3.0 Responses to Comments

Letter 41: Gregory J. Snow, Resident
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 41-1

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 41-2

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 upon its
submittal to the County.
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Letter 42: Chris Somers, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 42-1
The commenter expresses support for the Draft EIR and the proposed project.

This comment is noted.
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Letter 43: James & Michele Steeb, Residents

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 43-1

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

The commenters are referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 44: Robert Thornton, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 44-1

The commenter states that the Aspen Grove property has been damaged due to drainage issues involving
the placement of a retention pond associated with a past improvement and 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 is referred to Master Response 1 regarding drainage concerns.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 44-2

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 44-3

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to establish a proper baseline of drainage and groundwater
flows and instead defers this analysis.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding the adequacy of the DEIR hydrologic analysis
and establishment of baseline conditions.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 44-4

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to include any analysis of the potential drainage impacts
associated with snowmaking.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding drainage issues and snowmaking.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 44-5
The commenter states that the Draft EIR defers drainage-related mitigation.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding the adequacy of DEIR drainage mitigation
measures 13-3a through 13-3c.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 44-6

The commenter states that the Draft EIR discriminates in zoning, fails to analyze the impacts of the
proposed Zoning Text Amendment, and fails to analyze the impacts to visual resources.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 5 regarding concerns associated with the proposed Zoning
Text Amendment. DEIR Figures 8-1 through 8-4 provide photos of existing viewsheds of Northstar and
visual simulations of the visual alteration of the viewsheds from the proposed NMMP project- and
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program-level components. DEIR Impact 8-2 provides a detailed analysis of the extent of impacts to these
viewsheds. While implementation of mitigation measure 8-2 would assist in reducing the extent of the
impact to viewsheds, the DEIR identified that alteration of views from State Route (SR) 89 would remain
significant and unavoidable given the extent of alteration of the viewshed from the construction of the
improvements associated with the Q, W, and lifts and ski trails. The commenter provides no countering
analysis that the impact analysis is not adequate or how impacts to views from SR 89 could be mitigated
with implementation of the proposed NMMP.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 44-7
The commenter states that the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR is inadequate.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 regarding concerns associated with winter traffic counts,
assumed traffic generated by the proposed NMMP, and parking.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 44-8

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to accurately describe the cumulative effect of greenhouse
gas emissions.

DEIR pages 16-15 through -25 provide a detailed analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated
with the proposed NMMP that consists of GHG emission estimates for construction and operation of key
aspects of the proposed NMMP (see DEIR Tables 16-4, 16-5, and 16-6) and determines that the project’s
contribution to GHG emissions is cumulatively considerable. Mitigation measure 16-1 includes several
measures that would reduce GHG emissions from the project and may ultimately require the purchase of
GHG emission credits to offset project emissions to a less than cumulatively considerable level. As noted
on DEIR page 16-23, the Climate Action Reserve (CAR) (as identified in mitigation measure 16-1)
utilizes a standardized approach for the independent and rigorous verification of GHG emissions
reductions reported by project developers into its offset registry. This standardized approach defines a
verification process that promotes the relevance, completeness, consistency, accuracy, transparency, and
conservativeness of emissions reductions data reported in the CAR. The CAR has approval from the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) to serve as an Offset Project Registry for the Compliance Offset
Program under the State’s Cap-and- Trade Program.

The commenter provides no analysis or information to counter GHG analysis in the DEIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 44-9

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.
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Letter 45: Sylvia Toth & Zsolt Takacs, Residents

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 45-1

The commenters state that the County should not allow implementation of the proposed project before the
applicant resolves the issues surrounding drainage impacts, and further state that the Draft EIR is
inadequate as it relies on deferred mitigation (mitigation measure 13-3c) to address potential hydrology-
related impacts.

The commenters are referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 46: Pete & Christine Vall-Spinosa, Residents

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 46-1

The commenters state that there is a pending lawsuit against the proposed project applicant regarding a
previous drainage issue that has caused damage to the Aspen Grove property. The commenters state that
the County should not allow implementation of the proposed project before the applicant resolves this
drainage situation.

The commenters are referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 47: Christine H. Vall-Spinosa, Resident
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 47-1

The commenter states that the County should not allow implementation of the proposed project before the
applicant resolves the issues surrounding ongoing drainage issues.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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Letter 48: Ellie Waller, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-1

The commenter states that cumulative impacts of the project would include impacts to air quality,
recreation, and water quality in the Lake Tahoe Basin from project traffic entering the basin. The
commenter also states that the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) must be consulted regarding
compliance with policies for the Lake Tahoe Basin associated with project components located in the
basin.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 regarding concerns associated with impacts to the Lake
Tahoe Basin and consistency with Lake Tahoe Basin policies and requirements.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-2

The commenter requests that the FEIR clarify that the NMMP and the proposed Martis Valley West
Parcel Specific Plan/Martis West Area Plan are not requesting “Resort Recreation Zoning.” The
commenter also references Regional Plan policies.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 regarding the extent of proposed NMMP features within
the Lake Tahoe Basin (Summit Deck and Grille improvements and ski facility improvements — see
Figure 1-1 in this document). The project does not propose any zoning changes for the Summit Deck and
Grille improvements and ski facility improvements in the basin, as they already exist and are consistent
with TRPA Plan Area Statement 15 (North Star). As noted in Master Response 4, the proposed Martis
Valley West Parcel Specific Plan/Martis West Area Plan is a separate and independent project from the
NMMP and is not related to the Northstar ski resort. This project involves East-West Partners and Sierra
Pacific Industries and is located on lands outside the ownership and management of the NMMP project
applicant.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-3
The commenter asks how NOP comments submitted on the project were addressed in the DEIR.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 regarding application of the proposed Zoning Text
Amendment on the Lake Tahoe Basin and the need for a joint EIR/EIS document. As noted in Master
Response 4, the proposed Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan/Martis West Area Plan is a separate
and independent project from the NMMP and is not related to the Northstar ski resort.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-4

The commenter requests that the proposed Backside Campsite Area and other project locations not be
accessed by the Fiberboard freeway.

As specifically noted on DEIR page 3-33, Northstar would control the operation and access to this
campsite (via van or snowcat) using existing the 900 road and 705 road. None of the proposed NMMP
features propose to utilize the Fiberboard freeway, but rather would utilize and improve existing internal
roadways on the mountain (see DEIR Figure 3-9).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-5

The commenter requests a definition of the non-skiing recreation opportunity for the proposed NMMP.
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DEIR page 3-33 specifically identifies two proposed campground sites that would be placed in the
bottom of the proposed C lift and in the Backside area of the mountain. Various non-skiing
recreational uses currently occurring at the site include athletic events, ceremonies, and gatherings.
These non-skiing recreational uses are consistent with the overall management and use of the resort
and will continue to occur under the proposed NMMP.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-6

The commenter asks why the approved Northstar Forest Flyer or Vail’s Epic Discovery Program or other
“amusement amenities” are not addressed in the DEIR.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 regarding the separation of the Northstar Forest Flyer
and the proposed NMMP. The proposed Vail’s Epic Discovery Program is being proposed at the
Heavenly Valley ski resort and not at Northstar. The NMMP (which will be the basis of the Conditional
Use Permit from Placer County) includes no provision for such uses at Northstar.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-7

The commenter requests that mitigation measure 8-3 include a TRPA scenic code reference for
compliance.

DEIR mitigation measure 8-3 already requires compliance with all applicable TRPA design and scenic
requirements in the TRPA Code of Ordinances (Chapter 36 [Design Standards] and 37 [Height]) for
improvements to the Summit Deck and Grille. No further changes to mitigation measure 8-3 are
recommended.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-8
The commenter requests that the DEIR include a TRPA scenic code reference for compliance.
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 48-7.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-9

The commenter states that improvements to the Summit Deck and Grille will require TRPA approval and
concurrence.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 regarding TRPA involvement in the review and
approval of the Summit Deck and Grille.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-10

The commenter states that improvements to the Summit Deck and Grille will require TRPA approval and
concurrence.

DEIR Figures 3-7 and 3-8 show the location of the existing Summit Deck and Grille and the extent of
improvements within the Lake Tahoe Basin. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 and
Figure 1-1 regarding TRPA involvement in the review and approval of the Summit Deck and Grille.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-11

The commenter requests a list of proposed non-skier activities beyond those identified on DEIR page
3-41 associated with Zone C (Northstar HMP).

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 48-5.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-12

The commenter requests a list of proposed recreation activities for Zone D (Northstar HMP).
The proposed NMMP would provide ski trail and facility improvements within Zone D.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-13

The commenter requests additional analysis for the Northstar Forest Flyer.

As described in Master Response 4, the Northstar Forest Flyer is a separate and independent project from
the proposed NMMP that was evaluated in a mitigated negative declaration and initially approved by the
Placer County Planning Commission. The commenter is referred to the mitigated negative declaration for
that project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-14
The commenter requests analysis for the following:

o Wildlife disruption impacts from proposed non-skier amenities, including trails.
e Economic impact of any proposed zip lines.
e Scenic analysis of Skycycle if proposed.

e Scenic analysis of Van Sickle State Park.

The wildlife impacts of the proposed campgrounds are addressed in DEIR Section 6.0 (Biological
Resources) and are specifically noted under Impacts 6-2 and 6-6. The proposed NMMP does not propose
any zip lines or a Skycycle. NMMP project- and program-level improvements would not be visible from
Van Sickle State Park, which is located near the City of South Lake Tahoe.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-15
The commenter requests a summer VMT analysis of the proposed project on the North Lake Tahoe area.

DEIR pages 9-40 and 18-28 identify NMMP project- and program-level component vehicle miles that are
anticipated to travel into the Lake Tahoe Basin. Project-level components would generate 43 daily vehicle
miles in the summer, while the entire NMMP (project- and program-level components) would generate
376 vehicle miles in the summer. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 2 and 3 regarding
VMT impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-16

The commenter asks how the Master Plan amendments would be processed in relation with the
EIS/EIS/EIR process.

The proposed NMMP does not amend any existing master plan, and its approval does not require
environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). TRPA will prepare its own
environmental document for its actions that are limited to the existing ski facility and existing Summit

Deck and Grille within the Lake Tahoe Basin. It is not expected that these improvements would trigger a
TRPA EIS document.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-17
The commenter makes a statement regarding the use of national forests.

The proposed NMMP does not involve any national forest lands.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-18

The commenter requests that the proposed Zoning Text Amendment associated with TPZ be removed
from consideration with the NMMP and expresses concerns regarding the impact to lands within and
outside the Lake Tahoe Basin.

This comment is noted. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 5 regarding the proposed
Zoning Text Amendment.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-19

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the impact of the proposed expansion of the existing
Summit Deck and Grille, specifically noting glare issues from windows.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 and Figure 1-1 regarding TRPA involvement in the
review and approval of the Summit Deck and Grille. DEIR mitigation measure 8-4b requires the use of

nonreflective building materials on the exterior of all buildings and that building windows are coated with
tinting materials to reduce glare and to minimize the visibility of interior lighting.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-20
The commenter requests a list of public and commercial recreation uses that are being proposed.

DEIR Table 3-2 and pages 3-19 through -34 identify proposed recreation uses under the proposed
NMMP.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-21

The commenter asks if the proposed NMMP is proposing a zoning change for improvements within the
Lake Tahoe Basin.

The project does not propose any zoning changes for the Summit Deck and Grille improvements and ski
facility improvements in the basin, as they already exist and are consistent with TRPA Plan Area
Statement 15 (North Star).
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-22

The commenter requests a list of applicable TRPA codes associated with proposed NMMP improvements
within the Lake Tahoe Basin.

The following provisions of the TRPA Code of Ordinances would apply to the improvement of existing
ski facilities and the existing Summit Deck and Grille improvements:
e Chapter 33 (Grading and Construction)
Chapter 36, Section 36.8 (Exterior Lighting Standards)
o Chapter 36 (Design Standards)
o Chapter 37 (Height)
e Chapter 60 (Water Quality)
e Chapter 65 (Air Quality/Transportation)

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-23
The commenter requests a list of recreation amenities that are being proposed.

DEIR Table 3-2 and pages 3-19 through -34 identify proposed recreation uses under the proposed
NMMP.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-24

The commenter requests environmental documentation prepared by a biologist in relation to TRPA Code
64.4.3.

DEIR Section 6.0 (Biological Resources) and Appendix 3.3 (Northstar HMP) address project impacts to
special-status species.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-25

The commenter provides a list of land use, agricultural resource, and forestry resource impact issue areas
that they request be addressed.

DEIR pages 4-9 through -14 address the issues identified by the commenter.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-26

The commenter states that the County should adopt a habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan and not rely on the Northstar HMP. The commenter also requests that impacts to
goshawk habitat and other protected wildlife species habitats be addressed and that the conclusions be
concurred by TRPA.

The commenter’s opinion regarding habitat conservation planning for Northstar are noted. The Northstar
HMP was reviewed and utilized by the County in the preparation of the DEIR in addressing impacts to
northern goshawks as well as other special-status species and their habitats (see DEIR pages 6-51 through
-75). The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 regarding TRPA involvement.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-27

The commenter states that applicable TRPA code provisions must be listed and adhered to if TRPA does
not concur.

Impacts to goshawks and other raptors that could be impacted by the proposed NMMP are addressed on
DEIR pages 6-51 through -75. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 regarding TRPA
involvement.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-28

The commenter states an environmental impact analysis is required of project uses that impact residential
areas.

The DEIR addresses potential impacts to existing residential areas in the following sections:

e Land use compatibility issues in Section 4.0 (Land Use and Forestry Resources)
e Changes in visual character from public views in Section 8.0 (Visual Resources)

e Traffic operations, parking, alternative transportation, and safety in Section 9.0 (Traffic and
Circulation)

e Construction and operation air quality, toxic air contaminants, and odors in Section 10.0 (Air
Quality)
e Construction and operation noise and vibration impacts in Section 11.0 (Noise)

o Potential hazard exposure in Section 15.0 (Hazardous Materials and Hazards)

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-29

The commenter requests a breakdown of residential units that exist and are approved in Northstar and that
a table be provided addressing VMT from all development.

The proposed NMMP does not involve the development of any residential units, thus a breakdown of
current development conditions within Northstar is not required for environmental impact analysis in the
DEIR. DEIR Table 3-3 provides a summary of residential units approved in large-scale residential and
lodging projects within Northstar as well as within Martis Camp. DEIR pages 9-40 and 18-28 identify
NMMP project-level and program-level components vehicle miles that are anticipated to travel into the
Lake Tahoe Basin.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-30

The commenter requests a breakdown of all new non-skiing recreational amenities and a breakdown of
employees.

DEIR page 3-40 identifies the following anticipated additional employment for the proposed NMMP:

Project-Level Component Employment

o Additional full-time equivalent employees during the winter season: 65

e Additional year-round full-time equivalent employees: 4
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Program-Level Component Employment (in addition to Project-Level Components)

o Additional full-time equivalent employees during the winter season: 37
e Additional year-round full-time equivalent employees: 1

o Additional full-time equivalent employees during the summer season: 3

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-31

The commenter asks whether TRPA Code 14.10.2 applies to the project and asks that evidence from
TRPA be provided that it does not apply.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 regarding consideration of impacts to the Lake Tahoe
Basin. As identified on DEIR page 10-23, long-term emissions associated with the proposed NMMP for
project- and program-level components would be below TRPA air quality thresholds for stationary
sources provided in TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 65.1 (Air Quality Control) and thus are not
anticipated to result in significant air quality impacts in the Lake Tahoe Basin (this would include
emissions from potential increases in non-peak day skier traffic as shown in Table 10-6). In addition to
the TRPA Code of Ordinances provisions addressing air quality, the Regional Plan and California and
Nevada Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load Programs include measures to address atmospheric
deposition of air pollutants to Lake Tahoe.

DEIR Table 18-8 identifies that the proposed NMMP traffic would not alter traffic noise levels on State
Route 267 and is not expected to result in new significant noise impacts in the Lake Tahoe Basin, as
project traffic volumes entering the basin (67 daily trips in the winter and 33 daily trips; see DEIR Table
18-7) would not be substantial enough to increase traffic noise levels along SR 28.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-32

The commenter provides information regarding snowmaking and states that Northstar will need to tap
into more power for the project.

This comment is noted. DEIR pages 14-34 and -35 address the increased electrical demands of the
proposed NMMP, including snowmaking.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-33

The commenter requests information regarding current electrical demands versus the proposed NMMP by
phase.

DEIR Table 14.6-1 identifies 2012 Northstar ski resort electrical demands by month, with a total 2012
demand of 16.3 megawatts. The NMMP does not propose “phases.” However, the electrical demand of
the proposed NMMP is shown in DEIR Table 14.6-4 by project- and program-level component.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-34

The commenter requests information on how the proposed NMMP would connect for electric service and
also requests that the “highest demand” for electrical demand be identified, with reliability needs defined
for the Lake Tahoe Basin versus resort demand and upgrades. The commenter also requests a definition
of “small area of development” on DEIR page 14-29. Lastly, the commenter asks how the County will
ensure adequate electric service given that the proposed CalPeco utility upgrade may not be approved.
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The commenter specifically defines that the highest demand for electrical demand for the Northstar ski
resort is associated with the winter months (see DEIR Table 14.6-1). It is anticipated that the proposed
NMMP electrical demands would also be the highest during the winter months given that the majority of
the NMMP project- and program-level components are ski facility improvement and terrain expansion.
Improvements to provide this electrical service would involve the proposed NMMP improvements to
connect to existing electrical infrastructure and would not require new distribution facilities, upgrades to
the Northstar substation, or any other off-site improvements (i.e., does not require construction of the
proposed California Pacific Electric Company 625 and 650 Electrical Line Upgrade Project). Joint
trenches would be excavated to accommodate the new utility lines (including the extension of natural gas
and telecommunications facilities if needed for the NMMP), including electrical lines from the Northstar
substation to the proposed NMMP components (see DEIR page 14-34). Liberty Utilities CalPeco has
confirmed that adequate infrastructure exists to support the project. The commenter provides no
information that counters these conclusions of adequate electrical facilities to serve the project.

The statement in the DEIR of “small area of development” on DEIR page 14-29 relates to the areas
served in the Truckee area by Liberty Utilities CalPeco in relation to other service providers in the area,
such as the Truckee-Donner Public Utility District.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-35

The commenter states that the DEIR (page 18-36) is depending on the proposed California Pacific
Electric Company 625 and 650 Electrical Line Upgrade Project and the FEIR should address what
happens if this project is not built. The commenter also questions the appropriateness of evaluating
whether the project would utilize energy in an inefficient or wasteful manner. Lastly, the commenter
requests cost information on providing electrical service for the project.

The commenter misinterprets the discussion on DEIR page 18-36. This discussion notes that the proposed
California Pacific Electric Company 625 and 650 Electrical Line Upgrade Project would improve
cumulative setting conditions regarding electrical service. As identified on DEIR page 14-34, the
proposed NMMP would not require any off-site improvements such as the proposed California Pacific
Electric Company 625 and 650 Electrical Line Upgrade Project.

CEQA Guidelines Appendix F and Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3) require the consideration
of whether a project could result in the utilization of energy in an inefficient or wasteful manner.

Given that the specific equipment design and associated energy demand of NMMP components have not
been determined at this time, it is not possible to obtain cost information associated with electrical
service. Economic issues are not considered significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-36

The commenter requests information regarding electrical demands versus the proposed NMMP.

The electrical demand of the proposed NMMP is shown in DEIR Table 14.6-4 by project- and program-
level component.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-37

The commenter requests a cumulative VMT analysis for the intersection of State Route 267 and State
Route 28.
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DEIR page 18-28 (Table 18-7) identifies NMMP project- and program-level component vehicle miles
that are anticipated to travel into the Lake Tahoe Basin.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-38

The commenter states that the cumulative impact analysis must include projects within 10 miles of the
project and provides a list of projects to consider.

Each of the cumulative environmental issue areas addressed in Section 18.0 of the DEIR identify the
geographic extent of the cumulative setting, as it varies with each environmental issue area. The
commenter provides no rationale for a 10-mile radius for the geographic extent of the cumulative setting.

The following response is provided for the consideration of each project identified by the commenter:

Boulder Bay Project — The cumulative effects of this development/growth in combination with
the proposed NMMP were generally considered within the geographic extent of environmental
issue areas including air quality, biological resources, and traffic (impacts to the intersection of
SR 267 and SR 28) in Section 18.0 of the DEIR.

Martis West — The cumulative effects of this development/growth in combination with the
proposed NMMP were generally considered in the DEIR cumulative traffic analysis. As
identified on DEIR pages 18-8 and -9, the cumulative traffic impact analysis for summer and
winter conditions was based on assumed buildout of the Martis Valley Community Plan (which
includes the 1,360 dwelling units and 6.6 acres of commercial uses proposed to be shifted and
residential development reduced at the Martis West site), which overstates the extent of traffic
generated from development under the proposed Martis West (Martis Valley West Parcel Specific
Plan/Martis West Area Plan) project as part of the cumulative impact analysis.

Tahoe Vista Timeshare Project — The cumulative effects of this development/growth in
combination with the proposed NMMP were generally considered within the geographic extent of
environmental issue areas including air quality, biological resources, and traffic (impacts to the
intersection of SR 267 and SR 28) in Section 18.0 of the DEIR.

Northstar Highlands — The cumulative effects of this approved (not proposed as identified by the
commenter) development in combination with the proposed NMMP were considered within the
geographic extent of all environmental issue areas in Section 18.0 of the DEIR, as well as in the
project analysis provided in Sections 4.0 through 16.0 of the DEIR.

Cabin Creek Biomass Facility (haul truck traffic) — As identified in Table 8-8 of the Placer
County Cabin Creek Biomass Project Draft EIR, biomass haul truck traffic is anticipated to be
limited to two daily trips and would not substantially contribute to cumulative traffic conditions
in the project area.

Kings Beach Core Improvement Project (construction traffic) — Construction traffic would not
occur during the winter peak-hour periods and would not contribute to cumulative traffic impacts
in the project area.

Martis Camp — The cumulative effects of this approved development in combination with the
proposed NMMP were considered within the geographic extent of all environmental issue areas
in Section 18.0 of the DEIR. As specifically noted on DEIR page 18-1, the cumulative setting and
impact analysis considered development identified in the Martis Valley Community Plan EIR,
which includes the Martis Camp project.
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e Joerger Ranch and Coldstream Specific Plan — The development associated with these projects is
correctly identified in DEIR Table 18-1 and was assumed in the DEIR cumulative impact
analysis. The commenter is incorrect in regard to the proposed development associated with
Joerger Ranch based on review of the Town of Truckee Joerger Ranch Draft EIR (2013).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-39

The commenter requests that Special Policy 3 associated with Plan Area Statement 15 be provided, that
TRPA scenic code references be added to the EIR and mitigation measure 8-3, and that TRPA
concurrence be provided.

Special Policy 3 associated with Plan Area 15 states the following:

Other accessory uses to ski areas, such as warming huts and eating and drinking establishments,
should be serviced from outside the Basin. Also, such facilities, if constructed, should be screened
from views originating from within the Basin.

DEIR mitigation measure 8-3 already requires compliance with all applicable TRPA design and scenic
requirements in the TRPA Code of Ordinances (Chapter 36 [Design Standards] and 37 [Height]) for
improvements to the Summit Deck and Grille. No further changes to mitigation measure 8-3 are
recommended. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 regarding TRPA involvement.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-40
The commenter requests the following information:

e How does the proposed NMMP meet Sierra Watch/MAPF agreement limitations (also requests
documentation)?

e How does the Northstar HMP adhere to the HMP limitations?

e How does the DEIR address TRPA rules and regulations regarding special-status species and
habitats (also requests TRPA concurrence)?

o Define the TRPA approval process for NMMP components within the Lake Tahoe Basin.

In March 2005, Trimont Land Company, the owner of Northstar-at-Tahoe at that time, and Northstar
Mountain Properties, the developer of real estate at Northstar (hereinafter referred to collectively as
“Northstar”), entered into an agreement with Sierra Watch and Mountain Area Preservation Foundation
(MAPF). The agreement between the parties was established so that development at Northstar could
move forward and would not be legally challenged by the groups if the development and resource
protection and management are carried out in a manner that is consistent with the terms of the agreement.
Section 3 of the agreement required Northstar to prepare a Habitat Management Plan that identifies land
use and resource management zones for the project. Attachment M of the agreement summarizes the
intent of the document (Appendix A of DEIR Appendix 3.3) and establishes three overall goals for land
use and natural resources management at Northstar:

Goal 1: Maintain and/or enhance natural resources values of Northstar lands while allowing for
current and planned future land uses in a manner that is compatible with those values.

Goal 2: Develop a Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan that describes a natural resources
management plan to accomplish the above goal.
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Goal 3: Recognize Northstar’s role and contribution to natural resources conservation and
management in the Martis Valley region.

The Northstar HMP has been reviewed and accepted by Sierra Watch and MAPF. The HMP is included
as an appendix to the DEIR, which must be certified by Placer County upon approval of the NMMP. In
addition, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan requires project compliance with the HMP.
Several of the mitigation measures specifically require adherence to the HMP and use of the document for
guidance in the development of each phase of the project. These mitigation measures will also become
conditions of project approval, should the NMMP be approved by Placer County.

DEIR Section 6.0 (Biological Resources) and Appendix 3.3 (Northstar HMP) address project impacts to
special-status species and habitat, including species addressed by TRPA rules and regulations. As
identified in DEIR Figures 6-1 through 6-5 and the impact analysis provided on DEIR pages 6-51 through
-75, the proposed improvements to the existing ski facilities and the Summit Deck and Grille would not
involve any direct impacts to special-status species or habitat regulated by TRPA. The commenter is
referred to Master Response 3 regarding TRPA involvement.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-41

The commenter requests documentation that the proposed NMMP would meet its affordable housing
requirement and expresses the opinion that in-lieu fees are not adequate to address affordable housing.

DEIR pages 5-9 through -13 address project impacts on Placer County employee housing requirements.
Implementation of mitigation measure 5-3 would mitigate the impact and would be required to be
implemented for each component of the NMMP. Mitigation measure 5-3 includes the option for the
payment of in-lieu fees, which are considered adequate by the County. The commenter provides no
analysis demonstrating that in-lieu fees would not be adequate to address the impact.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-42
The commenter requests information regarding current water use and projected water use.

DEIR pages 13-11 through -12 identify groundwater usage in Martis Valley and identifies that buildout of
the Martis Valley area would utilize approximately 21,000 acre-feet annually, which is well within the
average annual groundwater recharge range of 32,745 to 35,168 acre-feet annually. DEIR page 14-12
identifies water users and facilities associated with the Northstar Community Services District (water
service provider to Northstar ski resort). The proposed NMMP at buildout would increase water supply
demand from ski service improvements (8.62 acre-feet annually) and increased snowmaking (273 acre-
feet annually on average; note that snowmaking water demand varies based on snow conditions during a
given year). These additional water demands would be within the average annual groundwater recharge
range noted above.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-43
The commenter requests the following information:

o Define that the proposed NMMP would be in compliance with Plan Area Statement 15.

e Clarify that the proposed NMMP or any other expansion is not requesting Resort Recreation
Zoning.
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The project does not propose any zoning changes for the Summit Deck and Grille improvements and ski
facility improvements in the basin, as they already exist and are consistent with TRPA Plan Area
Statement 15 (North Star) (see DEIR page 4-11). The commenter is referred to Master Response 4
regarding the independence of the proposed NMMP to the proposed Martis Valley West Parcel Specific
Plan/Martis West Area Plan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-44

The commenter states that the proposed Zoning Text Amendment associated with TRPA should be
restricted to Northstar and not a Lake Tahoe Basin-wide amendment.

As identified in Master Response 5, the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not apply to the Lake
Tahoe Basin.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 48-45

The commenter requests that the permit conditions include all HMP consistency requirements and design
practices as stated in the April 20, 2012, letter from Terrell Watt Planning Consultants.

This letter was not provided by the commenter and is not a comment on the Notice of Preparation or the
DEIR. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 48-40 regarding Sierra Watch and MAPF
acceptance of the Northstar HMP, which was used to design and refine the proposed NMMP.
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Letter 49: David Welch, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 49-1

The commenter states that the proposed project is consistent with the Habitat Management Plan
developed by the applicant.

This comment is noted.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 49-2

The commenter states that as a result of the diligence shown in adhering to the Habitat Management Plan,
the proposed project has not encountered local opposition.

This comment is noted.
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Letter 50: Ron Wihlidal, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 50-1

The commenter states that there is a pending lawsuit against the proposed project applicant regarding
damage caused 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 this property
damage.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1.
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INSERT LETTER 51
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Letter 51: Jennifer Wilkin, Marketing Manager, Northstar Venture
Penthouses, LLC

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 51-1

The commenter expresses support for the analysis in the Draft EIR.

This comment is noted.
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Letter 52: Larry Young, Resident

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 52-1

The commenter expresses support for the analysis in the Draft EIR.

This comment is noted.
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