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Letter A: Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-1 

The comment states that the Draft EIR has been submitted to selected state agencies for review and that 
comments received from responding agencies are enclosed. The comment acknowledges that the County 
has complied with the State Clearinghouse requirements.  

This comment is noted. 
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Letter B: Alan Miller, Chief, North Basin Regulatory Unit, Lahontan 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-1 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR incorrectly discusses Clean Water Act Section 401 on page 6-39 
and that the proposed skier bridges may be prohibited under the discharge prohibitions in Chapter 4 of the 
Basin Plan (though exemptions to this prohibition are allowed). The commenter further states that the 
Draft EIR incorrectly discusses waste discharge requirements on page 6-42.  

The DEIR correctly references the 100-year floodplain prohibition and exemption requirements on DEIR 
pages 13-22 and -23. 

The following text has been revised in Draft EIR Section 6.0, page 6-39: 

Section 401 

Under CWA Section 401 (33 USC Section 1341), federal agencies are not authorized to issue a 
permit and/or license for any activity that may result in discharges to WoUS, unless a state or 
tribe where the discharge originates either grants or waives CWA Section 401 certification. CWA 
Section 401 provides states or tribes with the ability to grant, grant with conditions, deny, or 
waive certification. Granting certification, with or without conditions, allows the federal 
permit/license to be issued and remain consistent with any conditions set forth in the CWA 
Section 401 Certification. Denial of the certification prohibits the issuance of the federal license 
or permit, and a waiver allows the permit/license to be issued without state or tribal comment. 
Decisions made by states or tribes are based on the proposed project’s compliance with EPA 
water quality standards as well as with applicable effluent limitations guidelines, new source 
performance standards, toxic pollutant restrictions, and any other appropriate requirements of 
state or tribal law. In California, the State Water Resources Control Board is the primary 
regulatory authority for CWA Section 401 requirements (additional details below). Section 401 of 
the Clean Water Act requires an applicant for any federal permit (e.g., a 404(b)(1) permit from 
the USACE for “fill” of wetlands) that proposes an activity which may result in a discharge to 
waters of the United States obtain certification from the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB), acting through the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), that the 
USACE permit action meets state water quality objectives. 

Section 401 grants the State of California, through the Lahontan RWQCB, the right to ensure its 
interests are protected on any federally permitted activity occurring in or adjacent to waters of the 
state. Therefore, if a proposed project requires a 404 permit and has the potential to impact waters 
of the state, the RWQCB will regulate the project and associated activities through a Water 
Quality Certification determination. The US Army Corps of Engineers will not issue a 404 permit 
until the RWQCB has been notified and the applicant has obtained a certification. 

The following text has been revised in Draft EIR Section 6.0, pages 6-42 and -43: 

Clean Water Act, Section 401 Water Quality Certification 

CWA Section 401 (33 USC Section 1341) requires that any applicant for a federal license or 
permit, which may result in a pollutant discharge to WoUS, obtain a certification that the 
discharge will comply with EPA water quality standards. The state or tribal agency responsible 
for issuance of the Section 401 certification may also require compliance with additional effluent 
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limitations and water quality standards set forth in state/tribal laws. In California, the SWRCB is 
the primary regulatory authority for CWA Section 401 requirements. 

The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board is responsible for enforcing water quality 
criteria and protecting water resources in the project area. In addition, the RWQCB is responsible 
for controlling discharges to surface waters of the state by issuing waste discharge requirements 
or commonly by issuing conditional waivers to waste discharge requirements. The RWQCB 
requires that a project proponent obtain a CWA Section 401 water quality certification for CWA 
Section 404 permits issued by the USACE. A request for water quality certification (including 
waste discharge requirements) by the RWQCB and an application for a General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities are prepared and is submitted 
following completion of the CEQA environmental document and submittal of the wetland 
delineation to the USACE. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-2 

The commenter states that the drainage and flooding discussions in Section 13.0 of the Draft EIR should 
include language about Martis Creek–related floodplains and any Martis Creek tributaries. As stated on 
page 13-10 of the Draft EIR, all of the West Martis Creek watershed areas are “areas determined to be 
outside 500-year floodplain.” Furthermore, page 13-10 of the Draft EIR states that there are no designated 
100-year flood hazard areas designated by FEMA within the proposed NMMP component sites. 
However, DEIR Appendix 13 (Northstar Master Plan Draft Preliminary Drainage Report) provides 
mapping of the 100-year floodplain in relation to the proposed skier bridges (see Northstar Master Plan 
Draft Preliminary Drainage Report Figures 1.9 through 1.14). The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 1 regarding drainage. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-3 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to discuss monitoring and reporting as provided by the 
Truckee River Water Quality Monitoring Plan. The commenter is referred to pages 18-34 and -35 of the 
Draft EIR for a cumulative impact discussion for hydrology and water quality. As stated in the Draft EIR, 
the project site is located in the Martis Valley watershed (which is part of the Truckee River Hydrologic 
Unit) and is partially in the Martis Valley groundwater basin. Implementation of the proposed project, in 
combination with other development activities in the Truckee River Hydrologic Unit and Martis Valley 
watershed, would contribute to a cumulative degradation of water quality from construction activities and 
changes in land use conditions that generate pollutants. This would add to other approved and planned 
development activities and the ongoing runoff processes in the cumulative setting area. It could result in 
cumulative water quality impacts to both surface water and groundwater supplies; however, as described 
on pages 18-34 and -35, implementation of project mitigation measures would reduce cumulative impacts 
to less than significant levels.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-4 

The commenter states that a nonapplicable General Permit number is contained in the Draft EIR on page 
13-18, that the Regulatory Framework discussion fails to address the required conditions needed to be 
granted a Water Board exemption, and that an outdated Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
discussion is used.  

The Draft EIR has been modified to address the comment, and the commenter is referred to FEIR Section 
2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR.  
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The following text has been revised in Draft EIR Section 13.0, page 13-18:  

Certain actions during construction may also need to conform to a General Permit (Water Quality 
Order No. R6T-2008-0023 5-00-175) that requires that a permit be acquired for dewatering and 
other low threat discharges to surface waters, provided that they do not contain significant 
quantities of pollutants and either (1) are four months or less in duration, or (2) the average dry 
weather discharge does not exceed 0.25 million gallons per day (mgd). 

The text on pages 13-22 and -23 of Draft EIR Section 13.0 has been revised as follows:  

In addition, Chapter 4 of the Basin Plan prohibits the discharge or threatened discharge, 
attributable to human activities, of solid or liquid waste materials including soil, silt, clay, sand, 
and other organic and earthen materials to lands within the 100-year floodplain of the Truckee 
River or any tributary to the Truckee River. However, exemptions may be granted by the 
Lahontan RWQCB that fall within the following categories of new projects: 

1)  Projects solely intended to reduce or mitigate existing sources of erosion or water pollution, 
or to restore the functional value to previously disturbed floodplain areas. 

2)  Bridge abutments, approaches, or other essential transportation facilities identified in an 
approved general plan. 

3)  Projects necessary to protect public health or safety or to provide essential public services. 

4)  Projects necessary for public recreation. 

5)  Projects that will provide outdoor public recreation within portions of the 100-year floodplain 
that have been substantially altered by grading and/or filing activities which occurred prior to 
June 26, 1975. 

Prior to granting any such exemption, the RWQCB shall require demonstration by the proposed 
discharger that all applicable best management practices and mitigation measures have been 
incorporated into the project to minimize any potential soil erosion and/or surface runoff 
problems. 

The text on page 13-23 of Draft EIR Section 13.0 has been revised as follows: 

Placer County Stormwater Management Plan 

Placer County has prepared the Placer County Stormwater Management Plan 2003–2008 
(SWMP) in compliance with NPDES Phase II regulations. The Placer County SWMP is a 
comprehensive program designed to reduce pollution in stormwater runoff in the western portions 
of the county. The County was granted a permit under the state’s General NPDES Phase II 
program and the final version of the SWMP was published in March 2004. The SWMP is 
required to be updated every five years. The SWMP will help the County to reduce pollutants in 
local waterways by reducing pollutants in stormwater runoff through the following control 
measures: 

• Public education and outreach on stormwater impact 

• Public involvement/participation 

• Illicit discharge detection and elimination 

• Construction site stormwater runoff control 
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• Post-construction stormwater management in new development and redevelopment 

• Pollution prevention/good housekeeping for municipal operations 

In addition to these measures, the SWMP imposes discharge prohibitions, effluent limitation, 
receiving water limitations, new development design standards, and additional evaluation and 
reporting requirements. The SWMP also includes specific best management practices that support 
the program’s main control measures. 

Placer County is a designated municipal permittee under the US Environmental Protection 
Agency’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), which regulates 
stormwater flows into natural water bodies. The NPDES regulations require permitted areas to 
implement specific activities and actions to eliminate or control stormwater pollution. Under the 
Phase I NPDES program, Placer County shares a permit with El Dorado County and the City of 
South Lake Tahoe for the Lake Tahoe watershed area. Under the Phase II NPDES program, 
Placer County is permitted in the western county area (including Foresthill and Colfax) and in the 
Truckee River Basin.  

The goals of the stormwater quality program are to:  

• Reduce pollutants in stormwater runoff; 

• Eliminate non-stormwater discharges;  

• Lessen the long-term impacts of stormwater discharges from development, business, and 
municipal activities;  

• Educate the public about stormwater impacts; and  

• Map NPDES Phase I and Phase II Permit Areas. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-5 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR references an incorrect Stormwater General Permit number.  

The Draft EIR has been modified to address the comment, and the commenter is referred to FEIR Section 
2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR.  

The following text has been revised in Draft EIR Section 13.0, page 13-33:  

The State Water Resources Control Board is responsible for implementing the Clean Water Act 
and has issued a statewide General Permit (Water Quality Order WQO 2009-0009-DWQ 99-08-
DWQ) for construction activities in the state. The Construction General Permit (CGP) is 
implemented and enforced by the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The CGP applies to 
construction activities that disturb one acre or more and requires the preparation and 
implementation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) that identifies best 
management practices (BMPs) to minimize pollutants from discharging from the construction site 
to the maximum extent practicable. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-6 

The commenter states that the proposed skier bridges are prohibited within the 100-year floodplain. 
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DEIR Impact 13.4 on DEIR pages 13-37 and -38 acknowledges that skier bridge number 1 would result 
in 240 square feet of 100-year floodplain impacts and would be subject to the provisions of Chapter 4 of 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan) associated with prohibitions of 
discharge of earthen materials into the 100-year floodplain of the Truckee River Hydrologic Unit and/or 
state waters. It would also require the granting of an exemption by the RWQCB. This would be done 
prior to construction activities associated with this bridge. While submittal for an exemption to the 
RWQCB has not yet occurred, it appears that this bridge would fall into category 4 (projects necessary for 
public recreation) as it provides skier access to proposed NMMP components (Backside improvements 
and Z, W and V lifts) and the Northstar HMP and this EIR includes measures to address soil erosion as 
required in Chapter 4 of the Basin Plan. 

The following bulleted item is added to mitigation measure 13-4 to clarify the RWQCB approvals 
associated with skier bridge number 1 on DEIR pages 2-41 and 13-39: 

• All required approvals associated with construction-related stormwater permit requirements 
of the current federal Clean Water Act National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) program and other associated permit approvals from the Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-7 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR cites Placer County standards in regard to septic systems yet 
does not cite California state standards.  

The commenter’s link to the State Water Resources Control Board information on current state policy on 
septic systems is not correct. The correct location is:  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb3/water_issues/programs/septics/index.shtml 

On June 19, 2012, the SWRCB adopted the Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design, Operation, 
and Maintenance of Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS Policy). Applicable statewide, the 
OWTS Policy designates regional boards as having the principal responsibility for overseeing its 
implementation and calls for incorporation of the OWTS Policy requirements into regional boards’ basin 
plans within a year of the policy’s effective date (May 12, 2013).  

The RWQCB Basin Plan Chapter 4 (Implementation) and associated sections on wastewater treatment 
systems are in the process of being updated consistent with the OWTS Policy. Based on the current Basin 
Plan Figure 4.1-8A (Prohibition 7), the proposed septic systems would be permitted by the County given 
the size and age of the parcels on Northstar Mountain. Specifically, Figure 4.1-8A requires that the parcel 
on which the septic system is proposed needs to have been recorded prior to October 16, 1980, and be 
larger than 15,000 square feet. The sites of the proposed septic systems would meet these criteria. 

Since release of the DEIR, the project applicant has modified the proposed infrastructure to provide the 
option of sewer service extension to the skier service facilities proposed at the C lift as an alternative to 
septic facilities (see edits in Section 2.0 of this Final EIR). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-8 

The commenter states that Section 18.0, Cumulative Impacts, may contain irregularities in header 
numbering.  
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This comment is noted. The irregularities in header numbering are minor and do not affect the adequacy 
of the analysis. However, this correction has been made in Section 2.0 of this Final EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-9 

The commenter states that the Water Board encourages the avoidance of impacts to jurisdictional 
wetlands or waters of the state and the loss of such resources are required to be mitigated at a 1.5:1 ratio.  

It is acknowledged that the RWQCB will require impacted wetlands to be mitigated at a 1.5:1 ratio. DEIR 
mitigation measure 6-10 requires that wetlands be mitigated at a no net loss level as determined through 
the permitting under the Clean Water Act and the Streambed Alteration Agreement.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-10 

The commenter states that the discussion of cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts fails to 
include any discussion of applicable post-construction requirements and that the discussion cites the 
Placer County Storm Water Management Plan, which is no longer a part of the statewide NPDES permit 
for Placer County.  

As stated on page 18-34 of the Draft EIR, the proposed drainage improvements for the proposed project 
would include the use of both temporary and permanent best management practices (BMPs) on the site. 
These BMPs would remove sediment and pollutants from site runoff and minimize impacts to 
downstream waterways and the Martis Valley groundwater basin during both construction and post-
construction activities. In addition, according to the Placer County Stormwater Quality Program website 
(http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/Works/StrmWtr.aspx), Placer County is a designated municipal 
permittee under the US Environmental Protection Agency’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System, which regulates stormwater flows into natural water bodies. The NPDES regulations require 
permitted areas to implement specific activities and actions to eliminate or control stormwater pollution. 
Under the Phase I NPDES program, Placer County shares a permit with El Dorado County and the City of 
South Lake Tahoe for the Lake Tahoe watershed area. Under the Phase II NPDES program, Placer 
County is permitted in the western county area (including Foresthill and Colfax) and in the Truckee River 
Basin.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-11 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR must fully describe mitigation measures proposed to reduce 
hydrology and water quality–related impacts.  

The commenter is referred to pages 13-32 through -38 of the DEIR for a full discussion of mitigation as it 
relates to potential water quality impacts. A mitigation monitoring and reporting program will be adopted 
should the proposed NMMP be approved. Several water quality–related mitigation measures will be 
implemented during the Improvement Plan review and approval process for each project component. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-12 

The commenter references the Amended Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Highlands 
Development Phase I project and its associated 401 Certification Order and notes that it would not apply 
to the proposed project. 

The commenter is correct. Project features under the proposed NMMP will be required to obtain separate 
401 certifications. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B-13 

The commenter states that any changes to the Draft EIR Section 13.0 must also be reflected in the 
executive summary of the Draft EIR.  

Changes to mitigation measure 13-4 have been made in Section 2.0 of this Final EIR. 
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Letter C: Rob Wood, Government Program Analyst, Native American 
Heritage Commission 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C-1 

The commenter states that the results of the Native American contacts list request were not included in 
the Draft EIR.  

The County made requests for consultation and input on the proposed NMMP on April 13, 2013. No 
response or request to consult with the County has been received to date. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C-2 

The commenter states that it is important to be aware that records maintained by the Native American 
Heritage Commission and California Historical Resources Information System are not exhaustive.  

This comment is noted.  
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Letter D: Mike Staudenmayer, General Manager, Northstar Community 
Services District 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT D-1 

The commenter states that the Northstar Community Services District is generally supportive of the Draft 
EIR and the proposed project. The commenter further states that the Draft EIR Project Description is well 
balanced with natural surroundings and guest expectations, and that the project design is an appropriate 
extension of the existing amenities.  

This comment is noted.  
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Letter E: Eric Martin, District Engineer, and Mark Shadowens, Fire Chief, 
Northstar Community Services District 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT E-1 

The commenters state that services to facilities outside district boundaries will require annexation, 
services are provided on a first-come first-served basis, design materials must meet all laws, all permitting 
fees need to be paid prior to start of construction, and that the district is not responsible for payment or 
funding of any of the components of the proposed project.  

This comment is noted.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT E-2 

The commenters state that the proposed skier service sites and associated new structures are outside of the 
district boundaries yet within the district’s sphere of influence, and that annexation of these areas is 
required in order to receive fire protection services.  

The DEIR identifies that the proposed NMMP would involve annexation to the Northstar Community 
Services District on DEIR page 3-71 (note that Section of 2 of this Final EIR clarifies that annexation 
would include the provision of water and sewer services. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT E-3 

The commenters request that new trails be designed in collaboration with the district.  

The proposed NMMP does not include any proposed trail facilities as part of the project-level 
components. However, certain NMMP program-level improvements, such as the proposed campsites, 
may result in an increase in non-winter visitation and recreational use of the site. Such improvements may 
be conditioned, upon individual entitlement, to provide appropriate trail dedications to facilitate the trail 
system schematically shown on Figure 3 of the Martis Valley Community Plan prior to approval of 
improvement/grading plans for each phase. This would be done in coordination with the district. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT E-4 

The commenters state that recharge areas within the project site should be protected and that the Draft 
EIR should address both groundwater and surface water quality.  

DEIR pages 13-10 through -13 provide an extensive description of groundwater conditions in Martis 
Valley as well as Northstar. Page 13-11 of the DEIR identifies groundwater recharge areas as associated 
with the major tributary streams in the basin. The commenters are referred to pages 13-32 through -38 of 
the Draft EIR for a full discussion of mitigation as it relates to potential water quality impacts. The 
commenters are also referred to Master Response 1 regarding groundwater resources. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT E-5 

The commenters state that septic facilities will not be allowed in the district.  

The DEIR identifies the following skier service locations for potential septic service: 
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• Proposed warming hut and skier services at the Backside Express lift (outside of district 
boundaries) 

• Skier services near the top of the C lift 

• Improvements to the existing Summit Deck and Grille that would utilize the existing septic 
system 

• Skier service site would include an approximately 8,000-square-foot building located near the top 
of Lookout Mountain (this facility may also extend sewer facilities from the existing Zephyr 
Lodge system) 

• Backside campsite (outside of district boundaries)  

Since release of the DEIR, the project applicant has modified the design of skier services near the top of 
the C lift to extend proposed sewer facilities to be located at the relocated cross-country ski center at the 
bottom of the C lift to address the district’s concerns (see Section 2.0 of this Final EIR for edits to the 
Project Description). This infrastructure extension would occur within the area proposed to be disturbed 
by the C lift or proposed snowmaking lines and would not generate additional environmental impacts 
beyond what was addressed in the DEIR   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT E-6 

The commenters state that Section 13.0 needs to address potential groundwater impacts.  

The commenters are referred to DEIR pages 13-32 through -35 for a discussion of potential groundwater 
quality impacts. The commenters are also referred to Master Response 1 regarding groundwater 
resources. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT E-7 

The commenters state that Section 13.0 needs to address potential groundwater availability impacts.  

The commenters are referred to DEIR pages 13-34 through -35 and pages 14-16 through -17. The 
commenters are also referred to Master Response 1 regarding groundwater resources. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT E-8 

The commenters state that snowmaking activities are subject to seasonal variation and that adequate 
availability must be determined.  

The commenters are referred to DEIR pages 14-16 through -17, which identify that there is adequate 
groundwater supply available to support the proposed NMMP (including snowmaking facilities), as well 
as buildout of Martis Valley, well within the annual average groundwater recharge of the basin. The 
commenters are also referred to Master Response 1 regarding snowmaking estimates. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT E-9 

The commenters state that capacity modeling for new and relocated service connections will be required.  

This comment is noted. As identified in DEIR pages 14-23 and -24, there is adequate capacity to 
accommodate the proposed NMMP facilities. 
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Letter F: Blake Tresan, District Engineer, Truckee Sanitary District 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT F-1 

The commenter states that the extension of sewer service to the skier service sites that are outside of the 
Northstar Community Services District (NCSD) will require written approval by the Truckee Sanitary 
District (TSD) as well as annexation to the NCSD.  

The DEIR identifies that the proposed NMMP would involve annexation to the Northstar Community 
Services District on page 3-71. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT F-2 

The commenter states that the extension of sewer service to the skier service sites as identified in the 
Draft EIR will require written approval by the TSD.  

This comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT F-3 

The commenter notes a typo in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR has been modified to address the comment, 
and the commenter is referred to FEIR Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR.  

The following text has been revised in Draft EIR Section 14.0, page 14-21: 

Truckee Sanitary District Code 

Standards for construction of sanitary sewer facilities are found in the TSD Code, Ordinance 1-
2002 Ordinance 1-2008. The TSD Code outlines TSD policy, provisions and regulations, fees and 
charges, installation, inspection, and maintenance of sanitary sewer facilities. Typically, the TSD 
requires large developments to design, fund, and install the sanitary sewer system necessary to 
service the proposed development in accordance with the TSD Code. If the installed sanitary 
sewer system meets TSD specifications, the developer may choose to dedicate the facilities to the 
TSD, whereupon the TSD takes over the responsibility for operation and maintenance of the 
system. 
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Letter G: Angel Green, Associate Planner, Placer County Air Pollution 
Control District 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-1 

The commenter requests that the Placer County Air Pollution Control District be included on the list of 
Other Agencies Using the EIR and Consultation Requirements. The Draft EIR has been modified to 
address the comment, and the commenter is referred to FEIR Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR.  

The following text has been revised in Draft EIR Section 3.0, page 3-71.  

• Section 404 Permit – The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulates the placement of 
fill or dredged material that affects waters of the United States, which include streams and 
wetlands. The USACE regulates these activities under authority granted through Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act. Impacts to wetlands on the project site would require the project to 
obtain a Section 404 permit from the USACE.  

• Section 401 Water Quality Certification – In association with the Section 404 permit issued 
by the USACE, the project must apply for and obtain a state Water Quality Certification from 
the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board in compliance with Section 401 of the 
Clean Water Act. 

-  NPDES General Construction Permit and SWPPP – Lahontan RWQCB 

-  Prohibition Exemption related to floodplain impacts associated with skier bridges – 
Lahontan RWQCB  

• Streambed Alteration Agreement – Issued by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

• Various permits from California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection – Permits for the 
Timber Harvest Plans and Timberland Conversions. 

• Annexation for sewer service into the Truckee Sanitary District and the Northstar Community 
Service District – Requires approval by the Placer County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCo). 

• State of California Division of Occupational Safety and Health, Ride and Tramway Unit – 
Operating permits for ski lifts. 

• District Rule 501: General Permit Requirements – Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-2 

The commenter recommends that the Draft EIR identify and include potential emissions from open pile 
burning during construction.   

As identified on DEIR page 3-53, the construction activities associated with the proposed NMMP project-
and program-level components would primarily involve the chipping of trees and vegetation with the use 
of this material on the site for water quality control or otherwise hauled off the site. Open pile burning 
would be limited to areas where the slopes exceed 35 percent. Based on review of the locations and slopes 
of the proposed project- and program-level components of the NMMP, the applicant has identified 
approximately 10 acres spread across the project components that could require open burning (Hall 2014). 
Based on mountain-wide vegetation and forest conditions, approximately 1,976 cubic yards of vegetative 
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debris may need to be burned annually over the course of the construction. Emissions factors for PM10, 
PM2.5, and CO were derived from the EPA’s AP42 document (1995), Table 13.1.3, and account for 
“Prescribed Burns” involving “Logging Slash Debris” of “Dozer-Piled Conifers.” The “Smoldering” 
flame configuration was used. Emissions factors for greenhouse gases were derived from Table 13.1.5 of 
the same document and account for “Prescribed Burns in Boreal and Coniferous Forest Types.” These 
emissions are noted below and would not result in new or a substantial increase in the severity of 
construction air quality impacts identified in DEIR Impact 10.2 or greenhouse gases identified in DEIR 
Impact 16.1: 

• 2.59 pounds per day of PM2.5 

• 3.02 pounds per day of PM10 

• 50.21 pounds per day of CO 

• 5 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-3 

The commenter recommends that the Draft EIR identify emissions from the proposed outdoor fire pits. 

As identified on DEIR page 3-33, the two proposed campsites would each have only one fire pit and 
would not be expected to be a significant source of air pollutant emissions. In order to quantify the 
potential extent of the fire pit emissions, it was assumed that a total 6,156 pounds of wood is burned 
annually in both fire pits. Emissions factors for PM10, PM2.5, and CO were derived from the EPA’s 
AP42 document (1995), Table 13.1.3, and account for “Prescribed Burns” involving “Logging Slash 
Debris” of “Dozer-Piled Conifers.” The “Smoldering” flame configuration was used. Emissions factors 
for greenhouse gases were derived from Table 13.1.5 of the same document and account for “Prescribed 
Burns in Boreal and Coniferous Forest Types.” These emissions are noted below and would not result in 
new or a substantial increase in the severity of operational air quality impacts identified in DEIR Impact 
10.3 or greenhouse gases identified in DEIR Impact 16.1: 

• 0.73 pounds per day of PM2.5 

• 0.80 pounds per day of PM10 

• 10.77 pounds per day of CO 

• 0.3 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-4 

The commenter recommends that the heating source types associated with the Summit Deck and Grille 
expansion, Backside Warming Hut, and two skier service sites be identified.  

For the purposes of the air quality analysis and modeling in the DEIR, these features were assumed to be 
heated with energy in the form of electricity. No modification of the air quality analysis is required. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-5 

The commenter requests that all sources of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are accounted for.  
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The commenter is referred to Table 16-6 of the DEIR. This table contains all known emission sources 
associated with the project. GHG emissions generated by the pumping of water are accounted for as an 
energy source. No modification of the GHG emission analysis is required. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-6 

The commenter notes a typo in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR has been modified to address the comment, 
and the commenter is referred to FEIR Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR.  

The following text has been revised in mitigation measure 16-1 in DEIR Section 16.0, page 16-22: 

Emissions and required offsets associated with specific NMMP project components will utilize 
emission estimates provided in Draft EIR Tables 16-4, and 16-5, and 16-6. The project applicant 
will provide documentation of compliance for review and approval by Placer County and the 
PCAPCD as a condition of final approval. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-7 

The commenter states that Table 16-6 of the Draft EIR presents GHG emissions at project buildout and 
does not identify GHG emissions for each phase. The commenter requests that additional information be 
required for mitigation measure 16-1 associated with project phasing.  

The commenter’s statements are noted regarding the need to address compliance with each phase. 
Recommended edits are made under Response to Comment G-8 below.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-8 

The commenter provides a list of recommended mitigation measures.  

These recommendations have been incorporated into mitigation measure 16-1 as shown below. 

The following text has been revised in mitigation measure 16-1 in DEIR Section 16.0, page 16-22: 

Emissions and required offsets associated with specific NMMP project components will utilize 
emission estimates provided in Draft EIR Tables 16-4, and 16-5, and 16-6. The project applicant 
will provide documentation of compliance for review and approval by Placer County and the 
PCAPCD as a condition of final approval. 

The compliance report required under this mitigation measure will include the following 
components: 

1. Calculation of the total annual emissions which is the sum of the emissions from the proposed 
phase/project component and any applicable remaining emissions from the previous 
phase/project component after compliance determination; 

2. List of selected mitigation measures for the proposed phase/project component which have 
been or will be implemented before this proposed phase/project component is constructed; 

3. Emission reduction calculation from selected mitigation measures (if the purchase of offset 
credits is selected, the total required credits will be calculated based on the portion of the 
lifetime for each phase/project component); 
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4. Documentation or certification if required by the selected mitigation measure; 

5. Compliance determination to verify that remaining emissions for the proposed phase/project 
component do not exceed 1,150 MT/CO2e annually; and 

6. Monitoring plan to ensure the accomplishment of the selected mitigation measures. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-9 

The commenter recommends the use of an applicable offset protocol from a well-recognized carbon credit 
registry.  

The commenter is referred to mitigation measure 16-1 on DEIR page 16-22, which states that should the 
project applicant not demonstrate GHG emissions below the significance threshold, the project applicant 
shall purchase carbon offset credits that are (1) from the Climate Action Reserve (CAR) registry or other 
similar entity, and (2) quantified through an approved protocol by either the State of California or other 
similar entity and verified by a qualified verification body accredited by either the Climate Action 
Reserve or the State of California, or other similar entity as determined acceptable. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-10 

The commenter recommends that the mitigation option of purchasing carbon offset credits only be 
considered when all other on-site mitigation are not feasible and recommends adding the CAPCOA GHG 
Reduction Exchange Program as one of the options for credit purchases. 

Reference to this program been incorporated into mitigation measure 16-1 as shown below. 

The following text has been revised in mitigation measure 16-1 in DEIR Section 16.0, page 16-22: 

b. Should the project applicant not demonstrate GHG emissions below 1,150 metric tons 
annually, as required, through item (a) above, prior to approval of the Improvement/Grading 
Plans for each phase of development, the project applicant shall purchase carbon offset 
credits that are (1) from the Climate Action Reserve (CAR) registry, CAPCOA GHG 
Reduction Exchange Program, or other similar entity as determined acceptable by the Placer 
County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) and Placer County, and (2) quantified 
through an approved protocol by either the State of California or other similar entity and 
verified by a qualified verification body accredited by either the Climate Action Reserve or 
the State of California, or other similar entity as determined acceptable.  

These carbon credits would be used to offset both construction and operational GHG 
emissions of the project. Prior to purchase, the project applicant shall provide an analysis to 
Placer County and the PCAPCD for review and approval. This analysis shall include the 
project’s estimated emissions, calculation methodology, and proposed offset purchase. The 
applicant shall submit either the purchase certification from CAR registry or verification 
certification issued by a qualified verification body for all carbon offset credits purchased. In 
either case, the certification received for payment of credit shall indicate that the emissions 
are “retired.” 
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Letter H: Jason A. Parker, Engineering Department Manager, Tahoe-
Truckee Sanitation Agency 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT H-1 

The commenter states that although there currently appears to be capacity to serve the project, the Tahoe-
Truckee Sanitation Agency makes no assurances that capacity will be available in the future.  

This comment is noted. As noted by the commenter, adequate capacity does exist currently at the T-TSA 
Water Reclamation Plant, and the proposed project’s (up to 5,772 gallons per day average [assuming that 
the skier services proposed at the top of the C lift were to connect to the system as requested by Northstar 
Community Services District]) wastewater demands are well within the existing plant capacity of 3.2 
million gallons per day (see DEIR pages 14-23 and -24).   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT H-2 

The commenter states that it is his belief that the cumulative setting area for wastewater service is broader 
than the Northstar Community Services District.  

The proposed project obtains its wastewater service from the Northstar Community Services District, and 
its cumulative wastewater demands and capacity are key to the project. However, the DEIR’s cumulative 
impact analysis considers regional growth and development (see DEIR page 18-1 and Table 18-1). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT H-3 

The commenter states that the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency has not yet received facility layouts.  

This comment is noted. Detailed plans for NMMP features have not been developed yet, but will be 
available once improvement plans and building plans are completed. 
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Letter 1: W. Thomas Amen, Resident 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-1 

The commenter states his property has been damaged due to drainage issues involving the placement of a 
retention pond associated with a past improvement. The commenter expresses concern that the proposed 
project will cause additional drainage issues to Northstar properties.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.  
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Letter 2: Don Andrews, Resident 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-1 

The commenter states that the proposed project should not be allowed until the County Code violations 
associated with the property have been resolved.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-2 

The commenter states that the environmental effects of the proposed project and other Northstar projects, 
such as the Forest Flyer project, need to be analyzed together as one project.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 4.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-3 

The commenter states that the project will result in an increase in traffic impacts.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 2.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-4 

The commenter speculates as to how much noise the proposed gondola will generate.  

The commenter is referred to page 11-26 of the Draft EIR, which states that the proposed Castle Peak 
Parking Lot Transport Gondola would terminate at the Village at Northstar and that the nearest residential 
land uses to the Castle Peak Parking Lot Transport Gondola are approximately 400 feet from the proposed 
gondola station. Assuming that the backup power generators would be located within the gondola station 
located at Northstar Village, predicted operational noise levels at the nearest residences and associated 
impacts would be similar to those identified for project-level components, and because noise from these 
engines would typically only occur during routine daytime maintenance activities, predicted average-daily 
interior noise levels would not be projected to exceed the County’s noise standard of 45 decibels.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-5 

The commenter states that their property is impacted by light trespass.  

As stated on page 8-24 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project does not propose any new major sources of 
nighttime lighting or glare (e.g., lighting for night skiing). However, skier service sites, relocated cross-
country ski center facilities, lift terminals, campsites, and the Castle Peak Parking Area Gondola may 
include lighting fixtures that could result in new sources of nighttime lighting. However, the 
implementation of mitigation measures 8-5a and 8-5b would ensure this impact would be mitigated to a 
less than significant level by requiring shielding of light sources and the use of nonreflective building 
materials. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-6 

The commenter states that the Aspen Grove community is being impacted from water involving the 
placement of a retention pond associated with a past improvement.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.  
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Letter 3: William J. Banka, Resident 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-1 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not contain any evidence to support the notion that ski lift 
facilities and ski runs are compatible uses in a Timberland Production Zone.  

As noted in Master Response 5, the DEIR discloses the physical environmental effects of the 
development’s recreational facilities throughout the Northstar Mountain, including TPZ lands (see DEIR 
Sections 4.0 through 18.0). The DEIR specifically acknowledges improvements that would occur within 
the TPZ designated lands and evaluates the consistency of NMMP project- and program-level 
components on TPZ and associated loss of timber resources (see DEIR pages 4-11 through -13). The TPZ 
lands within Northstar located in Northstar Habitat Management Plan (HMP) Management Zones D and 
E that are planned to be managed to retain, improve, and enlarge these forested areas would improve this 
TPZ area from existing conditions (DEIR Appendix 3.3, Tables 4-6 and 4-7). The HMP identifies that the 
forests in Zone C (which includes a TPZ zoned area adjacent to State Route 267) are to be managed for 
the protection of human safety and forest health and to maintain and enhance natural resources to the 
extent practicable (without compromising human safety or forest health). Management practices conform 
to all applicable California Forest Practice Rules and to the specific terms and conditions of Timber 
Harvest Plans for timber operations in this zone. These Timber Harvest Plans contain numerous measures 
to sustain forest productivity and to avoid and/or minimize adverse effects on habitats, including 
measures that address harvesting practices and erosion control, watercourse protection, and wildlife 
protection. Ski resort operation would not conflict with timber harvesting operations that may occur at 
Northstar, since timber harvesting would occur outside of the winter season. The California Department 
of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal Fire) has reviewed the proposed Zoning Text Amendment and 
associated analysis in the DEIR, and Cal Fire has no objection to the proposed Zoning Text Amendment 
to allow ski lift/run development as a conditional compatible use for TPZ lands in Northstar. Cal Fire’s 
position on this matter is primarily based on the Draft EIR’s clear and appropriate articulation of the 
requirements for Timber Conversion and Timber Harvest permitting through Cal Fire as a component of 
any ski lift/run development on timberland (Huff 2014). 

The commenter’s concerns regarding assessed property values between TPZ and Forestry (FOR) are 
noted. Economic issues are not considered significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15131).  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-2 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does an inadequate job of providing the information necessary to 
allow a proper review. Needed information includes acreages, maps, and zoning.  

DEIR Figure 3-6 shows existing TPZ zoning, while DEIR Figure 3-12 shows proposed NMMP features 
that would be located within the TPZ. A concise map of TPZ areas and proposed NMMP components are 
shown in Figure 1-2 in Master Response 3. DEIR page 4-12 specifically identifies that the following 
NMMP features would be located within TPZ areas, while tree removal for the project is identified in 
DEIR Table 3-5. Thus, the DEIR provides a complete description of improvements within the TPZ areas 
for purposes of evaluating environmental impacts of the project. 
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Project-Level Components 

• Portions of the C lift and associated trail improvements 

• Portions of the W lift and associated trail improvements 

• Z lift and associated trail improvements 

Program-Level Components 

• Portions of the Q lift and associated trail improvements 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-3 

The commenter states that the proposed project conflicts with County zoning and that the Draft EIR does 
not contain any evidence to support the notion that ski lift facilities and ski runs are compatible uses in a 
Timberland Production Zone.  

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-1 and Master Response 5. The commenter 
provides no analysis to show that ski facilities would conflict with timber production activities within the 
TPZ areas. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-4 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address how ski development on TPZ 
timberland could be a compatible use as defined by California Code Chapter 6.7.  

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-1 and Master Response 5. The commenter 
provides no analysis to show that ski facilities would conflict with timber production activities within the 
TPZ areas or would inhibit the growing of timber. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-5 

The commenter states that the necessary rezoning needed to construct buildings and a parking lot on TPZ 
lands is not addressed in the Draft EIR.  

The DEIR discloses the physical environmental effects of the development’s recreational facilities 
throughout the Northstar Mountain, including TPZ lands (see DEIR Sections 4.0 through 18.0), with the 
proposed cross-country ski center/skier services center specifically addressed under DEIR Impacts 4-2, 
6.2, 7.1, 8.3, 10.2, 10.3, 14.3.1, 14.4.1, 14.4.1, 14.6.1, and 16.1. The commenter provides no information 
or analysis regarding what the DEIR failed to address in regard to environmental impacts associated with 
the proposed cross-country ski center/skier services center. 

The commenter’s reference to rezoning of the proposed relocated cross-country ski center/skier services 
center does not acknowledge that this rezoning consists of relocating the FOR designation square to this 
site rather than a new zoning. The proposed Community Plan Amendment would relocate/exchange an 
existing Tourist/Commercial land use designation (approx. 0.7 acres) located at the Backside campsite 
area to the proposed cross-country center/skier services/campsite area at the bottom of the proposed C lift. 
The existing Forest land use designation (approx. 1.3 acres) would in turn be relocated/exchanged to the 
Backside campsite area. In addition to exchanging the land use designations, each of the small land use 
squares would be adjusted southward and uphill from their present locations. The proposed Rezone would 
align the Forestry (FOR) zone district with the relocated MVCP land use designations. This land use 
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exchange and slight zoning designation relocation is proposed to better align future NMMP program-level 
uses (i.e., Backsite campsite area and the cross-country center/skier services/campsite area) with the land 
use and resource management zones identified in the Northstar Habitat Management Plan. The proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment would allow for the orderly development and implementation of ski lift 
facilities and ski runs on Timberland Production Zone (TPZ) lands outside the Lake Tahoe basin, within 
land boundaries owned and/or operated by existing ski resorts.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-6 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to provide evidence to support the notion that trails and 
expansion of trails are compatible uses in a Timberland Production Zone.  

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-1 and Master Response 5. The commenter 
provides no analysis to show that ski facilities would conflict with timber production activities within the 
TPZ areas or would inhibit the growing of timber. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-7 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to show that ski lift facilities and ski runs in TPZ lands are 
consistent with General Plan Policy 1.F.6 based on assessed tax rates for TPZ lands as compared to 
Forestry (FOR) and states that the discussion under DEIR Table 4-1 suggests the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment would make it consistent with Placer County policies. 

The consistency analysis in DEIR Table 4-1 states that the NMMP would not rezone any portion of the 
project site from TPZ but proposes a Zoning Text Amendment to allow ski lifts, trails, and related 
facilities on lands zoned TPZ within the boundaries of an existing ski resort. Further, the proposed 
improvements are considered to be compatible with forestland and timber production and would not 
interfere significantly with timber production operations. In addition, the provision of ski improvements 
and facilities within commercially viable timberlands is specifically supported in Martis Valley 
Community Plan Policy 9.E.11: 

Policy 9.E.11: The County shall encourage the continued use of commercially viable timberlands 
for timber production and other multiple use functions which can include ski-related uses within 
the Plan area. Conversion of such lands to other uses is discouraged. 

Thus, the consistency analysis in the DEIR is adequate for the required evaluation under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(d). 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-1 and Master Response 5 regarding compatibility 
concerns. The commenter’s concerns regarding assessed property values between TPZ and Forestry 
(FOR) are noted. Economic issues are not considered significant effects on the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15131).  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-8 

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to address the two existing alternatives available to allow ski 
lifts and related facilities, which include a notice to rezone and an immediate rezone. The commenter 
further states that the DEIR fails to address the economic impacts of the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment.  
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As noted on DEIR page 17-1, the CEQA Guidelines require that the alternatives focus on those 
alternatives that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, 
even if they impede the attainment of the project objectives to some degree or would be more costly 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[b]). The DEIR identifies no significant environmental impacts 
associated with the proposed Zoning Text Amendment and its compatibility with timber production that 
require the consideration of the commenter’s proposed alternatives. It should be noted that DEIR 
Alternatives 2 and 3 include modifications to the project design that would reduce the extent of ski 
improvements and facilities with the TPZ areas. An alternative that would rezone TPZ areas to Forestry 
would provide opportunities for more intensive recreational development of Northstar than limited ski 
facility improvements that would be allowed under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment resulting in 
greater environmental impacts than the proposed NMMP. 

Economic issues are not considered significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15131). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-9 

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately consider impacts associated with zoning conflicts 
and compatibility with TPZ zoning, and an alternative to the proposed project which involves no Zoning 
Text Amendment should be considered.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 5, Response to Comment 3-1, and Response to Comments 
3-9. DEIR Alternative 1 would not implement the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-10 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to address the potential impacts of allowing ski facilities on 
all TPZ lands under Northstar ownership. 

The approval of the NMMP and the associated Conditional Use Permit would limit new ski facility and 
recreation facilities to those identified in the NMMP (and the associated Northstar Habitat Management 
Plan) and evaluated in this EIR. The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not entitle any future 
development of any additional ski improvements or recreation facilities within TPZ areas. Any additional 
future proposed ski improvements within the TPZ areas outside of the NMMP would require approval of 
the modification of the NMMP and Conditional Use Permit and/or environmental review under CEQA. It 
would be speculative to foresee additional future ski improvements beyond the NMMP as a result of the 
Zoning Text Amendment.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 5 and Response to Comment 3-1 regarding impacts of the 
land use change identified by the commenter. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-11 

The commenter asks for a definition of the effects if one ski resort is able to continue to operate on 
property assessed as TPZ, while all other ski resorts have to operate on property assessed at tax rates for 
Forestry lands and further states that the DEIR fails to include an adequate analysis of the economic and 
social impacts to other ski areas in Placer County.  

The commenter’s concerns regarding assessed property values between TPZ and Forestry regarding other 
ski resorts in Placer County are noted. Economic issues are not considered significant effects on the 
environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). The commenter has provided no analysis or information 
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that the difference in assessed property taxes associated with a portion of the NMMP would result in such 
an economic impact that would result in a physical impact on the environment to the other ski resorts.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-12 

The commenter provides information regarding observed locations of California spotted owl near the 
proposed W and Z lifts, requests modifications to survey requirements of mitigation measure 6-2a, as well 
as mapping of specific tree removal and where tree skiing would occur at the W and Z lifts, and 
recommends that this area be managed for California spotted owl rather than for ski activity and eliminate 
the W and Z lifts.  

The DEIR identifies that California spotted owls have been in the vicinity of the proposed W and Z lifts 
(see DEIR pages 6-32 and -55 and Figure 6-5). Impact 6-2 specifically notes that potential significant 
impacts to California spotted owl would occur on areas of “low” and “high” habitat value where 
improvements to the W and Z lifts are proposed, and mitigation measure 6-2a would require pre-project 
surveys, as habitat value and species occurrence has already been determined in this area (see DEIR pages 
6-56 and -57). Thus, no changes to this mitigation measure are required. 

As shown in DEIR Figure 3-7, tree removal and ski trail development would be limited for the W and Z 
lifts and limited trail clearing (see orange colored areas of Figure 3-7). There may be some tree removal 
associated with fuels modification/wildlife enhancement silvicultural prescriptions implemented in areas 
not shown for trail or lift clearing, but this would be conducted consistent with the Northstar HMP. 
However, the project would design trails and structures to avoid and/or minimize bisecting or fragmenting 
areas identified as high-value or occupied habitat for late-seral forest focal species and would manage 
forests to facilitate the maintenance and development of late-seral stands throughout the core area 
designated for late-seral forest (see DEIR page 3-59). In addition, mitigation measures 6-2a and 6-2b 
include nest protections and seasonal use restrictions for the area associated with the W and Z lifts, and 
the Northstar HMP includes resource management targets and practices for Resource Management Zone 
E to improve the quality and acreage of forest areas that would include increasing the acreage of late-seral 
stands (which provide high quality value breeding and foraging habitat for the California spotted owl). 
Specific late-seral habitat mitigation is included in mitigation measure 6-9. The DEIR concluded that 
implementation of mitigation measures 6-2a and 6-2b in conjunction with the Northstar HMP would 
mitigate potential impacts to California spotted owl to less than significant and would not require 
elimination of these project features to avoid this impact (see DEIR page 6-60). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-13 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately mitigate potential impacts to migratory birds 
and further states that specific pre-construction survey requirements and mitigation measures should be 
developed by a qualified biologist.  

Mitigation measure 6-7 on page 6-70 of the DEIR is more restrictive than what has been suggested by the 
commenter, as it requires preconstruction surveys within 500 feet of the construction activity and requires 
up to a 0.25-mile buffer for any active nest identified between March 1 and August 31, while the 
commenter’s suggested language does not include specific distances from construction activities for 
surveys or buffers for active nests. No changes to mitigation measure 6-7 are recommended.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-14 

The commenter asks for clarification as to where in the Draft EIR potential impacts to wildlife species 
(willow flycatcher), habitat, notably riparian habitat, and hydrology are addressed and how the project 
would be consistent with California Forest Practice Rules, Standard Rule 936.5(e). 

Potential impacts to riparian habitat are addressed under Impact 6.9 on DEIR pages 6-71 and -72. As 
stated on page 6-72, implementation of mitigation measure 6-9 would ensure potential impacts to riparian 
and aquatic habitat and to late-seral and conifer forest habitat would be reduced to a less than significant 
level through mitigating the loss at a 1:1 ratio as well as protection of mitigation enhancement areas 
through conservation easements or similar mechanisms. In addition, mitigation measures 6-2a and 6-2b, 
6-3a and 6-3b, 6-4, 6-5a and 6-5b, 6-6, 6-7, and 6-8 all include specific measures to protect special-status 
wildlife species associated with construction activities (e.g., use of buffers) as well as operational 
protection measures (e.g., access and season use restrictions in Northstar HMP Management Zones D and 
E), while mitigation measures 12-3a through 12-3f, 13-1a through 13-1c, and 13-2 include erosion control 
and water quality control requirements. These mitigation measures in addition to the requirements of 
future timber harvest plans would address these impacts as well as comply with California Forest Practice 
Rules, Standard Rule 936.5(e).  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-15 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address whether the Northstar Habitat 
Management Plan (HMP) contains enforceable mitigation measures to apply to the proposed project, and 
whether it has been through a CEQA review process or has received public input 

The Northstar HMP is a component of the proposed project (see DEIR pages 3-40 through -45, 3-56 
through -57, and Appendix 3.3) and has been used to design and refine the proposed NMMP. The 
Northstar HMP was provided in the DEIR (Appendix 3.3) and has been available for public review and 
comment with the DEIR. While no specific entitlement is requested for “approval” of the Northstar HMP, 
its provisions have been incorporated into the NMMP and will be subject to the approval of a Conditional 
Use Permit by the County. In addition, several of its measures have been incorporated into DEIR 
mitigation measures (e.g., DEIR mitigation measures 6-2a and 6-2b, 6-3a and 6-3b, 6-4, 6-6, and 6-7) that 
the project would be required to comply with. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-16 

The commenter states that the DEIR does not address “issues” associated with the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment associated with TPZ or if ski facilities would be allowed with only a Minor Use Permit on 
lands zoned Forestry.  

The commenter’s “issues” are not clearly stated. As identified on page 3-46 of the DEIR, the proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment is limited to TPZ zoning requirements and does not propose any changes to the 
Forestry zoning requirements. Ski facilities and improvements are subject to a Conditional Use Permit 
under Section 17.12.010 of the Placer County Zoning Code. Under the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment, ski lifts and ski runs would be allowed in TPZ with approval of a Conditional Use Permit, as 
reflected in Master Response 5 and in Section 2.0 of this FEIR (Revisions to the Draft EIR).   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-17 

The commenter states that the Notice of Availability does not list the Zoning Text Amendment as part of 
the proposed project and further states that neither the Notice of Completion nor the DEIR includes a list 
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of all assessor parcel numbers zoned as TPZ lands. The commenter questions whether this EIR adequately 
addresses the proposed Zoning Text Amendment or if additional environmental review will be required.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(c) specifies the content requirements of Notices of Availability and 
requires that a “brief description of the project” be included in the notice; it does not require the provision 
of assessor parcel numbers. CEQA Guidelines Section 15085 also does not require the provision of 
assessor parcel numbers for Notices of Completion. The Notice of Availability adequately describes the 
location and geographic extent of the proposed project and is not required by CEQA to list every action 
proposed by a project. The Notice of Availability and Notice of Completion are for disclosure purposes 
under CEQA and are not intended to function as public hearing notices for future actions associated with 
the Zoning Text Amendment. 

The DEIR Project Description (Section 3.0) includes a detailed description of the proposed NMMP, 
including the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, as required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124. 
This includes mapping of the entire Northstar ski resort that is associated with this project (see Figures 3-
4 and 3-7). The assessor parcel numbers listed on DEIR page 3-2 consist of those parcels that would have 
proposed improvements under the NMMP. 

This DEIR provides a complete analysis of the physical environmental impacts of the proposed Zoning 
Text Amendment and its direct impact on the Northstar ski resort. The proposed Zoning Text Amendment 
would not entitle the future development of any additional ski improvements or recreation facilities in 
TPZ areas within Northstar or areas potentially added to other existing ski resorts (Royal Gorge, Sugar 
Bowl, Squaw Valley, and Alpine Meadows). Any additional future proposed ski improvements within 
TPZ land areas in the county would require the approval of a Conditional Use Permit and environmental 
review under CEQA. It would be speculative to foresee additional future ski improvements beyond the 
NMMP as a result of the Zoning Text Amendment that could be evaluated for physical environmental 
impacts. 
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Letter 4: Richard A. Bjur, Resident 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-1 

The commenter states that the County Code prohibits the County from approving the proposed project 
due to current code violations related to the project site.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding drainage concerns and perceived code 
violations.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-2 

The commenter states that the environmental effects of the proposed project and the Forest Flyer project 
need to be analyzed as one project, as they are both within the scope of the Northstar Mountain Master 
Plan.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 regarding concerns of project segmentation.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-3 

The commenter states that the proposed Zoning Text Amendment is illegal since it provides the project 
applicant with special treatment.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 5 regarding concerns on the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-4 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze visual and noise impacts associated with the 
Castle Peak Parking Lot Transport Gondola.  

Mitigation measure 8-3 on page 8-24 of the DEIR states that the Castle Peak Parking Lot Transport 
Gondola will be designed consistent with the Northstar-at-Tahoe Design Guidelines provided in Section 
IV (Community Design) of the Martis Valley Community Plan. This consists of site design requirements 
on roadways and parking as well as building materials. Building plans and improvement plans for the 
project are to identify compliance with this measure. In terms of potential noise impacts, the commenter is 
referred to page 11-26 of the DEIR, which states that the proposed Castle Peak Parking Lot Transport 
Gondola would terminate at the Village at Northstar and that the nearest residential land uses to the Castle 
Peak Parking Lot Transport Gondola are approximately 400 feet from the proposed gondola station. 
Assuming that the backup power generators would be located within the gondola station located at 
Northstar Village, predicted operational noise levels at the nearest residences and associated impacts 
would be similar to those identified for project-level components, and because noise from these engines 
would typically only occur during routine daytime maintenance activities, predicted average-daily interior 
noise levels would not be projected to exceed the County’s noise standard of 45 decibels.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-5 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR traffic analysis and air quality analysis are inadequate.  
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The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 regarding the Draft EIR traffic analysis and associated 
concerns with the air quality analysis. The commenter provides no evidence to support the assertion that 
the traffic and air quality analyses are inadequate.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-6 

The commenter states that the energy needed to accommodate the proposed project would require a 
proposed expansion by CalPeco.  

As stated on page 14-34 of the DEIR, Liberty Utilities CalPeco has indicated that infrastructure exists for 
overhead and underground electric distribution to support the project. As stated on DEIR page 16-24, 
Liberty Utilities CalPeco delivered 6,433,570,000 kilowatt-hours (kWh) over the course of one year. Full 
implementation of both project- and program-level components would result in an increase in electricity 
consumption of 7,062,191 kWh per year, or 0.1 percent of the total kWh delivered by CalPeco over the 
course of one year. The proposed NMMP project- and program-level components are not dependent on 
the California Pacific Electric Company 625 and 650 Electrical Line Upgrade Project. The commenter 
provides no evidence that counters these conclusions in the DEIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-7 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to address water drainage impacts appropriately in terms of 
baseline data and mitigation.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding drainage concerns and the adequacy of 
mitigation measure 13-3a. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-8 

The commenter asks why the County would expect the applicant to seek solutions to existing drainage 
issues associated with the project site.  

The commenter’s statements are noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding 
drainage concerns. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-9 

The commenter states that the EIR for the proposed project needs to guarantee implementation of all 
mitigation requirements.  

This comment is noted. All mitigation measures in the DEIR will be adopted as part of the proposed 
project (if approved) and will be legally binding.  
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Letter 5: Barry & Laura Basshard, Residents 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5-1 

The commenters state that their property has been damaged due to drainage issues involving the 
placement of a retention pond associated with a past improvement. The commenters express concern that 
the proposed project will cause additional drainage issues and request that the proposed project be denied.  

The commenters are referred to Master Response 1.  
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Letter 6: Don Carr, Carr Long Real Estate 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6-1 

The commenter expresses support for the Draft EIR and the proposed project.  

This comment is noted.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6-2 

The commenter states that the traffic analysis prepared for the proposed project is accurate.  

This comment is noted.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6-3 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR addresses the potential impacts associated with aesthetic 
resources and air quality adequately.  

This comment is noted.  
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Letter 7: Stuart Cramer, President, Kennedy Wilson Residential 
Investments Group 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 7-1 

The commenter expresses support for the Draft EIR and the proposed project while also commending 
Sierra Watch and Mountain Area Preservation for their role in the Habitat Management Plan.  

This comment is noted.  
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Letter 8: Linda and Lawrence Danto, Residents 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 8-1 

The commenters express support for the Draft EIR and the proposed project and further state that 
Northstar has consistently shown itself to be a good neighbor.  

This comment is noted.  
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Letter 9: Gary Davis, President, Gary Davis Group  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 9-1 

The commenter expresses support for the Draft EIR and the proposed project and further states that 
Northstar, under several ownerships, has been an excellent steward of the environment. The commenter 
further states that the proposed project is consistent with the region’s economic goals.  

This comment is noted.  
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