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Letter 10: Cornel DeLorean, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 10-1

The commenter states that their property has been damaged due to drainage issues involving the
placement of a retention pond associated with a past improvement. The commenter further states that the
Draft EIR does not address this previous impact. The commenter expresses concern that the proposed
project will cause additional drainage issues to their property and requests that the proposed project be
halted until the existing drainage issues are resolved.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding drainage issues. DEIR page 13-8 regarding
Area 1-L(E) is a generalized description of how drainage passes through the area and is not a specific
statement regarding the water quality basin referenced by the commenter. Mitigation measure 13-3b
specifically requires that the proposed NMMP reduce all project-related increases in drainage flows to
pre-project conditions.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 10-2

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

DEIR Table 8-3 (under Impact 8.3) specifically notes that the proposed Castle Peak Parking Lot
Transport Gondola would alter the existing visual character, but would generally be observed as a
complementary feature of the Northstar ski resort’s visual character and would not adversely alter the
visual character. 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. Building plans and improvement plans for the project are to identify compliance with this
measure.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 10-3

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

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 10-2 regarding potential visual impacts. 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 10-4

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.
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The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 regarding project segmentation concerns.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 10-5

The commenter states that the costs to Aspen Grove homeowners as a result of previous drainage issues
must be taken into account before the proposed project can be implemented.

The commenter’s statements are noted. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 1 regarding
drainage issues.
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Letter 11: Genie Donnelly, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-1

The commenter states that their property has been damaged due to drainage issues involving the
placement of a retention pond associated with a past improvement. The commenter further states that the
Draft EIR does not address this previous impact. The commenter expresses concern that the proposed
project will cause additional drainage issues to their property and requests that the proposed project be
halted until the existing drainage issues are resolved.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 12: Beryl Drinkwater, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 12-1

The commenter states that their property has been damaged due to drainage issues involving the
placement of a retention pond associated with a past improvement. The commenter further states that the
Draft EIR does not address this previous impact. The commenter expresses concern that the proposed
project will cause additional drainage issues to their property and requests that the proposed project be
halted until the existing drainage issues are resolved.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 13: Sheryl Drinkwater, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13-1

The commenter states that their property has been damaged due to drainage issues involving the
placement of a retention pond associated with a past improvement. The commenter further states that the
Draft EIR does not address this previous impact. The commenter expresses concern that the proposed
project will cause additional drainage issues to their property and requests that the proposed project be
halted until the existing drainage issues are resolved.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 14: Thomas A. Dwelle, Flyers Energy

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-1
The commenter expresses support for the Draft EIR.

This comment is noted.
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Letter 15: Lewis S. Feldman, Feldman McLaughlin Thiel LLP

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-1

The commenter expresses support for the Draft EIR and the proposed project while also commending the
collaboration between Northstar and Sierra Watch and Mountain Area Preservation.

This comment is noted.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-2

The commenter notes that the project does not propose additional residential or commercial land uses and
that the surrounding bed base and commercial facilities will accommodate and complement the proposed
project. The commenter further expresses support for Northstar’s provision of mass transit,
implementation of the Habitat Management Plan, and the project’s consistency with the 2003 Martis
Valley Community Plan.

This comment is noted.
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Letter 16: Kelly Gilligan, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-1

The commenter states that there is a pending lawsuit against Vail Resorts regarding a previously installed
retention pond and that this pond has caused damage to the commenter’s property. The commenter
expresses concern that the proposed project will cause additional drainage issues.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 17: Mimi Greene, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 17-1

The commenter states that there is a pending lawsuit against Vail Resorts regarding a previously installed
retention pond and that this pond has caused damage to the commenter’s property. The commenter further
states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the impacts from water drainage associated with
proposed snowmaking activities and requests that the Draft EIR be denied until the existing drainages
issues are resolved.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 18: Thomas Hobday, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-1

The commenter expresses support for the Draft EIR and the proposed project and notes the collaboration
between the applicant and the two most influential and active local community-based environmental
organizations in the area.

This comment is noted.
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Letter 19: Jan Hoffman, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-1

The commenter states that the proposed project should be denied until such time that the project applicant
complies with all County codes, the Draft EIR is improved, and the existing drainage issues are resolved.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 20: William Hoffman, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 20-1

The commenter cites County Code Sections 15.48.160 and 17.58.040C as prohibiting the processing of
permit applications involving a project site that is subject to a code violation. The commenter further
states that the County should not allow implementation of the proposed project before the applicant
complies with a court order to remove a defective retention pond directly above the Aspen Grove
condominiums.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 21: Jake Hudson, Principal, Holdrege & Kull Consulting Engineers
and Geologists

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 21-1

The commenter states that the seismic zones discussed in Section 12.0 of the Draft EIR are no longer used
in the current California Building Codes, the required geologic investigation should be produced by a
California registered geologist or certified engineering geologist, and non-habitable structures are not
required to be set back from active faults. 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 12.0, page 12-9, to address this comment:

California Building Code

The State of California provides minimum standards for building design through the California
Building Code (CBC [California Code of Regulations, Title 24]). The CBC is based on the
Uniform Building Code, which is used widely throughout the United States (generally adopted on
a state-by-state or district-by-district basis), and has been modified for conditions within
California and includes a large number of more detailed and/or more restrictive regulations.

zone)—For example, the CBC includes common engineering practices requiring special design
and construction methods that reduce or eliminate potential expansive soil-related impacts. The
CBC requires structures to be built to withstand ground shaking in areas of high earthquake
hazards and the placement of strong motion instruments in larger buildings to monitor and record
the response of the structure and the site of seismic activity. Compliance with CBC requlations
ensures the adequate design and construction of building foundations to resist soil movement. In
addition, the CBC contains drainage requirements in order to control surface drainage and to
reduce seasonal fluctuations in soil moisture content. All structures built in Placer County must
comply with CBC requirements for this zone.
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Letter 22: Molly and Brian Hughes, Residents

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 22-1

The commenters state that there is a pending lawsuit against the proposed project applicant regarding a
previously installed retention pond and that this pond has caused damage to the commenters’ property.

The commenters express concern that the proposed project will cause additional drainage issues.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 23: Cynthia Karr, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 23-1

The commenter states that the properties on Silver Strike have 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 and states that the
County should not allow implementation of the proposed project before the applicant resolves the issues
surrounding the defective retention pond. The commenter also expresses concerns about the proposed
Castle Peak Gondola (though provides no clarification of these concerns), the alignment of the proposed J
lift, noise from new lifts, and increased traffic associated with 650 homes in Martis Camp.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding proposed project drainage. In terms of the
alignment of the proposed J lift, Impact 4.4 on pages 4-13 through -14 of the Draft EIR states that in the
short term, construction of the proposed NMMP improvements, such as the proposed J lift, could cause
temporary construction-related conflicts for visitors and residents enjoying on-site amenities and could
result in the disruption of roadways for Northstar residents. However, as demonstrated in the Draft EIR,
such impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. Similarly, Impact 8.3 on page 8-23 of the
Draft EIR addresses potential visual impacts associated with the proposed J lift. According to the impact
discussion on page 8-23 of the Draft EIR, development of the J lift and associated ski terrain
improvements would not substantially alter views and would blend with the existing visual character of
the current ski terrain. Noise impacts associated with the proposed project ski lifts are addressed under
Impact 11.4 on page 11.26 of the Draft EIR, which states that noise generated by the proposed J lift would
typically only occur during routine daytime maintenance activities and would not be projected to exceed
the County’s noise standard of 45 decibels. As a result, project-level impacts would be considered less
than significant. The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 regarding traffic.
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Letter 24: Ed Kimball, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 24-1

The commenter states that the Aspen Grove Homeowners are involved in a lawsuit against the project
applicant due to water flowing from uphill property onto Aspen Grove. The commenter requests anything
in the Draft EIR regarding the flow of water downhill onto Aspen Grove be denied until such time as

these existing drainage issues are resolved.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 25: Edgar Kimball, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 25-1

The commenter states that the Aspen Grove Homeowners are involved in a lawsuit against the project
applicant due to water flowing from uphill property onto Aspen Grove. The commenter requests anything
in the Draft EIR regarding the flow of water downhill onto Aspen Grove be denied until such time as
these existing drainage issues are resolved.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.

June 2014 Page 3-108 FEIR



3.0 Responses to Comments

FEIR Page 3-109 June 2014



Northstar Mountain Master Plan Final EIR

June 2014 Page 3-110 FEIR



3.0 Responses to Comments

Letter 26: Joy Anderson Kimball, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 26-1

The commenter states that the properties at Aspen Grove have been damaged due to drainage issues
involving the placement of a retention pond associated with a past improvement. The commenter states
that the County should not allow implementation of the proposed project before the applicant resolves the
issues surrounding the defective retention pond.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 27: Tori Long, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 27-1

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

This comment is noted.

FEIR Page 3-113 June 2014



Northstar Mountain Master Plan Final EIR

June 2014 Page 3-114 FEIR



3.0 Responses to Comments

Letter 28: Jennifer Mangan, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 28-1

The commenter states that there is a pending lawsuit against the proposed project applicant regarding a
previously installed retention pond and that this pond has caused damage to the commenter’s property.
The commenter states that the County should not allow implementation of the proposed project before the
applicant resolves the issues surrounding the defective retention pond.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 29: Jacqueline & David Marcus, Residents

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 29-1

The commenter states that Vail Resorts has caused off-site property damage from a drainage issue
involving the placement of a retention pond during a past improvement. The commenter expresses
concern that the proposed project will cause additional drainage impacts and requests the proposed project
be denied until the applicant fixes this current drainage issue.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 30: Joseph Mattioli, General Manager, The Ritz-Carlton, Lake Tahoe

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 30-1

The commenter expresses support for the Draft EIR and the proposed project and notes that by upgrading
existing services, amenities, and operations, the region is able to attract more visitors.

This comment is noted.
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Letter 31: Tom Merrick, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 31-1

The commenter states that the project applicant has developed a parking lot contrary to the requirements
of a previous EIR. The commenter suggests that the County analyze the applicant’s compliance with past
EIRs in order to ascertain their compliance with the requirements of this EIR.

This comment is noted for the decision-makers.
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Letter 32: Gabrielle Middleton, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 32-1

The commenter states that the Aspen Grove Homeowners are involved in a lawsuit against the project
applicant due to water flowing from uphill property onto Aspen Grove. The commenter requests anything
in the Draft EIR regarding the flow of water downhill onto Aspen Grove be denied until such time as
these existing drainages issues are resolved.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 33: Lynda Ward Pierce, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 33-1

The commenter states that the project applicant has caused substantial off-site property damage from a
drainage issue involving the placement of a retention pond during a past improvement from previous
development. The commenter requests the proposed project be denied until this current drainage issue is
resolved.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding drainage issues.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 33-2

The commenter states that once this drainage issue is resolved, all future development should include
protection of all downhill properties, special consideration to additional snowmaking, stringent
monitoring requirements, County-hired monitors, and a final drainage report submitted to Aspen Grove.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding drainage issues and mitigation measures. The
final drainage report identified under mitigation measure 13-3a will be publicly available once it is
submitted to the County.
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Letter 34: Paul Pierce, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 34-1

The commenter cites County Code Sections 15.48.160 and 17.58.040C as prohibiting the processing of
permit applications involving a project site that is subject to a code violation. The commenter further
states that the County should not allow implementation of the proposed project before the applicant
complies with a court order to remove a defective retention pond directly above the Aspen Grove
condominiums.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding drainage concerns.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 34-2

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 project segmentation concerns.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 34-3

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 34-4

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

DEIR Table 8-3 (under Impact 8-3) specifically notes that the proposed Castle Peak Parking Lot
Transport Gondola would alter the existing visual character, but would generally be observed as a
complementary feature of the Northstar ski resort visual character and would not adversely alter the visual
character. 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. Building plans and improvement plans for the project must identify compliance with this
measure.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 34-5

The commenter states that the Draft EIR traffic, parking, and air quality analyses are inadequate.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 regarding traffic, parking, and related air quality
analyses concerns. As noted in Master Response 2, the additional air quality impacts from additional day

skier traffic that may be generated by the project would not alter the air quality or GHG emissions impact
conclusions in the DEIR.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 34-6

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

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 34-7
The commenter states that the Draft EIR defers geological-related mitigation.

The commenter is not clear regarding what geology mitigation measure is of concern and provides no
specific information on what is being deferred. DEIR mitigation measure 12-1 includes performance
standards to ensure that the C and J lifts are sited and designed to address seismic hazards, while
mitigation measures MM 12-3c through 12-3f include performance standards to ensure slope stability,
erosion control measures, and water quality controls are in place and implemented during construction.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 34-8
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not analyze all feasible mitigation measures.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding drainage concerns and associated mitigation
measures. The commenter provides no evidence to support the assertion that the hydrologic analysis and
mitigation measures identified under DEIR Impact 13-3 are inadequate, while the DEIR is based on
technical analysis and hydrologic modeling.
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Letter 35: James L. Porter, Porter Simon Corporation
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 35-1

The commenter notes the collaborative partnership between the project applicant and the key
conservation organizations in the Martis Valley that led to the Habitat Management Plan. The commenter
further notes that Northstar has a proven record of stewardship and is recognized as one of the region’s
leaders in terms of providing transit services.

This comment is noted.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 35-2

The commenter objects to the Draft EIR’s significant and unavoidable impact conclusion for visual
resources, citing the opinion that residents and visitors traveling along the region’s highways expect to see
ski runs.

As stated on page 8-20 of the Draft EIR, any analysis of impacts to visual character is subjective by
nature since the qualities that create an aesthetically pleasing setting will vary from person to person.
Page 8-21 of the Draft EIR concluded that the proposed NMMP project-level components related to the
improvement of existing ski trails associated with the Backside lift would be noticeable, as would the
proposed new W and V lifts and associated ski terrain. The addition of these ski terrain features from this
view point would appear as a substantial increase in existing ski terrain features over existing conditions.
Implementation of mitigation measure 8-2 and project design practices from the Northstar Habitat
Management Plan (e.g., incorporation of tree islands, utilization of existing open areas, and varying trail
widths to minimize the visual impacts) would assist in reducing visual impacts. However, the proposed Q
lift in combination with the improvement of existing ski trails associated with the Backside lift and the
proposed new W and V lifts and associated ski terrain would result in a significant and unavoidable
impact to scenic vistas given the substantial alteration of the visual character from views along State
Route 89.
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Letter 36: Blake Riva, Northstar Mountain Properties, LLC

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 36-1

The commenter suggests a condition of approval be placed on the proposed project that would require
Northstar Mountain Properties, LLC, to agree with all improvements proposed either on or adjacent to its

property.
This comment is noted and will be considered during the project consideration process by County staff.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 36-2

The commenter requests a paragraph in Appendix 3.2 of the Draft EIR referring to 300 parking spaces
associated with the Northstar Highlands master Conditional Use Permit be removed.

This comment is noted. The suggested changes are associated with Northstar’s existing Traffic and
Parking Management Plan, which is not part of the proposed NMMP.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 36-3

The commenter states that Northstar Mountain Properties will not be responsible for implementation of
any mitigation contained in the DEIR.

This comment is correct that existing approved development projects are not responsible for the
implementation of mitigation measures for the proposed NMMP.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 36-4

The commenter requests that the same construction hours established for the Northstar Highlands project
be established for the proposed project.

The hours of construction in DEIR mitigation measure 11-1 are based on County Code Section 9.36.030
(Noise Ordinance). No proposed changes to mitigation measure 11-1 are recommended.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 36-5

The commenter requests that mitigation measure 11-2 be expanded to include the existing and proposed
mid-mountain residential areas within the Northstar Highlands area.

The DEIR 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 11.0, page 11-28, to address this comment:
Mitigation Measure 11-2 Mitigate for Snowmaking and Grooming Activities
The applicant shall implement the following measures for project-level components:
= Snowmaking activities located within 1,200 feet of the Ritz-Carlton and Northstar

Highlands shall utilize quieter fan guns, as opposed to nozzle guns. Fan guns shall be
directed to minimize noise levels at the Ritz-Carlton and existing and planned residential
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areas at Northstar Highlands, based on the directional noise aspects of the fan guns used
(refer to Table 11-14), while still achieving snow-making objectives.

Fan guns located within 300 feet of the Ritz-Carlton and existing and planned residential
areas at Northstar Highlands shall be shielded from direct line of sight of the Ritz-Carlton
and existing and planned residential areas at Northstar Highlands by use of temporary
barriers or comparable technology or by locating the fan guns to take advantage of
intervening physical features or structures. Temporary barriers or comparable technology
shall be constructed of plywood having a minimum thickness of 0.5 inches, or a material
of equivalent/increased density. Barriers or comparable technology shall be constructed
to minimize air gaps at the base of the structure and between any barrier components. To
the extent possible, fan guns located within 300 feet of the Ritz-Carlton and Northstar
Highlands shall be placed at ground level to increase the effectiveness of the shielding
provided by temporary barriers or intervening physical features.

Snowmaking equipment shall be located as far as practical from the Ritz-Carlton Hotel
and existing and planned residential areas at Northstar Highlands.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 36-6

The commenter requests that the proposed project be conditioned to conduct an update to the Placer
County Permanent Road Division No. 7 Engineer’s Report.

This comment is noted and will be considered during the project consideration process by County staff.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 36-7

The commenter requests that the Castle Peak parking lots be the first location utilized for the proposed
tree planting mitigation.

This comment is noted.
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Letter 37: Andrew Sackheim, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 37-1

The commenter states that there is a pending lawsuit against the proposed project applicant regarding a
previously installed retention pond and that this pond has caused damage to the Aspen Grove property.
The commenter states that the County should not allow implementation of the proposed project before the
applicant resolves the issues surrounding the defective retention pond.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 38: Andrew Sackheim, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 38-1

The commenter states that there is a pending lawsuit against the proposed project applicant regarding a
previously installed retention pond and that this pond has caused damage to the Aspen Grove property.
The commenter states that the County should not allow implementation of the proposed project before the
applicant resolves the issues surrounding the defective retention pond.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 39: M. Eric Schlienger, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 39-1

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

This comment is noted.
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Letter 40: Lisa Smith, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 40-1

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

This comment is noted.
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