).) Because Placer County did not 
set a standard of significance for assessing traffic impacts to Lake Tahoe, it is impossible to 
know whether its rejection ofTRPA's standard is appropriate and supported by substantial 
evidence. 

In addition, while Placer County, as the lead agency, may not be required to use TRPA's 
standards, it must still determine whether the increase in YMT in the basin that will result from 
the Project is a significant impact. (See Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador 
Water Agency, supra, 116 Cai.App.4th at p. 1109 [holding that even where a pertinent standard 
of significance exists, compliance with that standard does not relieve an agency of considering 
other evidence that suggests an impact may exist]; Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 
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223 Cal.App.4th 645, 654 [finding environmental document inadequate where discussion of 1 
impacts was included but without any information to enable the reader to evaluate the AG-2 

significance of the impacts discussed].) Because the EIR fails to identify whether the increased cont. 
ve;:hi<.:ular use;: within Lht: basin is a signifil:anl impa~.:t, Lht: EIR is iual.it:4ualt:. 

B. THE EIR FAILS TO ANALYZE AND MITIGATE FOR THE IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH 

INCREASED VEHICULAR USE WITHIN THE TAHOE BASIN. 

Although, as discussed above, Placer County in its EIR did not determine the significance 
of the increased vehicular use in the Tahoe Basin, it does appear that this impact will be 
significant. The EIR anticipates that the Project will result in more than six times the number of 
daily trips to the basin that TRPA would determine to be significant. (FEIR 3-17.) The EIR also 
projects that the Project will create an estimated .07 percent increase in VMT, bringing the total 
VMT in the basin within a close margin ofTRPA's threshold. (FEIR 3-17.) The FEIR did not 
consider the impacts associated with this increase in vehicular use in the Tahoe Basin. These 
include impacts to air and water quality within Lake Tahoe and impacts to TRPA' s ability to 
implement its Regional Plan and achieve its environmental goals within the Tahoe Basin. Placer 
County should analyze these impacts prior to certifying the EIR. 

An EIR must identify all of the environmental impacts, direct and indirect, associated 
with a proposed project. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 15123, 15126.2.) Indirect effects include 
secondary effects. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 15358(a)(2); 15064(d)(2).) In addition, the 
impacts analysis must take into ac.count the regional setting with "special emphasis" on AG-3 

environmental resources that are rare or unique to the region and would be impacted by the 
project. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15125(c).) The CEQA Guidelines are clear that "[t]he EIR 
must demonstrate that the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project were 
adequately investigated and discussed and it must permit the significant effects of the project to 
be considered in the full environmental context." (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15125(c).) Here, 
the EIR does not include an analysis of the impacts that will be associated with the Project' s 
increase in vehicular use within the Tahoe Basin and is, therefore, inadequate. 

1. The EIR does not include a n analysis of the air and water quality 
impacts associated with the Project's increased traffic within the 
basin. 

The significant increase in traffic within the basin will have a direct impact on the air and 
water quality of Lake Tahoe. Increased vehicular use generates significant amounts of dust and 
leads to nitrogen deposition in the lake, which in turn causes algae growth that threatens the 
clarity of the lake. (See Final Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load Report, November 2010, 
3-7, 7-8, and 11-11.)1 Vehicle trips also contribute to air pollution and global warming. The 

1 The report is available at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water isi;ues/programs/tmdl/lake tahoe/docs/tmdl rpt 
nov2010.pdf. 
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EIR does not include an analysis of these environmental impacts to Lake Tahoe that will result 
from the Project's increase in vehicular use. 

The traffic analysis contained in the draft EIR (DEIR) is limited to impacts to level of 
service on specific roadway sections. (See FEIR Chapter 10.) It was not until the FEIR, in 
response to comments, that Placer County considered VMT and daily vehicle trips to Lake 
Tahoe. (FEIR 3-17 to 3-18.) While Placer County was correct to include this analysis, the 
information it yielded also should have been folded into the document 's analysis of air and water 
quality, with a particularized discussion of impacts to Lake Tahoe. 

Several commenters on the DEIR requested this analysis. Rather than revisit the air and 
water quality analyses, however, the FEIR suggests instead that mitigation measures proposed in 
the DEIR and policies incorporated into the Project to address transit impacts would address any 
impacts that may result from tbe increased vehicle use in the basin. (FEIR 3-18.) This response 
is legally insufficient. An EIR cannot substitute or compress its analysis of impacts with a 
discussion of mitigation measures. (See Lotus v. Department of Transportation, supra, 223 
Cal.App.4th, at p. 656 ["By compressing the analysis of impacts and mitigation measures into a 
single issue, the EIR disregards the requirements of CEQA.").) 

Interestingly, in the staff report to the Planning Commission, Placer County staff included 
a discussion of the air and water quality impacts associated with increased vehicular use in the 
basin. (See June 30, 2016, Staff Report to the Placer County Planning Commission, 5-6.) The 
staff report acknowledges that "the majority of vehicle-related pollutants that enter Lake Tahoe 
are from vehicle sources within the Tahoe Basin." The staff report goes on to conclude that 
"[t]hus, the 65-70 percent of vehicle trips associated with the project that would not enter the 
Lake Tahoe Basin would not affect Lake Tahoe water quality. Furthermore, project-related 
vehicle trips that would enter the Lake Tahoe Basin would remain below TRP A's VMT 
threshold." (/d.) This post-EIR analysis does not cure the EIR's deficiency and only 
underscores the fact that the EIR should have included an analysis of these air and water quality 
impacts. (See Concemed Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 
Cal.3d 929, 935 [emphasizing that the EIR must contain facts and analysis necessary to ensure a 
meaningful public process]; People v. County of Kem (1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 830, 841 
[requirement of detail in EIR "helps insure the integrity of the process of decision by precluding 
stubborn problems or serious criticism from being swept under the rug."].) 

In addition, even if the analysis provided in the staff report had been included in the 
document, compliance with TRPA' s VMT tlu·eshold is not an adequate basis for concluding that 
the increase in traffic will not have impacts to air and water quality within the basin. TRPA's 
threshold for VMT is an environmental carrying capacity for the basin. Because it is a basin
wide carrying capacity, no single project should exceed the threshold. In order to achieve the 
thresholds, TRPA is required to adopt a Regional Plan that sets forth standards for projects and 
activities within the basin. (See TRPA Compact, Art. V(c).) ' These standards apply in addition 
to the thresholds and are the primary mechanism by which TRP A ensures that new development 
contributes to, and does not thwart, threshold attainment. Thus, these standards provide 
additional criteria that apply to individual in-basin projects to ensure environmental impacts are 
adequately mitigated. 

AG-3 

cont. 
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Of particular relevance here, TRP A's standards characterize any proposed development 
that creates more than 200 daily vehicle trips as having a significant traffic impact and requires 
an analysis of air quality impacts associated with the project prior to project approval. In 
addition, all new development projects are required to provide an air quality mitigation fee to 
offset regional and cumulative impacts. (TRPA Code of Ordinances§ 65.2.) These standards 
apply regardless of whether or not the project will exceed the TRPA VMT threshold. As a 
result, it is inaccurate to suggest that compliance with the VMT threshold is sufficient to ensure 
that the project will not have air and water quality impacts within the basin. Further, in 
discussing the vehicle impacts, the document specifically indicates that it need not apply and is 
not applying TRPA standards in order to determine whether the in-basin impacts are significant. 
(FEIR 3-17 ["the proposed project does not occur in the basin and is not under the jurisdiction of 
TRP A, so effects on the TRP A thresholds are not used as standards of significance in this 
EIR ... ").) It is inconsistent, on the one hand, to decline to apply TRPA's standards for purposes 
of the traffic analysis in the EIR, but then, on the other hand, rely on TRPA's standards post-EIR 
in order to conclude that the increase in traffic will not have air and water quality impacts. 

Rather than point to the VMT threshold post-EIR, when it specifically elected not to 
apply the VMT threshold as the standard of significance in the EIR, or point to other mitigation 
measures, Placer County should revise and recirculate the EIR to include a meaningful analysis 
of the air and water quality impacts that will result from the Project's vehicular impacts within 
the Tahoe Basin. 

2. The EIR does not include an adequate discussion of potential 
mitigation measures to address the impacts associated with the 
Project's increased traffic within the basin. 

In addition to declining to analyze the Project's air and water quality impacts to the 
Tahoe Basin, the EIR likewise fails to discuss adequate mitigation measures that could, to the 
extent necessary, address these impacts. The failure to identify mitigation measures for air and 
water quality impacts that will occur in the basin as a result of the Project's increase in vehicular 
use follows, in part, from the EIR's failure to analyze these impacts and determine whether or 
not they are significant. Nevertheless, because Placer County points to proposed mitigation 
measures and policies that it claims "would reduce VMT impacts of the Project in the Basin" 
(see FEIR 3-18), a discussion of these measures and policies is warranted. It is also worth 
discussing the mitigation measures that several commenters proposed to address these impacts, 
as well as Placer County's discussion of these air and water quality impacts in its staff rep01t to 
the Planning Commission for the Project. 

a. The mitigation measures and policies Placer County points 
to are insufficient to address the impacts of increased 
vehicle use within the basin. 

Placer County points to mitigation measures that have been adopted for transit impacts 
and policies to enhance transit built into the Project as being sufficient to reduce VMT impacts of 
the Project in the basin. (FElR 3-1K) While it is difficult to gauge whether mitigation is 

G-3 
cont. 

AG-4 
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sufficient when the impacts have not been quantified, in this instance the measures are facially 
deficient because they do not guarantee implementation of effective mitigation, nor are the 
mitigation measures specific to the impacts within the Lake Tahoe Basin. Regardless of the 
extent of the impacts, these mitigation measures are not sufficient to reduce the environmental 
impacts resulting from increased VMT within the basin, let alone the transit impacts they purport 
to address. 

First, mitigation measure 10-Sa consists of establishing a new Zone of Benefit or 
annexing into an existing Zone of Benefit to "provide adequate funding of capital and ongoing 
operational transit services/requirements." (DEIR 10-33.) The mitigation measure does not 
specify the amount of the funding obligation, nor does it identify target projects, nor is there any 
guarantee that the projects it identifies will improve conditions in the basin versus elsewhere in AG-4 
Placer County (e.g., in the town of Truckee). (See FEIR 3.5-448 [stating that the specific level c:ont. 

of transit service improvements that would be funded has not yet been defined).) While funding 
contributions to improve transit could be a valid mitigation measure, the funding obligation is 
too vague and too disconnected from impacts within the basin to serve as a valid mitigation 
measure for these impacts. (See Califomia Clean Energy Commission v. City of Woodland 
(2014) 225 Cai.App.4th 173, 197 (fair share fee to fund studies to identify strategies to address 
urban decay too speculative where EIR did not estimate costs, define how strategies might be 
implemented, or commit city to undertake actual measures to address urban decay); Kings 
County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cai.App.3d 692, 727 (requirement that 
project applicant pay funds to purchase replacement groundwater not adequate mitigation 
because it was not known whether groundwater was available].) 

Second, mitigation measure 10-Sb is also inadequate. Mitigation measure 10-Sb consists 
of a requirement that the commercial and homeowner associations maintain membership in the 
Truckee North Lake Tahoe Transportation Management Association. (FEIR 2-21.) Membership 
in an association does not ensure active participation nor that any on the ground improvements 
will be implemented to relieve impacts related to increased vehicle use in the Lake Tahoe Basin, 
let alone the transit issues the mitigation measure is designed to address. (See Cal. Code Regs., 
tit. 14, § 15370 (defining mitigation as including activities that will avoid, minimize, rectify, 
reduce, or compensate for an impact].) 

Third, the policies Placer County points to are, likewise, vague and not sufficiently 
specific enough to ensure that there will be no impacts from increased vehicular use within the 
basin. For example, Placer County points to Policy CP-13 of the Project, which proposes to 
implement a shuttle with construction of the 340111 unit of the Project (FEIR 3.3-5.) The basis for 
the timing of implementation of the shuttle service is not clear, nor is it clear that the shuttle 
would address VMT impacts within the basin- e.g., the routes for the shuttle are not specified, 
nor is the frequency of the service. Rather than point to these other measures and policies, Placer 
County should: (1) provide an adequate analysis of the vehicle impacts and associated air and 
water quality impacts within the basin, and (2) as necessary, propose adequate and binding 
mitigation measures tailored to address any significant impacts that result from increased 
vehicular use in the basin. 
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b. Placer County should address the feasible mitigation 
measures suggested by commenters on the DEIR. 

While the mitigation measures and policies Placer County relies upon are not adequate 
for mitigating impacts within the basin, several commenters suggested other measures that would 
specifically reduce impacts within the Lake Tahoe Basin. (See e.g., FEIR 3.3-3, 3.5-444.) 
Placer County has not adequately considered or responded to these suggested measures. For 
example, TRPA's comments on the draft ElR suggest at least two specific opportunities for 
mitigating in-basin traffic impacts. First, the Project could contribute traffic mitigation fees to 
implement transportation and transit capital improvement programs (ClP). TRP A indicates that 
"there are opportunities to identify those CIP elements that would result in improvements in 
transit services needed to reduce the trips to the Tahoe Basin by individual automobiles." 
Second, TRPA suggests that opportunities exist to set up "ongoing operations funding streams in 
amounts necessary for added transit service to offset the increase in in-basin trips generated by 
the project." TPRA also suggests measures to encourage visitors to use public transit. (FEIR 
3.3.-3.) ln response to these comments, the FEIR does not discuss the feasibility or efficacy of 
the suggested measures, but instead points again to mitigation measures 10-Sa and 10-Sb and 
other policies contained within the proposed Project. This response by redirection does not 
comport with CEQA. 

Another commenter suggested mitigation measures, such as fee transit subsidies for 
residents, shuttle service to key destinations, and recruiting of transit riders. In response, the 
FEIR states that these measures are not appropriate because the Project, unlike the Village at 
Squaw Valley Specific Plan, is "not a resort that would be controlled by the project applicant 
following construction and allowing for the implementation of these measures." (FElR 3.5-444.) 
This is a direct but erroneous response to the mitigation measures suggested. It does not make 
sense that the project applicant could require the homeowner and commercial associations that 
will have control of the Project post-construction to maintain membership in the Truckee-North 
Tahoe Transportation Management Association, as mitigation measure 10-Sb proposes, but not 
be able to require the homeowner and commercial associations to provide transit passes to 
residents or implement the other measures the commenter has suggested to reduce the Project's 
external vehicle trips. It also does not make sense that the Project Applicant plans to implement 
a shuttle to service the resort triangle upon construction of the 3401

h residential unit, but that it 
could not implement a shuttle to Tahoe Basin destinations or itself implement or fund the other 
measures the commenter has suggested. 

CEQA requires that an ElR discuss mitigation measures that can minimize the project' s 
significant environmental effects. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 
15126.4.) And in particular, CEQA requires that a lead agency respond to specific suggestions 
for mitigation measures unless they are facially infeasible. (See, e.g., Los Angeles Unified 
School District v. City of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cai.App.4th 1019, 1029; Flanders Found. v. 
City of Carmel by the Sea (2012) 202 Cai.App.4th 603, 616; Masonite C01p v. County of 
Mendocino (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 230, 241.) TRPA and other commenters have proposed 
specific mitigation measures that appear to be feasible, and Placer County must reasonably 
address the efficacy and feasibility of these measures. 

AG-5 
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c. Placer County acknowledges these air and water quality 
impacts in its staff report to the Planning Commission, but 
inappropriately suggests that they need not be analyzed or 
addressed because ofthe Lake Tahoe Total Maximum 
Daily Load. 

Placer County, in its staff report to the Planning Commission, suggests that the Lake 
Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load (Lake Tahoe TMDL) and measures Placer County is 
implementing to comply with the Lake Tahoe TMDL will resolve any potential water quality 
impacts to Lake Tahoe. (See June 30, 2016, Staff Report to the Placer County Planning 
Commission, 5-6.) The discussion acknowledges that urban storm water represents the greatest 
source of fine sediment particles that impact Lake Tahoe' s clarity and that "attaining the load AG-6 

reduction goals [of the TMDL] hinges on reducing fine sediment particles originating in urban 
areas and transpmted to the lake through stormwater runoff." (Jd.) The staff report goes on to 
outl ine some of the measures Placer County is implementing to comply with the Lake Tahoe 
TMDL. (Id.) This post-EIR discussion cannot substitute for the County's obligation to analyze, 
and as necessary, mitigate the impacts of increased vehicular use within the basin as part of the 
EIR and Project approval process. 

The measures Placer County is taking to comply with the TMDL exist independently 
from the Project. From our review, it does not appear that the Lake Tahoe TMDL and the 
measures Placer County is taking to comply with the TMDL are discussed in the DEIR or in the 
FEIR. Placer County is implementing those measures to comply with the regulatory demands of 
the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, regardless of the Project, and the Project is 
not contributing to those implementation measures. The only mention of the TMDL is in the 
staff report and even there, Placer County does not suggest that the Project is contributing to the 
measures Placer County is taking to comply with the TMDL. Rather, Placer County discusses 
the TMDL not as a mitigation opportunity for the Project, but as a reason mitigation of the 
Project's air and quality impacts related to vehicle use within the Basin is not necessary- an 
erroneous conclusion. 

The Lake Tahoe TMDL is not a panacea. The TMDL is a regulatory program that 
requires local jurisdictions to take measures to minimize pollutant loading to Lake Tahoe. The 
implementation of these load reduction measures dQes not mean that Placer County should not be 
concerned about new projects that add pollutants that will later need to be prevented from 
entering Lake Tahoe. The more pollutants there are in the environment, the harder it will be to 
prevent loading into Lake Tahoe.2 Indeed, the TMDL is just one piece of a complex regulatory 
puzzle that applies in tandem with other policies and regulations designed to protect Lake Tahoe. 
Placer County cannot use the TMDL in lieu of complying with CEQA by accounting for the 
Project's resulting increase in vehicular use in the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

2 If anything, the Project may actually make it more difficult to achieve the TMDL. The 
staff report's discussion of the TMDL only underscores that the EIR should have included an 
analysis of the Pr~ject' s impacts on Lake Tahoe' s water quality. (See supra at 3-5.) 
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Further, even if Placer County could to some degree rely on the TMDL to mitigate 
impacts of the Project (e.g., perhaps the Project could contribute funding to enhance the 
implementation measures Placer County is taking to comply with the TMDL), it needs to first 
analyze and quantify the impacts in the EIR; and second, as necessary, propose and require 
implementation of adequate mitigation measures in a recirculated EIR. (See Pub. Resources 
Code,§ 21092.1 [requiring recirculation when significant new information becomes available]; 
Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15088.5 [defining significant new information as information showing 
a new significant impact, or feasible mitigation measure not previously analyzed that would 
clearly lessen the project's impact, or where the draft EIR was so fundamentally inadequate and 
conclusory that meaningful public review was precluded].) 

3. The EIR must analyze the impacts of the Project's increased 
vehicle use within the basin on TRPA's Regional Plan a nd 
atta inment of environmental goals. 

In addition to considering the air and water quality impacts to Lake Tahoe that would 
result from the Project's increase in vehicular use in the basin, the EIR also needs to consider the 
impact this increased vehicle use will have on TRPA's ability to implement its Regional Plan 
and attain its environmental goals. CEQA expressly requires that the EIR discuss any 

AG-6 
cont. 

inconsistencies between the proposed project and any applicable regional plans, including the AG-7 

regional land use plan for the protection of the Lake Tahoe Basin. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 
15125(d).) 

After the Project is constructed there will only be a smalrmargin of VMT remaining 
before TRPA's basin-wide VMT threshold is mel. With so little VMT remaining, in-basin 
projects may not be able to move forward. Further, if new out-of-basin projects are allowed to 
ignore the TRPA thresholds, they could easily exceed the basin's environmental carrying 
capacity without identifying this as a significant impact or providing adequate mitigation. This 
could preclude new development and redevelopment within the basin, which is a particular 
concern because the 2012 Regional Plan Update relied upon redevelopment as the means for 
environmental improvements that would allow TRP A to attain other thresholds (e.g., lake 
clarity). In the 2012 Regional Plan Update, TRPA recognized the critical need to redevelop 
aging infrastructure with new, environmentally beneficial development. Environmental 
redevelopment within the region results in substantial reduction of fine sediment and nutrient 
deposition, the pollutants degrading Lake Tahoe's famed clarity and blueness. As TRPA pointed 
out in its comment letter on the draft EIR, "[t]he environmentally beneficial redevelopment 
relied upon by TRPA may be threatened by unmitigated out-of-basin increases in trips and VMT. 
As a result of VMT capacity used elsewhere, efforts to protect Lake Tahoe may suffer without 
the ability to approve in-basin development." (FEIR 3.3-4.) 

The EIR must disclose and consider the impact the Project will have on implementation 
ofTRP A's Regional Plan and the attainment of environmental thresholds in Lake Tahoe. It is 
entirely inconsistent with the purposes of CEQA to allow a development project to move forward 
without consideration of the totality of the environmental impacts it will cause, especially where 
a unique resource, such as Lake Tahoe, will be affected. As the CEQA Guidelines make clear: 
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Knowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of 
environmental impacts. Special emphasis should be placed on 
environmental resources that are rare or unique to the region and 
would be affected by the project. The EIR must demonstrate that 
the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project were 
adequately investigated and discussed and it must permit the 
significant effects of the project to be considered in the full 
environmental context. 

(See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15125(c).) Because the EIR has not fully considered the regional 
impacts of the Project, it is inadequate and should not be certified. 

4. The EIR needs to analyze the impacts associated with the increase 
in vehicle use within the basin from past, current, and proba ble 
future projects. 

The information regarding VMT and daily vehicle trips to the Tahoe Basin also must be 
considered in the EIR' s cumulative impacts analysis. The EIR sets forth a framework for 
considering cumulative impacts. It identifies a list of"probable future projects" that may, in 
conjunction with the Project, result in impacts that are cumulatively significant. It then considers 
the cumulative impacts with regard to particular resources within the chapter on the individual 
resource. (DEIR 4-2, FEIR 3-8.) The increase in vehicular use and the associated impacts to the 
Tahoe Basin were not discussed in the DEIR, either individually or cumulatively. The 
"transportation and circulation" chapter of the DEIR only focused on impacts to individualized 
roadway segments, not to regional traffic implications in Tahoe (DEIR Chapter 10). The air and 
water quality sections likewise did not reflect consideration of this information. As discussed 
above, the air and water quality analyses were done at the DEIR stage without the benefit of the 
VMT and daily trip information for the Tahoe Basin, which was only provided at the FEIR stage. 
Therefore, these sections do not provide an analysis of the individual or cumulative air and water 
quality impacts associated with the increase in traffic in the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

The omission of an analysis of the cumulative impacts of increased vehicular use and 
associated impacts within the Tahoe Basin is particularly concerning, given the pending Squaw 
Valley Specific Plan and other projects that are identified by the EIR as appropriate for 
consideration of cumulative impacts. (DEIR 4-4 to 4-8) The EIR identifies several projects that 
are likely to cause increases in traffic and associated impacts on their own, as well as 
cumulatively with the Project, including the Brockway Campground (proposed for development 
on land adjacent to the Project and formerly part of the proposed Project), the Homewood 
Mountain Resort Ski Area Master Plan, Boulder Bay, and the Kings Beach Commercial Core 
Improvement Project. (!d.) Combining the Project's traffic impacts with the traffic forecasted to 
result from the Squaw Valley Specific Plan alone will result in the addition of nearly 3,000 daily 
trips to the Tahoe Basin and an increase in VMT of 1.9%, bringing total VMT in the Basin to 
2,022, 187, just a small margin below TRP A's threshold of2,067,600 total basin-wide VMT. It 
is entirely conceivable that when combined with these other projects, the VMT threshold for the 
basin will be exceeded. 

AG-7 

cont. 

AG-8 
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An EIR must discuss cumulative impacts when they are significant and the project' s 
incremental contribution is "cumulatively considerable." (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15 130(a).) 
A project's incremental contribution is cumulatively considerable if"the incremental effects of 
an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects." (Cal. Code 
Regs., tit. 14, § 15065(a)(3).) If the lead agency concludes that a cumulative impact is not 
significant, the EIR must include a brief explanation of the basis of the finding and identify the 
facts and analysis supporting it. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15130(a)(2).) Here, the EIR plainly 
does not discuss the cumulative impacts of the increase in vehicle use and the associated impacts 
on air and water quality or the impacts to TRPA's ability to implement its regional plan and 
attain environmental goals within the Lake Tahoe Basin. The EIR must be revised to address 
these impacts. 

C. T HE EIR's DISCUSSION OF ROADWAY SERVICE IMPACTS WITHIN THE BASIN IS INADEQUATE. 

As discussed above, the EIR does not adequately discuss the Project's impact on 
increased vehicular use or its associated environmental and regional effects within the Tahoe 
Basin. In addition, the EIR's analysis of roadway service impacts within the basin as a result of 
the increased traffic is inadequate because it does not fully disclose and mitigate the roadway 
service impacts of the project. 

1. The EIR fails to provide an adequate discussion of potential 
mitigation measures for the s ignificant roadway service impacts in 
the Tahoe Basin. 

The EIR indicates that the ~reposed Project would add up to 1,195 cars to the segment of 
SR 267 from the Project to SR 28. (DEIR 10-30.) This segment currently operates at an 
unacceptable level of service (LOS) E. (DEIR 10-29.) LOS rankings range from A-F, with F 
being the worst. Placer County considers LOS E to be unacceptable. (/d.) Placer County also 
considers an increase in the volume-to-capacity ratio of greater than .05 for segments that are 
already unacceptable to be a significant impact. (DEIR 10-18.) SR 267 already operates at 
unacceptable LOS E. In addition, with the Project the conditions on SR 267 will experience an 
increase in volume-to-capacity that exceeds .05. The traffic impacts on this segment of SR 267 
are, therefore, considered to be significant. (DEIR 10-29). The EIR further concludes that 
because there are no capacity-increasing improvements planned for this segment of SR 267, the 
impacts to LOS on this segment are significant and unavoidable. (DEIR 10-32.) The EIR fails 
to consider any other potential mitigation measures that could reduce the severity of this traffic 
impact. 

3 It is unclear how this number is lower than the estimated number of daily vehicle trips 
the Project will add to the Tahoe Basin, estimated to be 1,394 daily trips, as this segment of SR 
267 terminates in the Tahoe Basin and is the only direct route from the Project to the Tahoe 
Basin. 

AG-8 
cont. 

AG-9 
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CEQA requires that an EIR discuss mitigation measures that can minimize the project's 
significant environmental effects. (Pub. Resources Code,§ 21002; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 
15126.4.) Here, there are a number of measures that could be implemented to reduce the number 
of trips from the Project to the Lake Tahoe Basin, ranging from incentives for visitors to take 
public transit, guest shuttles to Tahoe attractions, increasing transit services, or a reduced project 
density. Although several commenters on the DEIR requested consideration of additional 
measures, the FEIR declined to consider or adopt these additional measures. (See e.g., 3.5-444, 
and 3.5-282.) For example, the North Tahoe Preservation Alliance suggested measures to 
increase transit usage on SR 267 including funding of marketing and signage, implementation of 
fare free routes, providing free tickets to targeted groups and/or residents, partially subsidizing 
fares for certain groups, and funding transit stop upgrades. (FEIR 3.5-282.) In response, Placer 
County points to mitigation measures 10-Sa and b and asserts that "no additional measures are AG-9 
necessary." (FEIR 3.5-322.) Placer County cannot, however, dismiss suggested mitigation cont. 
measures unless the impacts are otherwise reduced to less-than-significant levels or the 
mitigation measures proposed are infeasible. (See, e.g., Los Angeles Unified School District v. 
City of Los Angeles, supra, 58 Cal.App.4th at p. 1029; Flanders Found. v. City of Carmel by the 
Sea, supra, 202 Cal.App.4th at 616; Masonite Corp v. County of Mendocino, supra, 218 
Cal.App.4th 230 at p. 241.) Placer County should discuss whether additional improvements 
could be made to improve or encourage transit usage as suggested. 

Placer County also asserts that because there is a fee program in place and because that 
program does not include improvements to SR 267 between the Project and SR 28, it is relieved 
of its obligation to mitigate LOS impacts on this roadway segment. (FEIR 3.5-258.) In support 
for this assertion, Placer County cites to Tracy First v. City ofTracy (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 
912, 913. (!d.) Tracy First involved traffic impacts to an intersection that was within the 
jurisdiction of the county, not the city that was approving the project. Because the county did 
not have a plan in place to improve the intersection, the court held that the city was not required 
to itself create and implement a plan to improve the intersection. In contrast, here the roadway 
segment at issue is within Placer County's jurisdiction and the fee program is Placer County's 
own Capital Improvement Program (CIP). (FEIR 10-17.) In addition, the commenters have not 
suggested, nor do we suggest, that Placer County needs to revise the CIP to include the addition 
of lanes to SR 267. Rather, the commenters have suggested that Placer County consider other 
mitigation measures, such as improvements to transit and providing incentives to visitors to use 
transit. Tracy First does not support the proposition that Placer County need not consider these 
alternative potential mitigation measures. 

Placer County also cites to CEQA Guidelines section 15162.4, which requires that 
mitigation measures be "roughly proportional" to a project's contribution to an impact. (FEIR 
3.5-258.) This section is inapplicable to Placer County's consideration of the other mitigation 
measures suggested, as the County does not assert and provides no evidence that the mitigation 
measures would be disproportionate to the Project's contribution to traffic or traffic-related 
impacts. 
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2. The EIR's cumulative impacts analysis for roadway service 
impacts is inadequate. 

The EIR' s analysis of cumulative impacts is also inadequate with respect to the roadway 
service impacts within the Tahoe Basin. The EIR finds that the cumulative roadway service 
impacts within the Tahoe Basin, along SR 267 to its intersection with SR 28, will be significant 
and unavoidable. (DEIR 10-31.) While we do not disagree with that conclusion, the EIR seems 
to omit consideration of several significant pending projects that will also impact roadway 
service along SR 267 to SR 28 in its analysis. Thus, the analysis is inadequate and likely 
underestimates the cumulative traffic impacts of the Project. 

The EIR identifies "probable future projects" for consideration of cumulative in1pacts 
within individual resource chapters of the document. (DEIR 4-3.) However, it does not appear 
that this list was used for the traffic analysis. Rather, the traffic analysis states that "the 
cumulative setting associated with the traffic analysis is based on the Town of Truckee's 
TransCAD traffic model, which provides forecasts of traffic volumes throughout Truckee as well 
as the Martis Valley portion of Placer County." (DEIR 1 0-37.) It is not clear if this model 
would include pending projects within the Tahoe Basin. There are several projects pending 
within the basin that will likely impact traffic within the basin and traffic along SR 267, which 
should be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis, including the Homewood Mountain 
Resort Ski Area Master Plan, Boulder Bay, and the Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement 
Project.4 All of these projects were identified by Placer County as "probable future projects" in 
the DEIR (DEIR 4-5 to 4-8) but, again, this list was not used for the cumulative traffic analysis. 
Further, all of these projects will have potentially significant traffic impacts in and around the 
intersection of SR 267 and 28 (e.g., Boulder Bay is anticipated to generate 3,415 daily trips 
within the Tahoe Basin) and should have been considered when evaluating the Project' s 
cumulative traffic impacts within the basin. 

D. T HE EIR'S GREENHOUSE GAS ANALYSIS IS FLAWED AND INADEQUATE. 

AG-10 

As the EIR recognizes, the increases in atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases AG-11 

(GHGs), due largely to fossil fuel consumption, are expected to impact California with 
increasing severity over time. (DEIR 12-1, 2/ These potential impacts by just 2050 include 

4 Several commenters expressed concern that the Brockway Campground and Squaw 
Valley Specific Plan were not included in the cumulative traffic analysis. (See e.g., FEIR 3-4 
and 3.5-96.) While it appears that these plans were not included in the analysis, Placer County 
has indicated that the model assumed full build out of the land use allowances at Squaw and full 
build out of the Project, which would have included residential development on the Brockway 
Campground site, both of which would have amounted to greater development than currently 
being proposed. (See e.g., FEIR 3.5-163.) 

5 The draft EIR relies on key reports from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change and the California Natural Resources Agency. 
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increases in average statewide temperatures of 2.7° F above 2000 averages, a Sierra snowpack 
decrease of 25 to 40 percent from historic average, sea level rise of 10 to 18 inches along the 
California coastline, and increased frequency and intensity of forest fires. (DEIR 12-2.) 

In this context, the need for addressing our continuing contribution to atmospheric GHG 
pollution is well recognized. Because GHGs persist in the atmosphere for decades and in some 
cases millennia, in order to stabilize the climate and avoid the most catastrophic outcomes of AG-11 

climate change, the science informs us that we must substantially reduce our annual statewide cont. 
GHG emissions over time, achieving a low carbon future by mid-century. While the EIR 
recognizes the leadership role California has played at the State level (DEIR 12-3 to 12-6),6 it is 
also the case that "[a]s the State shifts its climate focus to the long-term, regional and local 
governments and agencies will play an increasingly important role in achieving California' s 
goals." (See First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan (May 2014) (hereafter the 
"Scoping Plan Update"), at Dl-3Y For example, the Scoping Plan Update notes that while "[the 
California Air Resources Board] has effective regulations to increase vehicle fuel efficiency and 
lower the carbon intensity of fuel," increases in vehicles miles travelled (VMT)- which local 
governments can influence through land use planning on a project level- is undoing some of 
those gains. (Jd. at 01-2.) "One of the most critical, cross-cutting issues for addressing climate 
change and other integrated policy priorities is land use and development," an area where local 
and regional governments have broad influence. (!d. at 103, 111.) 

1. Summary of the EIR's GHG Analysis . 

In the DEIR, the County uses two different benchmarks to measure significance, labeled 
"Tier I" and "Tier II." (DEIR 12-9.) Tier I states that operational emissions of a project would 
not have a significant impact on the environment if they are less than 1,100 metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalent per year (MTC02e/year). Tier II states that operational emissions that exceed 
I, I 00 MTC02e/year, but that are also 21.7 percent reduction from a "no action taken" (NAT) AG-12 

scenario compared to the proposed project operating in 2020, would not conflict with the ARB 
Scoping Plan and would thus not be significant. There are, however, significant shortcomings 
with the Tier II approach, including that the Project would extend well beyond 2020, and, in 
addition, the EIR fails to include a reasoned explanation connecting the 2020 statewide reduction 
objective to this particular development project. (See Center for Biological Diversity v. Dept. of 

6 Most recently, the Legislature passed SB 32, which now has been enrolled and is 
awaiting action by the Governor. SB 32 directs the California Air Resources Board, " in adopting 
rules and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions authorized by [AB 32), to ensure that statewide greenhouse 
gas emissions are reduced to at least 40 percent below the statewide greenhouse gas emissions 
limit no later than December 31 , 2030." (Sen. Bill32, 2015-16 Reg. Sess.) SB 32 expresses the 
State's continuing commitment to addressing climate change over the long term, consistent with 
the science. 

7 The Update and its appendices are available at 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/updatedscopingplan2013.htm. 
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Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 204, 226 [noting that "a greater degree of reduction may be 
needed from new land use projects than from the economy as a whole"].) 

In the FEIR, the County excised the Tier II analysis, and relied solely on Tier I. (FEIR 2-
21.) The FEIR determines that the Project's GHG emissions would be significant because they 
exceed the 1,100 MTC02e/year benchmark. (FEIR 2-21to 2-23.) Under CEQA, this 
determination gives rise to a legal obligation to impose feasible measures to mitigate the impact. 
(Pub. Resources Code,§§ 21002; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.4.) If the public agency 
rejects a mitigation measure or alternative as infeasible, the agency must make specific findings, 
supported by substantial evidence, that a mitigation measure or alternative is not feasible. (Pub. 
Resources Code,§§ 21081 and 21081.5.) 

AG-12 

Here, the FEIR identifies a number of potential mitigation measures, including the cont. 
following: 

(FEIR 2-26.) 

• Requiring that all buildings exceed Title 24 energy-efficiency 
requirements by 15 percent. 

• All new residential buildings shall meet or exceed the guidelines 
for the California ENERGY STAR® Homes Program Policy 
(Policy ER-AQ5). 

• Selecting a building's orientation, massing and fenestration 
design to maximize effective day lighting to reduce building 
energy requirements and use of exterior sun controls (Policy ER
AQ6). 

• Efforts to reduce and recycle construction waste are required as 
well as regional procurement of construction materials when 
feasibly possible in order to reduce transport (Policy ER-AQ14). 

• Installation of state-of-the-art energy efficient interior lighting 
(Policy ER-AQ17). 

In addition, the DEIR refers to various Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Policies 
that arc applicable to an evaluation of GHG emissions. The policies identified include: 

• Prohibition of wood burning stoves. 
• Use of Energy Star or equivalent windows, appliances, water 

heaters and air conditioning systems. 
• Use of water -efficient fixtures. 
• Native and drought tolerant landscaping. 
• Collection bins for recycling at businesses. 
• A covered bus shelter/transit stop. 
• Development of a network of pedestrian, cross-country skiing, 

hiking a11d bike trails. 
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(DEIR 12-9.) 

• A Homeowners Association (HOA) shuttle to reduce single
occupancy vehicle trips. 

While the FEIR and DEIR respectively contain the above described lists of measures that 
could mitigate GHG emissions from the Project, neither document appears to adopt them as 
enforceable mitigation. This raises two concerns. 

As discussed in Part a. below, while the FEIR adds significantly to the DEIR's list of 
potential mitigation measures, it defers consideration of those measures to the time at which a 
subdivision map for particular phases of the development are submitted. At that point, the AG-12 

developer has a renewed opportunity to make a Tier ll-type argument that the piece of the cont. 
Project meets a "statewide GHG reduction goal"; if it is does, then no further mitigation will be 
required. If it does not, then the development "can choose" from seven listed options (e.g., 
requiring that new residential buildings meet or exceed the guidelines for the California 
ENERGY STAR® Homes Program Policy). · The FEIR makes no showing, however, that it 
would be infeasible or impractical to adopt these mitigation measures now, at the time of Project 
approval. Nor does it contain any analysis establishing that a statewide-target-based benchmark 
can be developed fo r this individual Project, or that futu re development phases will meet that 
yet-to-be developed target by implementing only the measures listed. Further, the FEIR appears 
to offer the developer the opportunity to re-open a significa nce determination that must be made 
at the time this Project is approved. For these reasons, the FEIR improperly defers both 
mitigation, and the significance determination itself, to future phases of the project. 

And, as discussed in Part b. below, the FEIR falls short for its lack of consideration of all 
feasible mitigation measures in at least two respects. First, it fails to discuss how the Project 
could meet the relevant regional transportation targets. Second, the FEIR appears to have missed 
a broad range of potentially feasible mitigation measures, either because it fails to identify them 
in the first instance or because it identifies them but declines to consider them as mitigation. 

a. The EIR improperly defers the significance determination 
and mitigation. 

It is generally inappropriate to defer formulation of mitigation measures to the future. 
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.4(a)(l)(B).) A lead agency can defer mitigation where 
formulation of the precise means of mitigating impacts is truly impractical at the time of project 
approval or where practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in the planning 
process. (Sacramento County Old City Assn. v. City Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 
Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028-1029.) To defer mitigation consistent with CEQA, the EIR must set 
forth criteria governing fu ture actions to implement mitigation, and the agency must have 
assurances that future mitigation that is both "feasible and efficacious" will in fact be 
implemented. (Califomians for Altematives to Toxics v. Dept. of Food &Agric. (2005) 136 
Cal.App.4th 1, 17.) 

AG-13 
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Here, the FEIR fails to explain why formulation of the precise means of mitigating 
impacts of GHG emissions is "truly impractical" at this stage. Absent such a showing, the 
adoption of feasible mitigation measures should occur at the time of approval. Indeed, as noted 
above, the DEIR and FEIR each identify Project policies that have already been formulated and, 
if made mandatory, could qualify as mitigation measures. (See DEIR 12-9; FEIR 2-26.) Placer 
County has determined that the Project will result in significant GHG impacts, but has failed to 
make mandatory the specific measures it has identified for mitigating GHG impacts. This is 
impermissible under CEQA. 

to: 
In addition, as the CEQA Guidelines state, the advantage of doing a programmatic EIR is 

[p)rovide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of 
effects and alternatives than would be practical in an EIR on an 
individual action, [e]nsure consideration of cumulative impacts 
that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis, [a]void 
duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations, and 
[a)llow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and 
programwide mitigation measures at an early time when the 
agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or 
cumulative impacts .... " 

(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15168, subds. (b)(1)-(b)(4).) As the DEIR and FEIR acknowledge, 
GHG emissions are a significant impact and a cumulative impact. As such, those emissions 
should be addressed at the programmatic level. 

Further, Placer County appears to allow future phases of the Project to revisit the 
significance determination when determining whether mitigation will in fact be required. As 
described in the FEIR, no mitigation will be required if the applicant demonstrates upon future 
submittal of each separate subdivision map that the operation of the Project (or County projects 
generally, if it has adopted a climate action plan) will be consistent with then-existing statewide 
GHG targets, provided there is a substantiated linkage between the Project or the County Plan 
and the statewide GHG target. (FEIR 2-25.) This test is essentially the same as the County's 
Tier II threshold of significa nce test, which the County elected not to rely on as a significance 
criteria for this Project. (FEIR 2-21.) We are aware of no legal authority that would allow an 
agency to take back its determination that a project's impacts are significant, and by leaving this 
option open in the FEIR, the County effectively has avoided its obligation to make a significance 
determination before it approves the Project. This is error. 

In addition, we are concerned that the FEIR improperly shifts the burden of making this 
Tier II type showing at a later stage onto the developer. (See Cal. Clean Energy Comm., supra, 
225 Cal.App.4th at p. 195 [mitigation measure violated CEQA for shifting the responsibility to 
the developer to produce the studies] .) 

AG-13 
cont. · 
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b. The EIR improperly disregards potential mitigation 
measures. 

The FEIR falls short for its lack of consideration of all feasible mitigation measures in at 
least two respects. First, the FEIR does not discuss how the Project could meet the transportation 
targets set by the Sacramento AJea Council of Governments (SACOG) Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). That Plan obligates Placer 
County to meet 16 percent per capita vehicle emissions reductions by 2035. (DEIR 12-15.) 
Having referenced the SCS targets as potentially relevant to the significance determination, the 
FEIR fails to analyze the feasibility of meeting them or of imposing the mitigation measures 
contained in the SCS. Rather, the FEIR appears to reject the SCS, not because it is infeasible, 
but because it "is geared toward GHG emissions fJOm transportation only." (FEIR 12-15.) 
Transportation comprises over one-third of the projected GHG emissions from the Project. 
Having determined that the Project' s GHG emissions would be a significant impact, and having 
further acknowledged that the Project is within the jurisdiction of the SACOG MTP/SCS, Placer 
County has provided no basis for not analyzing the feasibility of adopting the SCS's policies and 
strategies to mitigate the Project' s impacts. 

Second, missing from the mitigation measures discussed in the FEIR are a range of other 
potential measures that have been identified by regional and local governments as effective. For 
example, there is no indication the EIR has considered the feasibility of the following types of 
GHG-reducing measures: 

• Requiring tbe Project meet a percentage of its anticipated 
electricity requirements with rooftop solar installations. 

• Requiring use of solar or electric water heating. 
• Providing the infrastructure to support car-sharing stations and 

electric vehicle charging. 
• Requiring the use of electric powered landscaping equipment. 
• Requiring the use of construction equipment that uses 

alternative fuels. 
• Limiting the idling of construction equipment. 
• Setting mandatory minimum waste diversion requirements. 

(See, e.g., Climate Action 2020 and Beyond, Sonoma County Regional Climate Action 
Plan, Appendix A.) In addition, the DEIR mentions a number of Project policies- which may or 
may not be mandatory- that could mitigate GHG emissions, but declines to analyze their 
feasibility or to adopt them as enforceable mitigation measures. (DEIR 12-9.) There may be 
valid reasons for finding that some of the policies suggested above and those listed in the DEIR 
are not feasible, but the FEIR fails to conduct such an analysis. Unless and until the FEIR 
analyzes all feasible mitigation measures, its finding that the Project's GHG significant impacts 
are "unavoidable" is not supp011ed. 

Placer County has an opportunity now to consider and implement Project-wide mitigation 
measures that could achieve significant cumulative GHG reductions consistent with long-t.erm 

.AG-14 
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state goals. To that end, the FEIR should evaluate the GHG impacts of this Project in the context 
of those long-term goals, propose robust Project-wide mitigation measures, and analyze the 
feasibility of implementing those measures. It fails to do so. 

In conclusion, lhe FEIR should be revised and recirculated to adequately address the 
Project's GHG impacts and potential impacts to Lake Tahoe. Climate change is a critical issue 
for California and Lake Tahoe is a national and state a treasure and Placer County should not 
disregard impacts in these areas in reviewing the Project. More information is needed to fully 
understand what the Project' s impacts will be on greenhouse gas emissions and on Lake Tahoe. 
We appreciate your consideration of our comments and hope that the County will undertake a 
full consideration of the Project's impacts to Lake Tahoe and GHG emissions prior to certifying 
the environmental document and reviewing the Project for approval. 

NUR:pc 

SA200 11NI046 

ll~iJ~ 
Deputy Attorneys General 
DAVID ZONANA 
Supervising Deputy Attorney General 

For KAMALA D. HARRIS 
Attorney General 

lAG-14 
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AG State of California, Department of Justice 
Nicole U. Rinke and David Zonana, Deputy Attorneys General 
September 6, 2016 

AG-1 The comment summarizes the interest of the Attorney General in the Martis Valley West 
Parcel Specific Plan project, the project itself, and specific concerns, which are presented in 
more detail in the body of the letter. See responses below. 

AG-2 The comment correctly summarizes information included in the FEIR Master Response 
related to “Vehicle Miles Traveled and Added Vehicle Miles in the Tahoe Basin,” but makes 
the incorrect conclusion that the Master Response results in the EIR not using TRPA’s 
standard of significance for evaluating the project’s traffic impacts within the Basin. As noted 
in Master Response, the FEIR acknowledges the 2,067,600 threshold, and as identified in 
the comment, makes a conclusion that the project would not result in an exceedance of this 
threshold. 

In accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR focuses on potentially 
significant impacts. Because Placer County does not have a VMT standard, and is not 
required to use the standards of another agency, no specific significance criterion was 
developed. Again, in response to public comments, the Final EIR provided additional 
information: it calculated the contribution of project generated VMT to the Basin, identified 
the proportionate increase represented by the addition (0.7 percent increase), and 
determined that it would not cause TRPA’s threshold standard to be exceeded. Therefore, the 
impact is less than significant. 

The comment suggests that TRPA considers “the addition of more than 200 daily trips to be 
a significant impact.” This is not correct. TRPA Code defines 200 daily trips as a “significant 
increase” in trips which, according to Code, is the trigger for requiring a traffic and air quality 
analysis. This is not the same as a “significant effect” under CEQA. TRPA essentially has a 
“net zero” threshold, and requires payment into the air quality mitigation fund for any project, 
regardless of size, that results in a “change in operation” defined, in part, as any additional 
trip generation. Placer County has not adopted such a stringent air quality threshold, but 
instead determines impacts based on degradation of levels of service at intersections and 
roadway segments, exceedance of APCD emissions thresholds, and other criteria. 

AG-3 The comment suggests that the project’s generation of vehicle use in the Tahoe Basin would 
result in significant impacts. The comment invokes TRPA’s 200 daily trip trigger to arrive at 
this conclusion (see response to comment AG-2, above).  

The comment asserts that the EIR should evaluate impacts to air and water quality in the 
Basin that could directly result from increased traffic and associated increases in dust and 
nitrogen. See Master Response: Project-generated Vehicle Miles Traveled in the Tahoe Basin 
and its Potential Air and Water Quality Effects, attached hereto. Note that, although 
additional modeling of VMT in the Basin was included in the Final EIR, this discussion did not 
revise the overall trip generation assumptions for the project. As such, the effects associated 
with regional concerns – for example, impacts to air quality -  would not be influenced by this 
additional detail. In addition, the MVWPSP EIR thoroughly evaluated traffic and air quality 
impacts, including in the Basin (see Chapters 10 and 11 of the Draft EIR, as modified by the 
Final EIR). Mitigation measures for both traffic and air quality impacts, including expansion of 
transit service that would reduce traffic impacts to the Basin, are included in the Draft EIR, 
as supplemented by the Final EIR.  
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AG-4 The comment states that the EIR does not discuss mitigation measures that could address 
the project’s air and water quality impacts to the Tahoe Basin, and suggests that Placer 
County points to mitigation measures for transit impacts as being sufficient to reduce VMT 
impacts in the Tahoe Basin. To the contrary, because no significant air and water quality 
effects resulting from increased vehicle use in the Tahoe Basin have been identified, no 
mitigation measures are required. As noted in the comment, the mitigation measures 
included in the EIR to improve traffic and transit conditions would also serve to reduce in-
Basin VMT. Please see Master Response: Project-generated Vehicle Miles Traveled in the 
Tahoe Basin and its Potential Air and Water Quality Effects. 

AG-5 The comment suggests that Placer County should address the feasible mitigation measures 
suggested by commenters on the Draft EIR. In fact, these mitigation measures are addressed 
in respective responses to comments, and many are already incorporated into the project, or 
committed to by the project applicant (see below). The only vehicle-travel-related impact to 
the Tahoe Basin identified in the analysis is the contribution of project-generated traffic to 
the roadway segment of SR 267 between the project access roadway and SR 28 (the portion 
of SR 267 within the Tahoe Basin is from Brockway Summit to SR 28, a distance of 
approximately 2.75 miles). This segment currently operates at level of service (LOS) E in the 
summer and winter peak hours, and while it would continue to operate at LOS E after 
addition of the project, the contribution by the project would increase the volume-to-capacity 
(V/C) ratio by 0.07 in the summer peak hour, and by 0.05 in the winter peak hour. A 
significance criterion of 0.05 increase in V/C ratio was used in the analysis, as described on 
pages 10-18 and 10-19 of the Draft EIR. (Note: Although impacts to transit were initially 
determined in the Draft EIR to be potentially significant, review of TART transit ridership data 
show that bus service would remain within capacity in both the winter and summer seasons. 
The applicant has committed to retaining Mitigation Measures 10-5a and 10-5b, which 
would provide an ongoing funding stream [one of the measures recommended in the 
comment] to improve transit in the region.) With regard to the project’s significant impact on 
the SR 28 roadway segment, the project applicant will be required to pay traffic impact fees 
[one of the measures recommended in the comment] to Placer County for implementation of 
projects in its Capital Improvement Program (CIP), including several projects to improve 
operations along SR 267, including potential widening outside the Basin. The Placer County 
CIP does not include widening of SR 267 from Brockway Summit to SR 28 and the analysis 
determined that there would be no feasible mitigation for the significant impact of the project 
on this portion of the roadway segment. Features to reduce project-generated traffic to the 
degree feasible are included in the project itself (e.g., community-supporting commercial 
uses; provision of a bus shelter at the project entrance; provision of bike racks and parking 
near the bus stop; Homeowners Association shuttle to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips) 
and additional applicant commitments to transit funding, as described above (see also 
correspondence dated September 26, 2016 from the project applicant to County staff 
regarding Martis West – Proposals from Shute Mihaly & Weinberger (SMW) and the California 
Attorney General (AG), Transportation and Circulation section detailing transit subsidies, traffic 
impact fees, and other commitments). These measures would each, to some degree, reduce 
vehicle use by project occupants, which would intern reduce the number of project trips on 
local roadways, including the segment of SR 267 in the Basin. 

For discussion of the feasibility and efficacy of mitigation measures recommended by 
commenters (many of which are already incorporated into the project or otherwise included) 
please see responses to comments: RA1-2, IO6-8, IO6-9, IO41-39, IO41-41, IO41-48, IO41-
49, IO31-26, IO31-27, IO32-2, and IO18-81.  

AG-6 The comment suggests that Placer County is using the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) as 
rationale for not addressing air and water quality impacts to the Tahoe Basin from project-
generated vehicle travel.  This is not true. These impacts are less than significant (see 
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Master Response: Project-generated Vehicle Miles Traveled in the Tahoe Basin and its 
Potential Air and Water Quality Effects). The TMDL is simply described to as one of many 
regional programs in place to address lake clarity which, given its complexity and multitude 
of pollutant sources (e.g., urban runoff, fertilizers, wildfires, wood stoves, aquatic invasive 
species, vehicle use) is the appropriate level (i.e., regional, rather than project-specific) at 
which to address the issue and make meaningful progress. 

AG-7 The comment states that the EIR must address the impacts of project-generated vehicle use 
in the Tahoe Basin on TRPA’s Regional Plan and attainment of its environmental goals. With 
regard to the TRPA Regional Plan, it is acknowledged that TRPA is required to achieve and 
maintain its environmental thresholds, including a VMT standard, and it is further 
acknowledged that the project will generate vehicle traffic which will add VMT to the Basin 
(calculated to be an increase of 0.7 percent), arguably “consuming” some remaining VMT 
capacity. However, unlike the Lake Tahoe TMDL, which apportions pollutant loads to 
jurisdictions around the Tahoe Basin, there is no allocation of VMT, nor has TRPA established 
a per-project VMT criterion. Such an allocation, while very challenging given the complexities 
of vehicle travel generated from within and outside the Tahoe Basin, could theoretically be 
undertaken, but it has not been done. Therefore, the EIR and supporting record include 
information disclosing the project contribution to VMT in the Tahoe Basin; make a good faith 
effort to describe the current state of the science in understanding the link between VMT and 
air and water quality); identify project features and commitments to reduce vehicle use; and 
describe regional programs in place in the Tahoe Basin to improve air and water quality (e.g., 
the Lake Tahoe TMDL, TRPA Regional Plan, TRPA/TMPO Regional Transportation Plan, TART 
Systems Plan, TRPA air and water quality fee programs). After considering the information, 
Placer County has determined that the impact would be less than significant. The project will 
not substantially interfere with TRPA’s ability to implement its Regional Plan and achieve its 
environmental goals. See also Master Response: Project-generated Vehicle Miles Traveled in 
the Tahoe Basin and its Potential Air and Water Quality Effects. 

AG-8 The comment describes the EIR’s framework and methods for assessing cumulative impacts 
and the project’s contribution. The comment suggests that, because the EIR’s cumulative 
analysis was completed prior to its calculation of VMT and daily trip information specific to 
the Tahoe Basin, that the cumulative air and water quality impacts associated with the 
increase in traffic in the Lake Tahoe Basin were not analyzed. Please see response to 
comment AG-6, above, and Master Response: Project-generated Vehicle Miles Traveled in 
the Tahoe Basin and its Potential Air and Water Quality Effects. 

AG-9 The comment suggests that the EIR does not adequately address roadway level of service 
impacts in the Tahoe Basin. Please see response to comment AG-5, above.  

AG-10 The comment claims that the EIR’s cumulative analysis for roadway service impacts is 
inadequate because it is based on Truckee’s TransCAD traffic model and may not consider 
pending projects within the Tahoe Basin, including Homewood Mountain Resort, Boulder Bay, 
and the Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project. The traffic model used to 
generate traffic forecasts in the Draft EIR traffic impact study assumed development of the 
projects listed in the comment.  A comparison of traffic volumes under existing no project 
conditions (Draft EIR Table 10-6) to cumulative (year 2035) no project conditions (Draft EIR 
Table 10-19) reveal that summer daily traffic volumes on State Route 267 north of State 
Route 28 are projected to increase from 12,240 to 19,400, a 58 percent increase.  This 
represents almost a 2.5 percent per year increase in traffic on SR 267, which exceeds the 
historical rate of increase which has been about 1.9 percent annually. Comment PF88-2 
provides a comparison of traffic increases projected for the MVCP to actual increases based 
on Caltrans traffic count data. The memo concludes that current traffic volumes at SR 267 
and the Placer County/Town of Truckee line are lower than those projected under the MVCP. 
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The comment notes that the proposed MVWPSP would contribute to lower growth by 
removing 600 potential units from the total anticipated in the MVCP. See also response to 
comment PF29-21, which explains that the external trips estimated for the MVWPSP are 
about 50 percent higher than what would be generated following the trip rates from local 
count data; therefore, the trip rates used in the EIR are higher than actual rates of nearby 
subdivisions. 

   
AG-11 The comment introduces the issue of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, emphasizes its 

importance, and highlights the role of land use and development in reducing GHG emissions. 
Comments specific to the EIR analysis of GHG emissions are contained in comments AG-12 
through AG-14. See responses below. 

AG-12 The comment largely summarizes the conclusions of the EIR pertaining to GHG impacts, 
which are found in Chapter 12 of the Draft EIR and Master Response 7 on pages 3-18 
through 3-34 of the Final EIR. It lists both EIR-identified potential measures and MVWPSP 
policies applicable to GHG emissions reduction, and suggests that the mitigation program 
(Mitigation Measure 12-2) does not “adopt measures as enforceable mitigation.” 

The MVWPSP itself includes a variety of measures that would reduce GHGs from the project, 
including design considerations and other measures. As described in the Draft EIR (see page 
12-9), relevant policies include prohibition on wood-burning stoves or fireplaces (Policy ER-
AQ1); encouraging construction that exceeds current energy codes (Policy ER-AQ4); use of 
Energy Star or equivalent windows, appliances, water heaters and air conditioning systems 
(Policy ER-AQ5-Policy ER-AQ17); use of water-efficient fixtures (Policy ER-AQ18); native and 
drought-tolerant landscaping (Policy PU-3); provision of collection bins for recycling at 
businesses (Policy PU-12 and Policy PU-13); provision of a covered bus shelter/transit stop 
(Policy CP-3); development of a network of pedestrian, cross-country skiing, hiking and bike 
trails within the MVWPSP (Policy CP-5); and a Homeowners Association (HOA) shuttle to reduce 
single-occupancy vehicle trips (see MVWPSP Chapter 4, under “Transportation Management”). 
In addition, the MVWPSP includes a Sustainability Program (Appendix D) that summarizes the 
components of the MVWPSP that promote and encourage sustainable practices, such as the 
efficient use of energy and water.  Additional mechanisms to reduce GHG emissions are 
provided in Mitigation Measure 12-2. As explained in the Draft EIR (Section 12.2.2) and the 
Final EIR (see Master Response 7), official future post-2020 targets are yet to be 
established, as are regulations to control emissions. These regulatory steps are essential to 
understanding the overall approach and degree to which the project must mitigate its 
impacts on climate change. Therefore, mitigation is applied to the project in a manner that 
allows it to adapt to future targets that are built around the State’s fair share in reducing its 
contribution to dangerous effects of climate change. 

The recent legislative battle to extend and provide new targets for the Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006 (Act) illustrates the uncertainty of predicting future GHG emissions 
targets and the need to maintain the flexibility to achieve them. While the Act provides for the 
continuation of the 2020 reduction target beyond that year, the 2030 target proposed in SB 
32 was not codified at the time that the Final EIR was prepared. Governor Brown signed SB 
32 and AB 197 on September 8, 2016. SB 32 essentially amends the Act to establish a 
target of reducing statewide GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. This 
bill was passed after a two-year legislative effort (the bill was first introduced in 2015 
legislative session, but did not pass that year) to establish post-2020 GHG emissions targets 
for the State. The bill was hotly contested and many proposed provisions (e.g., extension of 
Cap-and-Trade past 2020) were stripped.  This is the same target identified in Executive 
Order B-30-15, referenced in the Final EIR (see pages 3-19 and 3-20). A new Scoping Plan 
will need to be drafted to identify and adopt a regulatory path toward meeting this goal, and 
the California Air Resources Board (ARB) will need to pass new regulations. Therefore, the 
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details of how the legislation will ultimately be implemented remains uncertain. The updated 
Scoping Plan is currently in process, but no public drafts have yet been made available.  

Placer County recognizes that the goal is new and full of uncertainty with respect to 
implementation. Therefore, the mitigation was crafted so as to adapt to the targets in place 
at the time subdivision applications consistent with the MVWPSP are submitted. The precise 
GHG targets that will be in place in 2037, the regulations that will be adopted to facilitate 
their achievement, GHG emissions reductions achieved by broad emissions sectors such as 
energy generation and transportation, and new methods or technologies available to reduce 
GHG emissions cannot be known at this time. In any case, Placer County will use these 
targets, programs, and new information to require mitigation, to the degree feasible and 
consistent with the list of measures in the Final EIR, to reduce the project’s GHG emissions. 
The mitigation also requires purchase of offsets to the degree to which the GHG targets will 
be met. But, because of these unknowns, and because the project’s emissions are so far 
above the threshold of significance, the impact is considered potentially significant and 
unavoidable. 

AG-13 The comment suggests that, because the GHG mitigation program is based on adaptation to 
GHG reduction goals as they are changing and as new goals are established in the future, 
that the EIR defers mitigation. This is not the case. In fact, this has been a common approach 
to GHG compliance since the adoption of AB 32 in 2006. First, see response S1-9 with 
regard to the relevance of statewide GHG policies and their importance in setting and 
meeting GHG reduction targets. As described, these policies establish a link between 
California and its role in GHG reduction on a global basis and, as such, are important in 
determining a project emission’s significance. As outlined in response S1-9, a new Scoping 
Plan will need to be drafted to determine a regulatory path forward to meeting the goals of 
SB 32 and AB 197.  The California Air Resources Board (ARB) will need to pass new 
regulations, creating a level of uncertainty in the details of how legislation will ultimately be 
implemented.  The State is also in the process of updating its Scoping Plan. The last version 
of the Scoping Plan was approved in 2014 and was based on attaining AB 32 targets 
(achieving 1990 levels of GHG emissions by 2020). The ongoing update to the Scoping Plan 
is intended to achieve Executive Order B-30-15 and SB 32 targets of 40 percent below 1990 
GHG emissions levels by 2030. The Scoping Plan “…defines ARB’s climate change priorities 
for the next five years and lay the groundwork to reach long-term goals.” (ARB 
2016) Regulatory programs that limit GHG emissions from the energy, transportation/land 
use/fuels/ infrastructure, agriculture, water, waste, natural lands, short-lived pollutants, and 
green building sectors are developed based on the Scoping Plan.  

Mitigation Measure 12-2 recognizes that both GHG emission targets and regulatory programs 
that limit GHGs are apt to change over the 20-year (estimate) project construction timeframe.  
Consequently, Placer County concluded that using a static target to assess the significance 
of project impacts and the type and extent of mitigation would not recognize the nature of 
progressing GHG programs and regulatory actions, and the degree to which they can succeed 
in reducing GHG emissions. In addition, as a Specific Plan, the project establishes the 
framework for development, but leaves considerable flexibility to subsequent projects (small 
lot maps) that may be submitted. Because the details of subsequent projects cannot be 
predicted in advance, it is appropriate to remain open to the vast array of mechanisms to 
achieve compliance with State GHG reduction targets. Indeed, substantial technological 
advances continue to be made, so such flexibility is important to a Specific Plan that may not 
be built out for 20 years or more.  

Mitigation Measure 12-2 requires that GHG emissions associated with the project are 
reduced to the point that they meet GHG reduction targets, calculated with the future targets 
and regulatory programs that reduce GHG emissions in place at the time subdivision maps 
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for project phases are submitted. The targets would be based on a substantiated linkage 
between the State goals or a local (Placer County) GHG reduction plan.  Please note that, as 
explained further below, Placer County is planning to initiate preparation of a GHG reduction 
plan. 

The comment concludes that, because the exact nature of these goals has not been 
established, mitigation is deferred.  This is not the case: 

 The FEIR lays out a list of GHG reduction measures that are considered feasible (see 
page 3-34) and include Energy Star appliances, exceeding Title 24 energy efficiency 
standards, energy efficient interior lighting, and payment of GHG offset fees to an ARB-
approved GHG reduction program. 

 The degree to which these programs would be implemented would be based on a Placer 
County GHG reduction program or some other substantiated link to AB 32 targets. The 
County is currently planning the preparation of a GHG reduction plan, to be applied 
countywide, that would provide the requisite program; the plan is scheduled for 
completion in 2018 (Fisch, pers. comm., 2016). If the GHG reduction plan is not 
completed, the project can be linked to AB 32 targets through compliance with Scoping 
Plan programs applicable to the project. Therefore, the mitigation measure recognizes 
the importance of building a regulatory structure that will help attain officially passed 
targets and incorporating mitigation actions into the project (including offsets) that 
address the current gap in available regulatory information, rather than speculating on 
the future actions of regulatory agencies. 

The comment also criticizes the EIR for only mitigating impacts to the extent shown in the 
Final EIR and for not addressing emissions on a programmatic level. It is unclear what is 
meant by this comment. In the case of GHG emissions, the EIR has evaluated the impacts; 
determined significance (properly concluding that the impact is potentially significant and 
unavoidable); established performance standards (compliance with regulatory standards in 
place at the time of each subsequent, project-specific development); and included an array 
of feasible mitigation measures that may be used to meet the target. GHG emissions may be 
less than shown in the FEIR, based on new (and currently unknown) regulatory programs 
(e.g., possible requirements for a higher percent of electric vehicles in the fleet mix and more 
reliance of renewable energy). Additionally, mitigation is included that requires implementing 
projects to demonstrate that targets will be met, including through payment of GHG offset 
fees, if necessary. This supports the conclusion that, far from deferral, Mitigation Measure 
12-2 is designed to flexibly respond to the uncertain future of GHG policies and programs. 

The comment also states that Mitigation Measure 12-2 allows for future phases of the 
project to revisit significance determinations when determining whether mitigation will be 
required.  The comment equates this to essentially using the County’s past Tier II threshold 
of significance, which was no longer used as a threshold of significance in the FEIR.  As a 
result, the comment argues that the County has avoided its obligation to make a significance 
determination before it approves the project.  Mitigation Measure 12-2 requires that any 
subdivision maps submitted under the project (i.e. before and after 2020) be required to 
reduce, to the extent necessary and feasible, GHG emissions such that the project operates 
within the targets or adopted plan established at the time the map is submitted for approval.  
This means that every subdivision map submitted for approval will require further scrutiny 
and analysis and will need to demonstrate whether that portion of the project will exceed 
applicable operational thresholds.  Mitigation Measure 12-2 outlines a number of potential 
actions that the project could take to meet applicable thresholds and requires that each 
action chosen be calculated for GHG reduction potential.  This list of potential actions is not 
intended to be limited or all-inclusive and may be supplemented with other measures such 
as actions that may not be technologically feasible at present but may be feasible at the time 

751



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County 
Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan EIR 31 

of a future subdivision map submittal, as well as measures recommended in this comment. 
As long as the project demonstrates that future subdivision maps would comply with 
applicable GHG thresholds, other actions may be proposed at the time such maps are 
proposed.    Finally, the FEIR includes the provision for carbon offsets in the event that the 
GHG thresholds cannot otherwise be met through onsite mitigation. This offset requirement 
assures that, even if sufficient reductions are not feasible within the project (and no 
information suggests this at this time), that the applicant will still be required to reduce GHG 
impacts to levels below established targets.  Changes in significance determination would 
not occur. 

AG-14 The comment suggests that the EIR does not consider all feasible mitigation measures. The 
comment suggests that the overall goal of the 2013 Sustainable Communities Strategy, a 16 
percent reduction in per capita GHG emissions by 2035 for the entire six-county SACOG 
region, should have been a recommended mitigation measure in the EIR. This is not an 
accurate representation of the discussion in the EIR. 

 First, the FEIR states that because the project site was not included in the SCS, its GHG 
emissions would be additional to GHG emissions projected in the SACOG region in 2035; 
this is one of the factors that resulted in the conclusion that GHG emissions from the 
project would be significant. See response to comment IO41-59 of the Final EIR. 

 Second, the comment states that the County is obligated to meet the 16 percent per 
capita GHG vehicle emissions reduction in 2035 in order to meet SCS targets from the 
2013 plan, but does not cite where the plan requires this. Further, the comment 
suggests that this per capita reduction should apply to the project. This is an inaccurate 
portrayal of the SCS. The SCS covers the entire SACOG region, which includes the 
counties of Sacramento, Yolo, Yuba, Sutter, Placer and El Dorado (including 22 cities), 
but excluding the Tahoe Basin. The 16 percent per capita reduction in vehicle related 
GHG is a target of the entire SACOG region and it is based on the mix of land uses 
applied to the entire SACOG region covered by the SCS. If the 16 percent goal is achieved 
region wide, the region will have met its goal, linked to statewide GHG emission targets, 
for automobile/light truck-related GHG emissions for 2035. Keeping in mind that this 
reduction is a cumulative reduction for the entire SACOG region, some land uses and 
locations would exceed the target, some would be under the target, but the requirement 
is that the mix of land uses, taken together, would reduce overall GHG emissions by 16 
percent per capita. Isolating one project, as suggested by the comment, and stating that 
it must achieve this target is an inappropriate and inapplicable approach toward 
consideration of the project in the overall regional mix of land uses. Otherwise, land use 
agencies would require GHG reduction in some projects, such as rural development, 
where it would be difficult to achieve, but could (by this same token) relax standards in 
urban areas where greater than 16 percent reductions are achievable. In other words, 
the SCS only works by combining residential, commercial, recreational, office, and other 
land uses together, in a variety of locations and combinations. 

The comment then outlines a number of mitigation measures used in other planning 
documents, a number of which are similar to those proposed in Mitigation Measure 12-2 
(e.g., requiring that all buildings exceed Title 24 energy-efficiency requirements by 15 
percent, enacting design features that reduce building energy requirements) and/or in the 
MVWPSP.  Mitigation Measure 11-1a in the Air Quality Section also limits idling time and 
imposes other construction-related measures to reduce impacts.  Other measures, such as 
setting mandatory minimum waste diversion requirements, cannot feasibly be implemented 
on a project level and are more appropriate for the County to consider on a larger scale. 
Furthermore, the list of potential actions listed in Mitigation Measure 12-2 is not intended to 
be limited or all-inclusive and may be supplemented with other measures such as actions 
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that may not be technologically feasible at present but may be feasible at the time of a future 
subdivision map submittal, as well as measures recommended in this comment. As long as 
the project demonstrates that future subdivision maps would comply with applicable GHG 
thresholds, other actions may be proposed at the time such maps are proposed.    Finally, 
the FEIR includes the provision for carbon offsets in the event that the GHG thresholds 
cannot otherwise be met through onsite mitigation. This offset requirement assures that, 
even if sufficient reductions are not feasible within the project (and no information suggests 
this at this time), that the applicant will still be required to reduce GHG impacts to levels 
below established targets.  

AG-15 The comment suggests the EIR should be recirculated. The comment does not raise any new 
significant impacts, nor alter conclusions with respect to the severity of any identified 
significant effects. Recirculation is not warranted for the same reasons described in Master 
Response 1 of the Final EIR. 
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4 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The following Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was prepared in compliance with the 

requirements of California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21081.6 and Section 15097 of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. This MMRP identifies specific timing and monitoring 

requirements for implementation of all mitigation measures identified in the EIR for the Martis Valley West 

Parcel Specific Plan (MVWPSP). 

4.1 STANDARD MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

Placer County has adopted a standard mitigation monitoring program (Section 18.28.030 of the Placer 

County Environmental Review Ordinance) to implement PRC Section 21081.6. This program requires that 

mitigation measures recommended for discretionary projects, such as the MVWPSP, be included in the 

conditions of approval monitored by the County through a variety of permit processes, as listed below. 

 Development Review Committee 

 Improvement Plan Approval 

 Construction Inspection 

 Encroachment Permit 

 Final Map Recordation 

 Acceptance of Project as Complete 

 Building Permit Approval 

4.1.1 MMRP and Required Approvals and Permits/Format of Table 

The issuance of any of the listed permits and County actions must be preceded by verification by County 

staff that certain conditions of approval/mitigation measures have been met. This verification shall serve as 

the required monitoring for those conditions of approval/mitigation measures. All of the mitigation measures 

for the MVWPSP included in the EIR would be monitored through the County’s Standard Mitigation 

Monitoring Program (Table 23-1). Some mitigation measures require ongoing implementation and would 

require monitoring even after a Final Map is recorded, a Certificate of Occupancy is issued, or other 

discretionary permit is vested or ministerial permit is accepted as complete. Table 23-1 also identifies the 

mitigation measures that require ongoing implementation, the party(ies) responsible for funding 

implementation, the necessary timing of implementation that would occur outside the scope of the County’s 

Standard Mitigation Monitoring Program, and the mechanisms for monitoring compliance with each 

mitigation measure. 

Table 23-1 is organized as follows: if an EIR topic, such as biological resources, includes mitigation 

measures, it is included in the MMRP table. The EIR chapter number of the relevant section (i.e., Chapter 7 

for Biological Resources) is also included. The same numbering system for mitigation measures (Mitigation 

Measure 7-2a, 7-2b, 7-3, etc.) is carried over from the EIR discussion into the table. If an issue addressed in 

the EIR does not result in mitigation, it is not included in the table. 
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() Stantec Memo 

To: Stacy Wydra, Senior Planner, From: Mike Wilkin, P.E. 
Placer County- Community John Buzzone 
Development Resource Agency 

Through Stantec Reno 

Eric Martin 
Northstar Community 
Services District 

File: 205300163 Date: March 4, 2015 

Reference: Martis Valley West Parcel Project- Water Supply Assessment 

Under California Senate Bill61o (SB61o), water assessments must be furnished to local governments for 
inclusion in environmental documentation for certain projects subject to the California Environmental 
Quality Act. Placer County is responsible for completing a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the proposed 
Martis Valley West Parcel Project (the Project) to determine whether sufficient water supplies are available to 
meet the needs of the Project in addition to existing and planned future needs. 

The Northstar Community Services District (NCSD) anticipates a request for annexation into its service area 
for the Project. NCSD does not IDeet the criteria of a Public Water Supplier as defined in SB610, and therefore 
is not charged with preparation of the WSA. However, because of the likelihood that the NCSD will provide 
service to the proposed Project, Placer County requested that the NCSD contract to have the WSA completed. 
Stantec Consulting Services (St!ntec) was contracted by NCSD to prepare this WSA in accordance with SB61o. 
This WSA is to be adopted by Placer County through the environmental permitting process for the Project. 

This memorandum consists of four sections as follows: 

• An introduction describing the Project and the purpose of this WSA; 

• An identification and analysis of available water supplies; 

• An estimate of the water demands for the Project, NCSD, and other entities relying on shared water 
resources; and 

• An analysis of the sufficiency of the available water supplies to meet the needs of the Project. 

INTRODUCTION 

PROPOSED MARTIS VALLEY WEST PARCEl PROJECT 

The proposed Project covers approximately 7,568 acres of which 6,376 acres are east of State Route 267 (the 
"East Parcel") and 1,192 acres are located west of State Route 267 (the "West Parcel"). The proposed project is 
a combined conservation and development plan where the East Parcel is conserved and there is a reduced 
development plan for the West Parcel. The 1,192-acre West Parcel has a developable area of approximately 
775 acres, of which 112.8 acres are located in the Lake Tahoe .Basin. The Project proposes to reduce the 
number of residential units from the allowed 1,360 units to 760 units (a 6oo-unit reductic)n). The proposed 
project also includes 34,500 square feet of commercial development (sundry shop, coffee shop, small 
community retail, and similar uses) and 22,000 square feet of recreational facilities on 6.6 acres. The 
residential units may be a mix of single family, townhomes/multiplexes, cabins, and condominiums with a 
total combined number not to exceed 760 units and is outlined in the Project's draft Specific Plan, specifically 
Table 3-3. As stated, the mixture of potential unit types is presented in the Notice of Preparation of an 

bjv:\2053\oct1va\205300163\raport\water_supply_OSS8SIIT\Eint_ncsd_waslporcal_3_4_15.docx 
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Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement of the Proposed Martis Valley West Parcel 
Specific Plan (Placer County, 2014) as follows: 

Table 1- Number of Residential Units in Proposed Project (taken from Project Specific Plan) 

Probable Mix Potential Range 
Unit Type No. ofUnits No. ofUnits 

Single Family 375 300 375 360 soo 

Townhome/multiplex 265 250 125 350 200 

Cabin 120 40 200 so 6o 

Condominium 0 170 6o 0 0 

Total Units 760 760 760 760 760 

The West Parcel and a portion of the East Parcel are located within the NCSD's sphere of influence and the 
Project's proponents considered NCSD the best service provider alternative because of the NCSD's historical 
service records, level of service, and management ability and requested NCSD consider annexation of the 
Project area. 

PURPOSE OF THE WSA 

This WSA provides an analysis of whether sufficient water supplies are available to meet NCSD's existing and 
planned future demands in addition to the Project needs and meeting the requirements of SB610. This 
analysis considers projected supplies and demands under the normal year, a single dry year, and multiple dry 
years over a 20-year planning period. Should the WSA determine there are insufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project; the WSA should identify the steps to be taken to address the shortfall. 

NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

NCSD is a local government entity founded in 1990 to provide water service, among other services, to 
residential and commercial customers in the Northstar Community. The service area covers approximately 
1,855 acres and currently has approximately 70 commercial, 766 single family, and 1,237 multifamily service 
connections. The NCSD water system is divided into 12 pressure zones served by seven storage tanks with a 
combined capacity of approximately 3.63 million gallons (MG). The NCSD service area and its relative 
location are shown on Figure 1. 

The NCSD currently operates a water treatment plant with raw water supplies coming from two springs, Big 
Springs and Sawmill Flat Springs. Storage for Sawmill Flat Springs is available in Reservoir A (Sawmill Lake). 
Additionally, NCSD operates two groundwater wells, TH-1 and TH-2, which are located within the Martis 
Valley Groundwater Basin (MVGWB). Wells TH-1 and TH-2 and the MVGWB are also shown on Figure 1. 
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URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLANS 

No Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) has been prepared for the NCSD service area; however, UWMPs 
have been developed for the nearby service areas of the Placer County Water Agency (PCW A) and the Truckee 
Donner Public Utilities District (TDPUD). These two agencies along with NCSD rely upon shared 
groundwater resources from the MVGWB and jointly prepared the Martis Valley Groundwater Management 
Plan (Bauer et al, 2013), which describes how the agencies will cooperatively manage the shared resource. 
None of the plans specifically address the water demands of the Project. 

COMPREHENSIVE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT LEGISLATION 

As a water service provider relying on groundwater supplies, NCSD will need to comply with the requirements 
of the recently passed Comprehensive Groundwater Management Legislation provided in Senate Billu68, 
Senate Bill1319, and Assembly Bill1739. These regulations provide key changes to the California Water Code 
and Government Code with a goal of establishing a framework for local control of groundwater regulation and 
management with State-level oversight for the sustainable and coordinated management of groundwater 
resources. 

WATER SUPPLIES 

WATER SERVICE CONTRACTS & WHOLESALE SUPPLIES 

NCSD does not currently have any, nor does it rely upon, water service contracts or wholesale supplies to meet 
existing or planned future demands. Water service contracts or wholesale supplies are not anticipated to meet 
the proposed Project demands. 

CURRENT AND PLANNED SOURCES WATER SUPPLY 

NCSD holds interest in water rights either outright or through an agreement with Trimont Land Holdings, 
LLC and Trimont Land Company. The combined permits allow NCSD to divert 6oo acre-feet per year (afy) 
from the Sawmill F1at, Big Springs, and Reservoir A. The water rights also provide for storage in Reservoir A. 
These water rights are summarized in Table 2. 
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Table 2 - Surface Water Rights 

Permit Owner of Source Permitted Appropriation 
No. Record 

15905 Trimont Unnamed Streamed Diversion: 1.3 cfs, shall not exceed 82 acre-
(tributacyto Martis Cr.) feet in any month. 

Storage: Reservoir B. Shall not exceed 530 
afy collected between Oct.1 and Apr. 30. 

15906 NCSD West Martis Cr.; Sawmill Flat Diversion: 0.3 cfs, shall not exceed 19 acre-
Springs feet in any month. 

Storage: Reservoir A. Shall not exceed 88 afy 
collected between Oct.1 and Apr. 30. 

16618 Trimont/NCSD Unnamed Springs (tributacy Diversion: 2.5 cfs. 
to unnamed stream thence 

tributacy to Martis Cr.) Storage: None 

16619 Trimont/NCSD Unnamed Streamed Diversion: 2.2 cfs. 
(tributacy to Martis Creek) 

Storage: Reservoir A. Shall not exceed 180 
afy collected between Oct.31 and May 31. 

-
Collectively, the four permits authorize 1,206 afy with an instantaneous diversion rate 2.5 cfs and a 
maximum storage of 710 afy. By agreement, NCSD may appropriate 6oo afy of this amount. Trimont Land 
Holdings, LLC and Trimont Land Company the right to appropriate the remaining 6o6 afy. By agreement, 
NCSD has priority for these sources of supply and for storage. 

In addition to the above surface water rights, NCSD has permits to operate two groundwater wells. These 
wells are·completed within the MVGWB. Groundwater production rates are typically unconstrained in 
California. However, in the MVGWB, groundwater production rates are constrained by the terms and 
conditions of the Truckee River Operating Agreement (TROA). The signatory parties to TROA include the 
U.S. Department of the Interior, the U.S. Department of Justice, the State of Nevada, the Truckee Meadows 
Water Authority, the State of California, and the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe of Indians and codified in Public 
Law 101-618. In short, TROA places certain restrictions on well design and setback requirements from 
watercourses to prevent short-term impacts to surface flow rates caused by groundwater pumping. 
Additionally, and more importantly, TROA establishes a maximum diversion rate from the Truckee River 
basin between Lake Tahoe and the California/Nevada border. Per TROA, the total of all diversions (surface 
water and groundwater) in the Truckee River Basin between Lake Tahoe and the California/Nevada border 
combined shall not exceed 32,000 afy, of which, no more than 10,000 afy may be surface water diversions. 
This maximum diversion rate applies to surface water sources tributacy to the Truckee River (streams and 
springs) and the MVGWB. 

Current NCSD sources of water supply are summarized in Table 3. NCSD meets its current water demands 
using Big Springs and Well TH-2. Well TH-1 was constructed to serve as redundant supply and to meet future 
buildout conditions. 
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The water supply for the Project is expected to be groundwater from three additional wells currently under 
development at the proposed project site by the Project proponents. At present, three test wells have been 
constructed and test pumped, and the anticipated production rate for each completed well has been 
estimated. The final production wells will be completed only after the Project is approved and the appropriate 
permits obtained. If developed, the final productions wells will be dedicated to NCSD. The total available 
supply for the three future production wells was estimated to range between 445 afy and 887afy (InterFlow 
Hydrology, 2014). For the purposes of this WSA, the low end of the estimated production range is assumed 
for the wells, as presented in Table 3. 

Table 3 - Summary of Current and Planned Water Supplies 

Projected Supply (afy) 

Sources of Supply 2014 2019 2024 2029 2034 

Existing Sources 

Wholesale 0 0 0 0 0 

Big Springs, Sawmill Flat Springs, 
& Reservoir A 6oo 6oo 6oo 6oo 6oo 

Wells TH-1 &TH-21 2,581 2,581 2,581 2,581 2,581 

Reservoir A (storage only)2 710 710 710 710 710 
-

Total of Existing Sources 3,181 3,181 3,181 3,181 3,181 

~~~-~~--~---.~ 

---------~---------------------'' _____ 
Planned Sources 

Well-1a 81 81 81 

162 162 162 

202 202 202 

445 445 445 

Notes: 
'Based on well capacity and pumping duration of 24 hours per day and 365 days per year. 
2Storage only, not included in total available supply. 
3Production well capacities are based on pump test results. 

81 81 

162 162 

202 202 

445 445 

The annual water production for the previous five-years for the existing water sources in Table 3 above is 
presented in Table 4· 
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Table 4- Previous Five-Year Water NCSD Production (Existing Sources) 

Big Springs SawmUIFlat WellTH-11 WeiiTH-2 
Year (afy) Springs (afy) (afy) (afy) 

2013 342 0 14 273 

2012 348 0 - 313 

2011 301 0 - 260 

2010 283 0 - 298 

2009 280 0 - 330 

Notes: 
1Well TH-1 was constructed in 2013. 

Total 
(afy) 

629 

661 

561 

581 

610 

Periods of drought can have significant impacts on water supplies. NCSD has monitored the flow rates from 
the Big Springs and Sawmill Flat since at least 1990. NCSD records include spring flows at the end of several 
multiple dry year periods. The lowest spring flow noted occurred in January 2015 and was approximately 20 
gpm, or approximately 32 afy on an annual basis. This is down from the previously observed low flow of 48 
afy noted in 1992. As a conservative estimate, the single dry year supply is assumed to equal the lowest 
multiple dry year period. The springs supplies anticipated following a single dry year and following multiple 
dry years are presented in Table 5. 

Groundwater levels rise in wet years, increasing underground storage and decline during dry years reducing 
the stored volume. The storage volume of the MVGWB is reportedly approximately 484,000 af (Kaufman, 
2011). Because the storage volume is so large, groundwater supplies are less susceptible to short-term dry 
periods. Therefore, the groundwater and supplies are not expected to be significantly impacted by a single dry 
year or by multiple dry years (four years) and the yield estimate for a single dry year and for multiple dry years 
are assumed to equal the normal year yield. The groundwater supplies are included in Table 5· 

Table 5 -Existing Supplies during a Single Dry Year and Multiple Dry Years 

Sawmill Flat 
Big Springs Springs WeiiTH-1 WeiiTH-2 

Single Year Yield (afy) 484 32 1,290 1,290 

Total All Sources 3,097 

Multiple DryYearYield (afy) 484 32 1,290 1,290 

Total All Sources 3,097 
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GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS 

The MVGWB is located in the Sierra Nevada physiographic region and has a complex geology consisting 
primarily of sedimentary deposits and volcanic rock with numerous faults. These structure types contribute 
to a highly varying occurrence of groundwater and recharge. The primary water-bearing units are the Truckee 
Formation, Lousetown Volcanics, and Prosser Formation. The Truckee Formation is comprised oflake and 
stream alluvium with interlayered silts, sands, and clays, with sands and gravels toward the center of the 
MVGWB. The Lousetown Volcanics are comprised of fractured volcanic rock with water found along 
fractures. The Prosser Formation is comprised of stream alluvium with interlayered silts, sands, and clays. 
The boundary of the MVGWB is shown on Figure 1. 

Rajagopal, et al (2012) developed spatially distributed estimates of annual groundwater recharge in the 
MVGWB using the Precipitation Runoff Modeling System (PRMS). The model estimates the mean annual 
recharge to be approximately 33,000 afy. For comparison, the authors estimated the mean annual recharge 
rate using the modified Maxey-Eakin method. The modified Maxey-Eakin method resulted in an estimate of 
35,168 afy, higher than the PRMS estimate. Previous estimates cited in the report ranged between 18,ooo afy 
and 34,560 afy. Based on their analysis, the authors concluded the mean annual recharge rate is 
approximately 33,000 afy. 

Researchers with the Desert Research Institute (DRI) in Reno, Nevada are in the process of developing a 
linked surface water and groundwater model that is expected to refine the estimate of groundwater recharge 
rates within the MVGWB. However, at the time this WSA was prepared, the results of the analysis were 
unavailable. The results of the study are expected to refine the spatial and temporal understanding of the 
MVGWB recharge rates, but are not expected result in a significantly different estimate of the overall recharge 
rate. NCSD should review the results of the DRI study when they become available and make any 
adjustments to available supply estimate, as may be deemeo appropriate. 

As noted previously, NCSD relies upon groundwater from the MVGWB to meet current and planned future 
water demands. The MVGWB is a resource shared with other public and private users. Other users of 
MVGWB groundwater include TDPUD, PCWA, commercial irrigators (golf courses), commercial 
snowmaking, and residential domestic wells. The volume of groundwater produced by residential domestic 
wells is expected to be negligible in comparison to the other users and is not quantified here. 

The primary users of the MVGWB, NCSD, TDPUD, and PCW A, partnered to more effectively manage the use 
of the MVGWB and prevent overdrafting the aquifer. Through a broad stakeholder process, they 
cooperatively developed the Martis Valley Groundwater Management Plan (Bauer et al, 2013) in April2013. 
The stated goal of the plan is to " ... ensure long term quality and availability of groundwater resources in the 
Martis Valley Groundwater Basin." The plan established six management objectives: 

1. Manage groundwater to maintain established and planned uses; 
2. Manage groundwater use within the provisions ofTROA; 

3· Collaborate and cooperate with groundwater users and stakeholders in the MVGWB; 

4· Protect groundwater quantity and quality; 
s. Pursue and use the best available science and technology to inform the decision making process; and 

6. Consider the environment and participate in the stewardship of groundwater resources. 

The plan includes regional coordination to share monitoring data, water production, and planned activities 
with the intent of complying with the diversion limitations provided in TROA and to prevent overdraft of the 
aquifer. At present, the California Department of Water Resources has not determined the MVGWB is being 
over drafted and the MVGWB remains unadjudicated. 
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According to the Martis Valley Groundwater Management Plan (Bauer et al, 2013), groundwater levels in the 
MVGWB have been largely stable with some declines occurring within specific regions. The management plan 
presents groundwater level data obtained from the California Department of Water Resources for 16long
term monitoring wells in the MVGWB and infers that the groundwater is locally viable. The plan observes 
that water levels rise in some wells, while it declines in other wells over the same period of time, and 
concludes there may be multiple water-bearing zones in the MVGWB that may or may not be hydraulically 
connected. 

Given that the current available resource estimate is 33,000 afy, the MVGWB is unadjudicated, and there is 
no evidence suggesting widespread overdrafting, the available groundwater resource is constrained by the 
diversion rates set forth in TROA. As noted previously, TROA restricts the total combined surface water and 
groundwater diversions between Lake Tahoe and the Nevada border to 32,000 afy, of which the surface water 
diversions can be no more than 10,000 afy. Therefore, the available groundwater resource is between 22,000 
afy and 32,000 afy, depending upon the amount of surface water diverted. Further, it is NCSD goal to operate 
in accordance with TROA requirements, even though TROA is not yet fully implemented. 

WATER DEMANDS 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

As noted previously, the proposed project will consist of 760 residential units and 34,500 square feet of 
commercial development and 22,000 square feet of recreational facilities. A portion of the Project lies within 
the Tahoe Basin and an estimated 10% of the proposed residential units may be sited within the Tahoe Basin. 
Figure 2 shows the location of the Project relative to the Tahoe Basin and the existing NCSD service area. As 
noted in TROA, developments within the Tahoe Basin must be served by water sources from within the Tahoe 
Basin. Accordingly, Project developments within the Tahoe Basin will be served by a to-be-determined source 
within the Tahoe Basin. This WSA specifically excludes water demands for development occurring within the 
Tahoe Basin. However, the exact number of residential units to be developed in the Tahoe Basin is not certain 
at this time. As such, the water demand calculated for the Project is based on the total number of proposed 
residential units, as a conservative assumption and recognizing that about 10% will actually be supplied by a 
water source within the Tahoe Basin. 

To estimate the water supply needed to support the Project, average day water demands per unit by type is 
needed. The Northstar Water Model Project- Technical Memorandum No. 1 (Auerbach 2004) provides flow 
factors for various types of residential units and land uses specific to the NCSD service area and were used to 
model the NCSD water distribution system. These flow factors are used to estimate water demands for the 
Project using the probable number of residential units and commercial acreage presented in Table 1. The flow 
factors and the estimated water demands for the Project are provided in Table 6. It should be noted that these 
flow factors were developed to describe an average day demand and tend to overestimate the annual demand 
because the units will be predominantly vacation homes and not have full-time occupancy. As such, these 
demand estimates are conservative. 
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Table 6 - Flow Factors and Proposed Project Water Demands 

Single Townhome/ 
Family Multiplex Cabin Condo 

(gpd/unit) (gpd/unit) (gpd/unit) (gpd/unit) 

Flow Factor 420 300 300 300 

Number of I 

Proposed Units1 375 265 120 0 

Consumption 
(gpd) 157.500 79.500 36,000 0 

Annucil 
Consumption (afy) 1764 89.0 40-3 0 

Total (afy) 325 
--- -

Notes: 

Commercial Golf Course Snowmaking 
(gpd/sqft) (ac-ft/mo) (ac-ft/ac) 

0.30 52-50 0.96 

56,5002 0 0 

16,950 0 0 

19.0 0 0 

1 As a conservative assumption, demand calculations are based on the total number of probable units presented in the Project Notice of Preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Project (Placer 
County, 2014). Some of these units may be developed in the Tahoe Basin and served by a water supply in the Tahoe Basin. 

2 The 22,000 square feet of recreational facilities are assumed to have a commercial demand pattern and are included with the commercial 
development. 
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NCSD DEMANDS 

The current NCSD customers include single family and multifamily (includes condominiums and multiplexes) 
and commercial customers. The commercial development includes hotels, restaurants, and shopping 
business. In addition, NCSD provides irrigation water to a golf course. NCSD maintains a pressure zone map 
showing the number of current connections and total number of parcels within each pressure zone. This map, 
last updated in September 2013, is provided in Appendix A. Using this information and supplementary 
information provided by NCSD, the current number of single family and multifamily units to be added to 
reach the buildout condition was estimated to be: 

• Single Family Units to be Added- 595 

• Multifamily Units to be Added - 1,148 

Using this estimate for the remaining development and the water demand estimates per unit presented in 
Table 6, the additional water demand for NCSD is estimated to be approximately 666 afy. It is assumed these 
units will be added by 2034 with a linear growth rate and as shown in Table 7. 

Table 7- NCSD Current and Planned Future Water Demands 

2014 2019 2024 2029 2034 

DEMAND PROJECTIONS FOR OTHER MVGWB AND TRUCKEE RIVER BASIN USERS 

Because· the water resources of the MVGWB and the Truckee River Basin are shared, it is important to 
consider other planned and expected uses of the water resources. Other current users of the MVGWB include 
TDPUD, PCWA, Vail Resorts, and golf courses (private supplies). Water users within the Truckee River Basin 
include Squaw Valley Public Services District, Squaw Valley Mutual Water Company, Resort at Squaw Creek, 
Squaw Valley Resort, and Alpine Springs County Water District. An estimate of the current and projected 
demands for each of these users is provided below. These demand estimates are based upon published 
documents and/or demand estimates provided by the entities. These estimates were not independently 
verified and were the best available information at the time this WSA was prepared. 

Truckee Donner Public Utility District Demand Projections 

The TDPUD provides water service to a large area surrounding the City of Truckee; however, its overall 
population density is relatively low. TDPUD has approximately 12,600 service accounts. In addition to 
providing water service to residential and commercial customers, TDPUD also provides irrigation water 
service (non-potable) to four golf courses. The TDPUD currently relies solely on groundwater and all of its 
wells are within the MVGWB. According to its UWMP (Kaufman, 2011), TDPUD anticipates it will utilize 
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groundwater to meet its future demand, but notes that if necessacy it may also utilize surface water supplies. 
The TDPUD water demands presented in TDPUD's UWMP are summarized in Table 8. The UWMP identifies 
water demands out to 2030 and its ultimate buildout condition. For the purposes of this WSA, buildout is 
assumed to occur in 2034. 

Table 8- TDPUD Water Demands 

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 Buildout 
(2034*) 

Groundwater 5,686 7,864 8,794 9,720 10,649 12,134 
Supply (afy) 

Notes: 
Buildout conditions are assumed to be reached in 2034. 

Placer County Water Agency Demand Projections 

The PCW A covers a broad area with only a small portion of its service area falling within the MVGWB. This 
area, known as PCW A Zone 4 relies exclusively on MVGWB to meet the demands within the zone. According 
to the Placer County Water Agency 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (Tully & Young, 2010), PCWA 
currently operates two wells, but may develop additional wells to meet growing demands. The plan presents 
PCWA's planned water supplies for Zone 4 in five-year increments. For the purpose of this study, it is 
assumed the PCWA supplies equal its future demands. The UWMP identifies water demands out to 2035. 
For the purposes of th~ WSA, 2034 demands are assumed to equal2035 demands. 

Table 9- PCWA Water Demands 

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2034 

Groundwater 172 306 439 573 707 Boo 
Supply (afy) 

Vall Resorts (Northstar Resort) Demands 

Vail Resorts operates the Northstar Resort and utilizes water drawn from Big Springs, Reservoir A, and the 
Martis Camp Well (privately held) for snow making in the winter months. Big Spring diversions are made 
under the Trimont water rights (see Table 2) and as noted in the agreement between NCSD and Trimont, 
NCSD diversions are senior to the snow making diversions. Approximately 500 acres are currently developed 
with snow making equipment. As reported by Vail Resorts, an additional700 acres may be added by the year 
2034. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the growth in land under snow making operations will 
increase linearly. Assuming snow making requires 0.96 afy per acre, the future snow making demands are 
estimated for the planning period and summarized in Table 10. 

Additionally, Vail Resorts has three wells providing water to on-mountain restaurants. These wells are 
located within the resort area and are not within the MVGWB. The three wells as reported by Vail Resorts 
have a combined production capacity of approximately 540 gpm. The restaurants are generally open only 
during the winter ski season. Current usage was not available at the time this WSA was prepared, and for the 
purposes of this WSA, the total water demand for the three wells was assumed to equal the well capacities 
operated 18 hours per day for six ~onths. These demands are included in Table 10. 
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Table 10 -Vail Resorts Water Demands 

2014 2019 2024 2029 2034 

Commercial (afy) 322 322 322 322 322 

Snowmaking (afy) 399 567 735 903" 1,071 

Total Demand (afy) 710 889 1,057 1,225 1,393 

Squaw Valley Water Demands 

There are four entities producing water for consumption within Squaw Valley: Squaw Valley Public Setvices 
District (SVPSD), Squaw Valley Mutual Water Company (SVMWC), Resort at Squaw Creek (RSC), and Squaw 
Valley Resort (SVR). Groundwater is the primary source of water supply and obtained from wells completed 
in the Olympic Valley Groundwater Basin and from wells completed in the fractured bed in the mountainous 
region above (Farr West et al, 2014). These sources are not part of the MVGWB, but do need to be included in 
the accounting of water demands as provided under TROA. According to the Village at Squaw Valley Specific 
Plan Water Supply Assessment (Farr West et al, 2014), the 2012 water demand for the four entities combined 
was 825 afy. According to plan, the projected water demand is expected to increase to 1,205 afy by the year 
2040. Of this future demand, 150 afy is noted for snow making purposes. The plan was prepared to address 
the needs of the proposed Village at Squaw Valley project, which has an estimated buildout demand of 234 
afy. Assuming the Village at Squaw Valley project is approved, the resulting combined water demand for all 
Squaw Valley users in assumed to be 1,439 afy. For the purposes of this WSA, the buildout demand is 
expected to occur by 2034. 

Alpine Springs County Water District Demands 

The Alpine Springs County Water District utilizes water from wells and four springs (horizontal wells) 
(Stantec, 2013). The current (2012) water demand is reportedly 189 afy and the buildout is expected to be 342 
afy. No date was provided for reaching the buildout condition and for the purpose of this report it will be 
assumed to occur in 2034. Uke the Squaw Valley water diversion, the Alpine Springs County Water District 
water diversion must be included in the TROA diversion accounting, but are not taken from the MVGWB. 

Golf Course Demand ProjecHons 

There are nine golf courses in the region. Four are served by TDPUD and one is served by NCSD. The 
demands for these five golf courses are included in the demand estimate for each respective agency. The 
remaining four golf courses, however they are privately served. The Martis Valley Groundwater Management 
Plan (Bauer et al, 2013) estimates the water demand for the four golf courses to be approximately 993 afy. 

Snowmaking Credits 

The uses noted above include water demands for snowmaking. Snowmaking is not a strictly consumptive 
activity and a portion of the water used to make snow is returned to either the surface water supply during the 
spring melt off or to the groundwater aquifer through infiltration. Per the Truckee-Carson-Pyramid Lake 
Water Rights Settlement Act, the first 225 acre-feet of water used for snowmaking in California each year shall 
not be charged to the gross diversion specified under TROA (32,000 afy). Diversions in excess of the 225 afy 
allocation, will have only 16% of the diversion (of the amount over 225 afy) accrued against the TROA32,ooo 
gross diversion rate. However, to be conservative in the development of this WSA, the 225 afy allotment and 
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the reduction for diversions exceeding the 225 afy are not applied in the accounting of water demands and 
supplies. 

SUFFICIENCY OF SUPPLY 

There are two analyses that need to be performed to determine whether or not NCSD has sufficient sources of 
supply available to provide water service to the Project. First, it must be determined whether the regional 
resources, which are shared with other users, have sufficient capacity to meet the needs of the identified users 
in addition to the Project at the end of the planning period (2034). Secondly, it must be determine whether 
the NCSD sources of supply have sufficient available capacity to meet the Project needs in addition to NCSD 
current and planned future needs. 

For the first analysis, the. total combined demands for all users occurring at the end of the planning period 
need to be compared to the available resources. As noted previously, the mean annual recharge estimate 
exceeds the TROA constraint and therefore it is the TROA constraint that dictates the total available resource. 
Accordingly, the TROA constraint is used as the maximum available resource. 

Table 11-2034 Water Demands for all Users and Available Resources 

2034 Demand (afy) 

1,204 

325 

12,134 

PCWA Boo 

Vail Resorts 1,393 

Squaw Users 1,439 
(SVPSD, SVMWC, RSC, & SVR) 

l:iplrm~~ County Water District 342 

Served Golf Courses 993 

It should also be noted that the TDPUD UWMP (Kaufman, 2011) estimates the buildout demand for the entire 
MVGWB to be approximately 21,000 afy. Both future demand estimates (buildout and 2034) are 
substantially less than the estimate of the available resource. Furthermore, much of the water used in snow 
making is returned to the system through recharge or snow melt runoff so the demand estimates are expected 
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to be even lower than estimated here. Therefore, the resources available to the region exceed the regionally 
identified demands. 

The second analysis is needed to determine whether NCSD sources of supply are sufficient to meet the 
proposed Project demand in addition to its current and planned future demands. This analysis also considers 
the effect of a single dey year and multiple dey years. In the single dey year, the water demand is assumed to 
increase by 10%. In the multiple dey years, the water demand is assumed to decrease by 10% due to 
conservation efforts. Comparison of the sources of supply and NCSD water demands for the normal year, 
single dey year, and multiple dey years are provided in Tables 12 through 14. The tables assume the Project 
will reach buildout conditions in 2034 and a linear growth rate. 

Table 12- Summary of Normal Year NCSD Demands and Water Supplies 

Projected Supply (afy) 

Sources of Supply 2014 2019 2024 2029 2034 

Existing Sources 

Wholesale 0 0 0 0 0 

Big Springs, Sawmill F1at Springs, & 
Reservoir A 6oo 6oo 6oo 6oo 6oo 

Wells TH-1 & TH-2 2,581 2,581 2,581 2,581 2,581 
-

Total of Existing Sources 3,181 3,181 3,181 3,181 3,181 

=======~-·--">-·~---~----------~ - -~--~--·-=~] 
Planned Sources 

81 81 81 81 81 

162 162 162 162 

202 202 202 202 202 

445 445 445 445 445 

0 244 325 
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Table 13 - Summary of Single Dry Year NCSD Demands and Water Supplies 

Projected Supply (afy} 

Sources of Supply 2014 2019 2024 2029 

Existing Sources 

Wholesale 0 0 0 0 

Big Springs, Sawmill Flat Springs, & 
Reservoir A 516 516 516 516 

Wells TH-1 &TH-2 2,581 2,581 2,581 2,581 

Total of Existing Sources 3,097 3,097 3,097 3,097 
f~~~-~~~~ 

l~-~~4-----~"~-~--~-~-.,_._,~~~~-, 
Planned Sources 

ell-1 81 81 81 

162 162 

202 202 202 202 

445 445 445 445 

0 179 

2034 

0 

516 

2,581 

3,097 

202 

445 

+2,218 
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Table 14- Summary of Multiple Dry Year NCSD Demands and Water Supplies 

Projected Supply (afy) 

Sources of Supply 2014 2019 2024 2029 

Existing Sources 

Wholesale 0 0 0 0 

Big Springs, Sawmill Flat Springs, 
Reservoir A 516 516 516 516 

Wells TH-1 & TH-2 2,581 2,581 2,581 2,581 

Total of EXisting Sources 3,097 3,097 3,097 3,097 

2034 

0 

516 

2,581 

3,097 

!_ ________ ~---=~>'~- ~----~- --. ·----~ -~~---~ 
Planned Sources 

1 81 81 81 

162 162 

202 202 202 202 - 202 

Total 445 445 445 445 445 

In all cases the available supply exceeds the NCSD water demands. Additionally, the remaining surplus 
exceeds the Project demands. 

From the above, two significant conclusions are drawn: 

• NCSD has sufficient and available water supplies to meet its current and planned future demands. 

• The available water supply is sufficient to meet the needs of the Project in addition to planned NCSD 
demands. 
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