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LETTER 51: PEGGY TOWNS, RESIDENT  

Response 51-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis).  The commentor states that insufficient data was 
provided and that correct current data was not collected by specialists 
regarding the traffic impact, existing water table and long-term impacts; 
however, the commentor fails to identify what is inadequate in the EIR.  The 
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the 
Project), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in 
the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).   

Response 51-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
Sections 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and 4.9 (Biological Resources) of 
the Draft EIR.  Regarding the consideration of golf courses as open space, 
the Placer County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open Space 
Land Designation. 

Response 51-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 51-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of 
the Draft EIR. 

Response 51-5: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan 
Area), and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis), as well as Sections 
4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR for an analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the Proposed Land Use Diagram, the Existing Martis Valley 
General Plan Map Alternative, Alternative 1 and Alternative 2. 

Response 51-6: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  The 
commentor states that the environmental document was prepared without 
a thorough evaluation of significant negative effects and without 
appropriate data.  The commentor fails to identify what is inadequate in the 
EIR.  Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide an extensive analysis of 
the environmental effects associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan 
per CEQA.  Regarding the alternatives analysis, the commentor is referred to 
Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis). 
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LETTER 52: JANIE D. COLLOMB, RESIDENT  

Response 52-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  The 
commentor makes no comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

Response 52-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area). 

Response 52-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) 

Response 52-4: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), 
as well as Sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation), 4.5 (Noise), 4.6 (Air 
Quality), 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 4.8 (Geology and Soils), 4.9 
(Biological Resources), 4.10 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources), and 
4.12 (Visual Resources) for an extensive analysis of environmental impacts 
associated with construction activities. 

Response 52-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of 
the Draft EIR. 

Response 52-6: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2 
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 52-7: The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to meet CEQA rules and that it 
contains inadequacies.  The commentor fails to identify what is inadequate 
in the EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary.  Additionally, the County 
considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of 
the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 
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LETTER 53: M. GARY COLLOMB, RESIDENT  

Response 53-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.  

Response 53-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 53-1. 

Response 53-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 2-2, 2-4, and Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response 53-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 53-1. 

Response 53-5: The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to meet CEQA rules.  However, 
the commentor fails to identify what is inadequate in the EIR.  Therefore, no 
response is necessary.  Additionally, the County considers the Draft EIR 
adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA. 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR 

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County 
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003 

3.0-478 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR 

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update 
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-479 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR 

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County 
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003 

3.0-480 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR 

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update 
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-481 

LETTER 54: GAIL HIGH, RESIDENT  

Response 54-1: Comment noted.  The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

Response 54-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and 
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact 
Analysis). 

Response 54-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.10  (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis), and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) in 
the Draft EIR. 

Response 54-4: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area). 

Response 54-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) regarding concerns associated with adequate water supply. 

Response 54-6: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and the policies and mitigation 
measures contained within Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of 
the Draft EIR regarding concerns associated with employee housing.  As 
specifically noted in Master Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current 
employees in the North Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002 
by the North Tahoe Resort Association.  The results of the survey identify that 
approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees reside in the North 
Tahoe/Truckee area. This information is consistent with external traffic 
distribution assumptions in the Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality 
and noise analyses for project traffic effects. 

Response 54-7: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding concerns 
associated with Cumulative Impacts. Draft EIR page 4.4-57 specifically notes 
the environmental effects of roadway improvements. 

Response 54-8: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the 
Review Period) regarding concerns associated with the period for response. 

Response 54-9: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  This 
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (consideration of impacts to 
the Tahoe Basin). 
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LETTER 55: TANYA AND JIM MILLER, RESIDENTS  

Response 55-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  The 
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding concerns 
associated with increase in development. 

Response 55-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) 
regarding concerns associated with increased traffic. 

Response 55-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) regarding concerns associated with increased water 
consumption.  The commentor is referred to Section 3.0 (Project Description) 
for a discussion of development potential of the Plan area, including golf 
courses. 

Response 55-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and the policies and mitigation 
measures contained within Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of 
the Draft EIR regarding concerns associated with employee housing.  As 
specifically noted in Master Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current 
employees in the North Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002 
by the North Tahoe Resort Association.  The results of the survey identify that 
approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees reside in the North 
Tahoe/Truckee area. This information is consistent with external traffic 
distribution assumptions in the Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality 
and noise analyses for project traffic effects. 

Response 55-5: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  The 
commentor does not state any inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no 
further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 56: JAY R. MAYHALL, RESIDENT  

Response 56-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  The 
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns associated 
with increased traffic and congestion because of the project.  The 
commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 56-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding concerns 
associated with buildout conditions. 

Response 56.3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) for a discussion of commercial 
development assumptions used in the EIR.  Regarding golf course potential, 
it should be noted that the Martis Valley Community Plan does not propose 
any golf courses.  The Draft EIR evaluates the golf course potential in the 
Plan area, which assumes up to five golf courses.  The potential for five golf 
courses was evaluated throughout the Draft EIR and included in the water 
supply assessment. 

Response 56-4: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project). 

Response 56-5: Draft EIR pages 4.9-43 through 4.9-50 specifically note anticipated habitat 
impacts. 

Response 56-6: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 56-7: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and 
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact 
Analysis). 

Response 56-8: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR 
regarding concerns associated with air quality in the region. 

Response 56-9: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response 56-10: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Impact Analysis) regarding concerns associated with accumulation of traffic. 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR 

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County 
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003 

3.0-488 

Response 56-11: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 56-12: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  The 
commentor does not state any inadequacies of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no 
further response is necessary. 

Response 56-13: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 57: BETH INGALLS, RESIDENT 

Response 57-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) regarding concerns associated 
with water quality and supply.  Additionally, the commentor is referred to 
Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 57-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) regarding concerns related to the effects of global warming on 
water supply availability and Response to Comment 57-1.  The two reports 
are noted.  Regarding the comment period, the commentor is referred to 
Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period). The County 
considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for the purposes of 
CEQA. 
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LETTER 58: PAUL VATISTAS, NORTH TAHOE CONSERVATION COALITION 

Response 58-1: Comment noted.  Comment letters provided by the commentor are 
responded to in this document. 

Response 58-2: The County provided a Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR and Revised 
Draft EIR that was placed in the Sierra Sun and Tahoe Worlds newspapers as 
well as provided copies to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to state 
agencies, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15085 and 15087. 

Response 58-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy) and 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response 58-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 58-5: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 58-6: Water supply usage and water quality impacts of potential future golf 
courses were considered in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.7-37 through –73). 
Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through –20 specifically note the project’s water usage 
associated with the Truckee-Carson-Pyramid Lake Water Settlement Act. The 
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
Water Supply Effects of the Project). 

Response 58-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 34-7. 

Response 58-8: Comments provided by the commentor are responded to in this document. 

Response 58-9: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 58-2 and Master 
Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period) and 3.4.6 
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response 58-10: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy) and 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response 58-11: The Draft EIR specifically notes the geographic extent of the cumulative 
setting associated with water resources (Draft EIR pages 4.7-66 and –67). 
Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through –20 also specifically notes the project’s water 
usage associated with the Truckee-Carson-Pyramid Lake Water Settlement 
Act. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 
3.4.4 Water Supply Effects of the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 

Response 58-12: The traffic analysis provided in the Draft EIR (Section 4.4, Transportation and 
Circulation) takes into account these conditions.  The commentor is referred 
to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).   

Response 58-13: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis).   
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Response 58-14: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project). 

Response 58-15: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy) and 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.8 
(Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project), 3.4.3 (Water 
Quality), 3.4.4 Water Supply Effects of the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of 
the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Response to 
Comment 58-11. 

Response 58-16: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 58-17: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis).  Revised Draft EIR page 6.0-2 that specific notes that 
the No Project Alternative is consistent with the requirements of CEQA 
Guidelines 15126.6(e)(3)(A), which specifically identify that when the project 
under evaluation is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, 
that the “no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan. 

Response 58-18: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 58-19: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 58-17 and 58-18. 

Response 58-20: Air quality and associated water quality issues in the Tahoe Basin is noted on 
Draft EIR pages 4.6-8 and -9.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response 58-21: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic 
Impact Analysis).  Caltrans counts conducted in August, 2000 for SR 28 just 
east of the Wye in Tahoe City indicate an average ADT of 25,443 of Fridays 
(the peak day of the week) versus 23,897 on Saturdays (6 percent lower). 

Response 58-22: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic 
Impact Analysis).  It should also be noted that the Plan area is anticipated to 
have four roadway access points outside of the Plan area.  These include SR 
267 Bypass, SR 267 south into the Tahoe Basin, Brockway Road through the 
Downtown area of the Town of Truckee and the future east river crossing 
within the Town of Truckee. 

Response 58-23: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic 
Impact Analysis).   

Response 58-24: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
Water Supply Effects of the Project). 

Response 58-25: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6. 
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Response 58-26: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
Water Supply Effects of the Project). 

Response 58-27: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 58-28: The commentor’s statements regarding the definition of “open space” 
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan is noted and will be 
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The Draft EIR evaluates the 
environmental effects associated with development of development-
proposed golf courses and other recreational uses within land areas 
designated as “Open Space” (see Sections 4.7, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, 4.9, Biological Resources, and 4.12, Visual Resources/Light and Glare, 
of the Draft EIR).  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 

Response 58-26: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
Water Supply Effects of the Project). 

Response 58-27: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 58-28: The commentor’s statements regarding the definition of “open space” 
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan is noted and will be 
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The Draft EIR evaluates the 
environmental effects associated with development of development-
proposed golf courses and other recreational uses within land areas 
designated as “Open Space” (see Sections 4.7, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, 4.9, Biological Resources, and 4.12, Visual Resources/Light and Glare, 
of the Draft EIR).  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 
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LETTER 59: NAT AND MARILYN GOLDHABER 

Response 59-1: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water 
Supply Effects of the Project) 

Response 59-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 59-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR, for a discussion of water demand for golf 
courses.  Section 204(c)1(G) of the Truckee-Carson Pyramid Lake Water 
Settlement Act has placed unique requirements on the use of reclaimed 
water in Martis Valley.  The commenter makes reference to “gray” water.  It 
should be noted that gray water (also called “greywater”) and reclaimed 
water are not one in the same.  Reclaimed water is treated wastewater, 
whereas gray water is household water, not including toilet water, which has 
not been treated and is typically used for irrigation purposes.  The EPA 
regulates the use of both types of water.  Neither reclaimed water nor gray 
water will be used to irrigate golf courses within the Plan area. 

Response 59-4: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects on the Project). 

Response 59-5: The commentor inquires about the labor demands, estimated wages, and 
accommodations.  CEQA does not evaluate social issues such as wages.  
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects on the Project) and Section 4.2 
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR.  This comment will be 
forwarded to the Placer County Plannning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 59-6: The commentor inquires about Spanish speaking laborers and the ability of 
the schools and other social services to support them.  CEQA does not 
evaluate social issues such as languages.  This comment will be forwarded to 
the Placer County Plannning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

Response 59-7: Comment noted. 
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LETTER 60: ALEIHA PATTESON, RESIDENT 

Response 60-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and 
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact 
Analysis), as well as Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft 
EIR. 

Response 60-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR 
regarding water supply. 

Response 60-3: CEQA has provisions for various types of projects and environmental 
documents.  An EIR for a community plan or general plan is vastly different 
than for a proposed subdivision.  Because the Martis Valley Community Plan 
Update applies to a very large area, which contains numerous proposed 
and approved projects, this EIR cannot include an analysis of the specific 
environmental impacts associated with every foreseeable development in 
the Plan area.  Individual developments will be required to undergo an 
environmental analysis per CEQA.  The commentor is referred to Master 
Response 3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR, as well as Sections 
4.6 (Air Quality), 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality), and 4.9 (Biological 
Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 60-4: The commentor recommends that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated 
due to inadequacies.  However, the commentor fails to identify specific 
inadequacies.  The analysis provided in the Draft EIR is adequate and meets 
the requirements of CEQA. 
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LETTER 61: CATHY NASON AND FAMILY 

Response 61-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting 
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) for a discussion of projected growth in 
the Martis Valley Community Plan Area.  The commentor is referred to Master 
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) and Sections 4.4 
(Transportation and Circulation) and 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR.  This 
comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 62: ANDY ROST 

Response 62-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 62-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 62-1 and Sections 4.4 
(Transportation and Circulation) and 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts Summary) of 
the Draft EIR. 

Response 62-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 62-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 62-3. 

Response 62-5: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and 
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact 
Analysis). 

Response 62-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 62-3. 

Response 62-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 62-3. 

Response 62-8: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 62-9: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  
Additionally, the commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy 
of the Alternatives Analysis) for an analysis of proposed alternatives. 
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LETTER 63: ANDY ROST 

Response 63-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 63-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and Response to Comment 63-1. 

Response 63-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 63-1. 

Response 63-4: The U.S. Army Corps. Of Engineers was consulted during the preparation of 
the Draft EIR and their Annual Water Quality Reports for Martis Creek Lake 
were used as reference material for the Hydrology and Water Quality 
Section of the Draft EIR (Section 4.7).  Additionally, the commentor is referred 
to Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 63-5: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4. (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact 
Analysis in the Draft EIR).  The commentor is also regerred to pages 4.7-54 
through 4.7-62 and mitigation measure MM 4.7.5 in Section 4.7 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the project’s impact 
on TROA. 

Response 63-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39. 
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LETTER 64: JACK G. NIXON 

Response 64-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), 3.4.8 (Affordable 
and Employee Housing Effects of the Project), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 64-2: The commenor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Impact Analysis).  As specifically noted in Master Response 3.4.8, a survey 
regarding where current employees in the North Tahoe/Truckee area reside 
was completed in 2002 by the North Tahoe Resort Association.  The results of 
the survey identify that approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees 
reside in the North Tahoe/Truckee area. This information is consistent with 
external traffic distribution assumptions in the Draft EIR, which was the basis 
of the air quality and noise analyses for project traffic effects. 

Response 64-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.11 (Public Services 
and Utilities) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 64-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project). 

Response 64-5: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area). 

Response 64-6: Comment noted.  The Draft EIR analyzes land use conflicts resulting from 
implementation of the Marts Valley Communit Plan Update.  The 
environmental impacts associated with the change of land use or rezoning 
of individual projects is considered in separate environmental documents 
that are prepared for the specific proposed project.  As specifically noted 
on page 3.0-12 and as depicted on Figures 3.0-5 through –8 in Section 3.0 
(Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the project includes consideration of 
the Northstar-at-Tahoe employee housing project (Sawmill Heights). 

Response 64-7: The commentor states that the Draft EIR is badly flawed but fails to identify 
any inadequacies.  Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide 
extensive analysis of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update per CEQA. 

Response 64-8: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 65: DUFF AND CAROL KURLAND 

Response 65-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the 
Project), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in 
the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis), as well as 
Sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation), 4.5 (Noise), 4.6 (Air Quality), 4.7 
(Hydrology and Water Quality), and 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft 
EIR. 

Response 65-2: Comment noted.  The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 66: RICHARD E. EKMAN 

Response 66-1: The commentor states that the Draft EIR is inadequate, but fails to indentify 
what is inadequate about the Draft EIR.  The County considers the Draft EIR 
and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

Response 66-2: Comment noted.  These policies consist of performance standards. The use 
of performance standard mitigation is allowed under CEQA guidelines 
15126.4(a). This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 66-3: The commentor states that studies must be completed, reported and 
mandated, but fails to indentify what studies and reports are missing from 
the Draft EIR.  The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration 
of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  No further 
response is necessary. 
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LETTER 67: HANK SIMMONS, NORTHSTAR PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION BOARD 

Response 67-1: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 67-2: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 67-3: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 67-4: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 67-5: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 67-6: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis).  Since no comments regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response is required. 

Response 67-7: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis).   

Response 67-8: Comment noted.  However, it is unclear in regards to what this 
recommendation is intended to mitigate associated with environmental 
effects.  This suggestion will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. 

Response 67-9: Comment noted.  However, it is unclear in regards to what this 
recommendation is intended to mitigate associated with environmental 
effects. The Revised Draft EIR considers several reduced development 
alternatives that could involve the use of conservation easements. This 
suggestion will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. 
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LETTER 68: ADDA SUBLETT QUINN 

Response 68-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area). 

Response 68-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 68-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2. 

Response 68-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2. 

Response 68-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2. 

Response 68-6: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 68-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2 and 68-7. 

Response 68-8: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2. 

Response 68-9: The commentor is referred to pages 4.11-94 through -97 in Section 4.11 
(Public Services and Utilites) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of snow removal 
on area roadways. 

Response 68-10: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2 and Appendix B. 

Response 68-11: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2 and Appendix B. 

Response 68-12: All projects are required to comply with the Martis Valley Community Plan 
and subsequent Zoning Ordinance, as well as mitigation measures 
contained in the EIR.  

Response 68-13: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-6. 
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LETTER 69: ADDA SUBLETT QUINN 

Response 69-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 69-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 69-1. 

Response 69-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area). 

Response 69-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 69-3. 

Response 69-5: The commentor is referred to Section 4.11 Master Response 3.4.4 (Water 
Supply Effects of the Project). 

Response 69-6: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact 
Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) 
of the Draft EIR. 

Response 69-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 69-1. 

Response 69-8: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 70: JEFFREY E. DAVIS 

Response 70-1: The commentor states his disapproval of the Martis Valley Community Plan.  
Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for considerations.  The 
commentor is also referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditiions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Sections 
4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR, which provide an extensive analysis of the 
environmental affects associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan per 
CEQA. 
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LETTER 71: RICHARD W. GEORGE 

Response 71-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 71-2: The commentor is concerned with expansion of the Truckee-Tahoe Airport 
and increased air traffic congestion, and the airport’s impacts on the 
surrounding land areas.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) 
and Sections 4.1 (Land Use), 4.3 (Human Health/Risk of Upset), 4.4 
(Transportation and Circulation), 4.5 (Noise), and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft 
EIR for an analysis of the airport’s expansion and impacts on surrounding 
land uses. The airport is operated by the Truckee-Tahoe Airport District and 
not Placer County. 

Response 71-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 71-2. 

Response 71-4: The commentor feels that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the 
impacts of the airport.  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 
71-2. 

Response 71-5: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 72: JEROME YESAVAGE, CALIFORNIA TROUT 

Response 72-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6. 
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LETTER 73: JEROME YESAVAGE, CALIFORNIA TROUT 

Response 73-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 73-2 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 73-3 The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan does not specific promote or 
propose the development of golf courses.  However, the Draft EIR 
acknowledges current development project proposals to construct new golf 
course facilities in the Plan area, which are considered in the impact analysis 
provided in the Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) and 
Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 73-4 The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan does not specific promote or 
propose the development of golf courses.  However, the Draft EIR 
acknowledges current development project proposals to construct new golf 
course facilities in the Plan area, which are considered in the impact analysis 
provided in the Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) and 
Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 73-5 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 73-6 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 73-7 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6 and K-
39. 

Response 73-8 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 73-9 Golf course, snow making and other non-residential land uses were 
considered in estimating water demands of the Proposed Land Use Diagram 
(Draft EIR page 4.7-55).  Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through –20 also specifically 
notes the project’s water usage associated with the Truckee-Carson-Pyramid 
Lake Water Settlement Act. The commentor is referred to Master Response 
3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) and 
Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 73-10 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6. 
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Response 73-11 Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water 
Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to 
Comment K-6. 
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LETTER 74: DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT 

Response 74-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public 
Review Period). 

Response 74-2 Comment noted.  The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft 
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA. 

Response 74-3 CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational 
document for decision-makers and the general public that analyzes the 
significant environmental effects of a project, identifies possible ways to 
minimize significant effects, and describes reasonable alternatives to the 
project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts.  Input 
on the scope of the Draft EIR was received as part of comments on the 
Notice of Preparation, which were considered in the preparation of the Draft 
EIR.  Thus, input on the EIR was solicited and utilized pursuant to CEQA. 

Response 74-4 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
Water Supply Effects of the Project). 

Response 74-5 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 74-6 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 74-7 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.  

Response 74-8 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis).    
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LETTER 75: DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT 

Response 75-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public 
Review Period). 

Response 75-2 Comment noted.  The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft 
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA. 

Response 75-3 CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational 
document for decision-makers and the general public that analyzes the 
significant environmental effects of a project, identifies possible ways to 
minimize significant effects, and describes reasonable alternatives to the 
project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts.  Input 
on the scope of the Draft EIR was received as part of comments on the 
Notice of Preparation, which were considered in the preparation of the Draft 
EIR.  Thus, input on the EIR was solicited and utilized pursuant to CEQA. 

Response 75-4 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area). 

Response 75-5 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area). 

Response 75-6 Comment noted.  The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft 
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA. 
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LETTER 76: DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT 

Response 76-1: Comment noted.  The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft 
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA. 

Response 76-2 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the 
Plan Area). 

Response 76-3 The commentor suggests that the setting discussions in the Draft EIR are 
incomplete, but provides no details to support this statement.  The setting 
discussions provided in the Draft EIR are extensive and meet the 
requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15125. 

Response 76-4 The commentor suggests that the impact analyses in the Draft EIR are 
incomplete, but provides no details to support this statement.  The impact 
analyses provided in the Draft EIR are extensive and meet the requirements 
of CEQA Guidelines 15126.2. 

Response 76-5 The commentor suggests that the impact analyses in the Draft EIR fails to 
provide project-specific information, but provides no details to support this 
statement.  Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR include detailed 
discussions and analysis associated with project impacts that includes 
information such as, traffic volumes and associated impacts, air quality 
pollution and noise increases, and the extent of substantial land disturbance. 

Response 76-6 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7(Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 

Response 76-7 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis).    

Response 76-8 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public 
Review Period). 

Response 76-9 Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR were received, no further response is required. 

Response 76-10 Comment noted.  The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft 
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA. 

Response 76-11 Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR were received, no further response is required. 
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LETTER 77: BILL EVANS, RESIDENT 

Response 77-1: Comment noted.  This commentor states that the Draft EIR is inadequate in 
numerous ways, but fails to state how the document is inadequate.  
Therefore, no response is necessary. 

Response 77-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of 
the Draft EIR.  Additionally, the commentor is referred to pages 4.11-94 
through -97 in Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilites) of the Draft EIR for a 
discussion of snow removal on area roadways. 

Response 77-3: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 77-4: This commentor states that the Draft EIR needs to be rewritten with a much 
broader study area and more facts on the long-term impact to the region, 
and says that the document is neither complete nor accurate.  The 
commentor fails to state what study area should be evaluated, what facts 
were omitted, and what information is incomplete and inaccurate.  The 
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditiions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Sections 
4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR.  No further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 78: DENNIS A. DICKINSON 

Response 78-1: Comment noted.  Because the commentor does not discuss the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR, no response is necessary. 

Response 78-2: The commentor is referred to Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the 
Draft EIR for a discussion of impacts and mitigation for public services and 
utilities. 

Response 78-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.6 
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Sections 
4.6 (Air Quality) and 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR.  

Response 78-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 78-3. 

Response 78-5: The commentor is referred to Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft 
EIR. 

Response 78-6: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 78-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 71-2. 

Response 78-8: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and 
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 

Response 78-9: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) 
and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis), as well as Sections 4.4 
(Transportation and Circulation) and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR.  

Response 78-10: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of 
the Draft EIR. 

Response 78-11: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 78-10. 

Response 78-12: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 78-9. 
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LETTER 79: CARTER SCHLEICHER, C.W.B. 

Response 79-1: The commentor provides biological resources data that is based upon 
baseline wildlife surveys on the Waddle Ranch property since January 2000.  
The commentor states that no willow flycatchers have been sited, there are 
no nesting northern goshawks, and there is no evidence of critical deer 
fawning area.  Because the commentor does not discuss the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 80: LANNY WINBERRY, DMB HIGHLANDS GROUP, LLC 

Response 80-1: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Pages 2.0-4 (Table 2.0-1), 4.1-23 through –30 and page 8.0-3 (Table 8.0-1), 
the following text changes are made to Impact statement 4.1.1 and 
mitigation measures MM 4.1.1a and b: 

“Impact 4.1.1 Consistency with Relevant Land Use Planning Documents 

PP The Proposed Land Use Diagram would potentially conflict with 
land use planning documents relevant to the Plan area.  This is 
would be a less than significant impact. 

AA The proposed Existing Martis Valley General Plan Land Use Map 
Alternative would potentially conflict with land use planning 
documents relevant to the Plan area.  This is would be a less than 
significant impact. 

AB The proposed Alternative 1 Land Use Map would potentially 
conflict with land use planning documents relevant to the Plan 
area.  This is would be a less than significant impact. 

AC The proposed Alternative 2 Land Use Map would potentially 
conflict with land use planning documents relevant to the Plan 
area.  This is would be a less than significant impact.” 

“Mitigation Measure 

None required. The following mitigation measures would apply to 
Alternatives AA, AB, and AC.  Mitigation Measure MM 4.1.1a would be 
added as a land use policy under Goal 1.A. of the Community Plan 
document and Mitigation Measure MM 4.1.1b would be added as an 
implementation program under land use in the Land Use Section of the 
Community Plan.  

MM 4.1.1a All development projects shall conform to the 
provisions of the Tahoe Truckee Airport District 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan to include, but not be 
limited to, land use and height restrictions of the CLUP. 

 

MM 4.1.1b     Review all development projects for consistency 
compliance with the goals, policies and specific 
requirements contained within the Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan and Airport Master Plan for the Truckee-
Tahoe Airport.  

 
Responsible Agency/Department:  Planning 
Department 
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Time frame:  Ongoing 

Funding:  Application fees 

 
Implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce 
impacts relating to consistency between Proposed Land Use Diagram 
and Alternatives AA, AB, and AC and Truckee-Tahoe Airport planning 
documents to less than significant. 

§ Pages 4.1-25 and -26, the following text changes are made: 

“Truckee-Tahoe Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan and Airport Master 
Plan 

PP Proposed Land Use Diagram 

Development projects within the Plan area are subject to the review of 
the Foothill Airport Land Use Commission and the Airport’s 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.  The policies and guidelines contained in 
the CLUP are intended to protect the safety and general welfare of 
people in the vicinity of the airport and assure the safety of air 
navigation. Specifically, the plan seeks to protect the public from the 
adverse effects of aircraft noise, to reduce the number of people 
exposed to airport-related hazards and to ensure that the height of 
structures will not affect navigable airspace.   

The policies included in the CLUP for land use planning are directly 
related to noise and safety issues associated with development in the 
vicinity of the airport.  Consistency with these policies is addressed in 
Sections 4.3 (Human Health/Risk of Upset) and 4.5 (Noise).   

Government Code Section 65302.3 requires that general plans and 
specific plans be consistent with CLUPs as set forth in Public Utilities Code 
Section 21675. There are no current conflicts with the current Truckee-
Tahoe CLUP.  If the CLUP is updated, the County will be required to 
update the Martis Valley Community Plan to make it consistent with the 
new CLUP if the Plan were to conflict or overrule the CLUP with a two-
thirds vote by the Board of Supervisors (California Public Utilities Code 
Section 21676).  As proposed, the Community Plan document does not 
require consistency with policies included in the CLUP.  Lack of 
consistency with the CLUP and Airport Master Plan is a potentially 
significant impact. 

AA Existing Martis Valley General Plan Land Use Map Alternative 

As discussed under PP, Government Code Section 65302.3 requires that 
general plans and specific plans be consistent with CLUPs as set forth in 
Public Utilities Code Section 21675. There are no current conflicts with the 
current Truckee-Tahoe CLUP.  If the CLUP is updated, the County will be 
required to update the Martis Valley Community Plan to make it 
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consistent with the new CLUP if the Plan were to conflict or overrule the 
CLUP with a two-thirds vote by the Board of Supervisors (California Public 
Utilities Code Section 21676). the Community Plan document does not 
require consistency with policies included in the CLUP.  Lack of 
consistency with the CLUP and Airport Master Plan is a potentially 
significant impact. 

AB Alternative 1 Land Use Map 

As discussed under Alternative AA, Government Code Section 65302.3 
requires that general plans and specific plans be consistent with CLUPs 
as set forth in Public Utilities Code Section 21675. There are no current 
conflicts with the current Truckee-Tahoe CLUP.  If the CLUP is updated, 
the County will be required to update the Martis Valley Community Plan 
to make it consistent with the new CLUP if the Plan were to conflict or 
overrule the CLUP with a two-thirds vote by the Board of Supervisors 
(California Public Utilities Code Section 21676). the Community Plan 
document does not require consistency with policies included in the 
CLUP.  Lack of consistency with the CLUP and Airport Master Plan is a 
potentially significant impact. 

AC Alternative 2 Land Use Map 

As discussed under Alternative AA, Government Code Section 65302.3 
requires that general plans and specific plans be consistent with CLUPs 
as set forth in Public Utilities Code Section 21675. There are no current 
conflicts with the current Truckee-Tahoe CLUP.  If the CLUP is updated, 
the County will be required to update the Martis Valley Community Plan 
to make it consistent with the new CLUP if the Plan were to conflict or 
overrule the CLUP with a two-thirds vote by the Board of Supervisors 
(California Public Utilities Code Section 21676). the Community Plan 
document does not require consistency with policies included in the 
CLUP.  Lack of consistency with the CLUP and Airport Master Plan is a 
potentially significant impact.” 

Response 80-2 The commentor’s statements regarding the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding 
timberland loss are noted.  As specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.1-35, 
California Department of Forestry (CDF) and Fire Protection has noted that it 
is their experience that timber resources preserved within a development is 
lost in the sense that it cannot be utilized for commercial timber production.  
Thus, CDF does not believe there are viable mitigation measures available to 
mitigate this impact.  It should be noted that the Draft EIR identifies that the 
Plan area soil conditions provide minimal opportunities for timber production 
(Draft EIR pages 4.8-13 through –19).    

Response 80-3 The commentor’s statements and concerns regarding Mitigation Measure 
MM 4.2.2 is noted.  As described in Master Response 3.4.9 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) that since release of the Draft EIR, 
Placer County has adopted a new Housing Element and has drafted an 
Employee Housing Ordinance and Inclusionary Housing Ordinance to further 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR 

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update 
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-575 

implement County policies regarding the provision of employee housing in 
the Tahoe-Sierra region and affordable housing County-wide.  However, as 
noted in the draft Employee Housing Ordinance and proposed Martis Valley 
Community Plan policies 3.A.3 and 3.A.4, options would be provided to meet 
affordable/employee housing requirements, including land dedication, 
payment of fees or other methods acceptable to the County.  The provision 
of affordable housing within the Plan area for area employees would 
provide environmental benefits associated with reducing traffic, air quality 
and noise impacts. 

Response 80-4 The commentor’s statements regarding the Siller Ranch property are noted.  
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Appendix B regarding a reanalysis of traffic 
impacts.    

Response 80-5 The commentor’s statements regarding the traffic analysis provided in the 
Draft EIR are noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) and Appendix B regarding a 
reanalysis of traffic impacts. 

Response 80-6 The commentor’s statements regarding the construction noise impact 
analysis are noted.  The commentor is generally correct regarding the 
attenuation rate of construction noise sources associated with the doubling 
of distance.  However, there are several new development areas that are 
immediately adjacent to existing residential areas (e.g., Eaglewood, Hopkins 
Ranch, undeveloped areas within the Northstar-at-Tahoe resort community) 
that would likely result in construction activities occurring within 50 feet of 
existing residential areas. As a result, there would be significant construction 
noise impact (though temporary) that would not be mitigatable.  Thus, the 
impact conclusion is not recommended to be changed.     

Response 80-7 The commentor’s statements regarding the construction air quality impact 
analysis are noted.  As noted on Draft EIR pages 4.6-9 through –12, general 
assumptions regarding the extent of construction in the Plan area is not 
expected to result in unavoidable air quality impacts.  However, specific 
details regarding individual development project construction details are 
currently unknown and may result in greater construction emissions than 
currently estimated.  For example, the Northstar Village Draft EIR (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2001012081) identifies substantially higher construction air 
pollutant emissions than were identified in the Martis Valley Community Plan 
Draft EIR as a result of unique construction activities associated with the 
Northstar Village project (i.e., excavation of an underground parking 
garage).  Thus, the Draft EIR conservatively acknowledged that construction 
air quality impacts associated with subsequent development within the Plan 
area would be significant and unavoidable.     

Response 80-8 As noted in the Draft EIR and in the Truckee-Tahoe Airport Master Plan, the 
primary wind pattern (including storm events) consists of winds coming from 
the west.  Northern winds are generally uncommon, but can consist of storm 
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events as well as high pressure systems and can provide velocities that 
provide for dispersal of air pollutants in Martis Valley and the Tahoe Basin. 

Response 80-9 Air pollutant emissions identified Table 4.6-4 of the Draft EIR are specific to 
the land use map options under consideration and do not contain other 
emission sources from other development in the region.   

Response 80-10 Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water 
Supply Effects of the Project).  The following text changes are made to the 
Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.7-15 is modified as follows: 

“The Ground Water Availability in the Martis Valley Ground Water Basin 
Report identifies two general aquifers in the Basin consisting of an upper 
aquifer and the middle/lower aquifer.  However, geologic conditions in 
the subsurface vary throughout the Basin that results in varying sized 
water-bearing formations, which occur at varying depths.  Boring data 
from the installation of wells in the general vicinity of Schaffer Mill Road 
and the Truckee-Tahoe Airport have all identified water bearing 
formations (sediments associated with the Lousetown Formation and 
Truckee Formation) and non-bearing formations (lava associated with 
the Lousetown Formation Volcanics) associated with the upper and 
middle/lower aquifers at varying depths and thickness (GeoTrans, 2000).  
In addition, the Ground Water Availability in the Martis Valley Ground 
Water Basin Report identifies that there is a continuous clay member at 
the base of the upper aquifer that limits the transfer of groundwater 
based on well data from the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency (Nimbus, 
2001).   However, some interaction between these aquifers is assumed to 
occur.  Sections 5, 6, 21, 23, 26, 27, 28, and 31 through 36 of the Plan area 
are located in areas of shallow bedrock consisting of lava, tuff, breccia 
and volcaniclastic deposits ranging from andesite to basalt (see Figure 
4.7-4).  Test pits and well data in these areas verify that the depth to 
volcanic bedrock generally ranges from at the surface to 50 feet below 
the ground surface, with the depth to bedrock increasing from west to 
east (Black Eagle, 1999; GeoTrans, 2000).  Near surface groundwater 
encountered in these areas is generally limited to localized perched and 
upper aquifer groundwater conditions that do not appear to be 
substantially tied to the middle/lower aquifer, but do provide for 
diversion of groundwater to the northern and eastern portions of the 
Basin.  Given these geologic conditions, these areas do not substantially 
contribute directly to groundwater recharge of the middle/lower aquifer.  
More favorable geologic conditions for groundwater recharge are 
located in Sections 19, 20, and a portion of 29 (see Figure 4.7-4).  “ 

Response 80-11 Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to Mitigation 
Measure MM 4.7.2c. 

§ Pages 2.0-38 (Table 2.0-1), 4.7-43 and page 8.0-7 (Table 8.0-1), the 
following text changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2c: 
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MM 4.7.2c The County will require that future golf courses be 
designed to reduce the threat to surrounding 
waterways and wetland areas.  Specifically by 
minimizing total acreage of managed turf, the need 
for fertilizers and chemicals would be minimized and 
the size of natural areas would be maximized.  Natural 
areas would promote wildlife habitat and provide 
buffers to the environment from higher trafficked 
areas.  Landscaped areas shall be restricted to only 
greens, tees, and fairways.  The golf courses shall be 
designed to retain natural surface drainage patterns 
with buffer areas and will control and divert runoff 
away from greens, tee, fairways and other managed 
turf areas to prevent leaching and erosion of 
chemicals applied in these areas. 

The County shall also require proper chemical 
management (i.e., Chemical Application 
Management Plans [CHAMP]) for the operation of new 
golf courses.  New golf courses shall utilize appropriate 
chemical management objectives via direct 
application of procedures that ensure water quality 
objectives are meet as defined by the Lahontan 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and California 
Inland Surface Waters Plan the State Water Resources 
Control Board Policy for Toxic Standards for Inland 
Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of 
California.  Specific water quality objectives for new 
golf courses shall ensure the biostimulatory substances, 
floating materials, oil and grease, pesticides and 
sediment shall not be in sufficient concentrations to 
cause a nuisance, adversely affect the beneficial uses 
of on-site surface waters, runoff or groundwater or 
exceed water quality criteria set forth in the Water 
Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin 
Plan).  Water quality objectives for nine types of 
element/compounds is set by the Lahontan Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and are presented in the 
Basin Plan.  

The CHAMP or similar management plan shall 
incorporate the following: 

§ A description of golf course design features that 
prevent direct discharges of surface runoff into stream 
channels and groundwater. 

§ A description of chemicals authorized for use and 
approved within the State of California, along with 
guidelines for their application.  Guidelines shall 
include restrictions on their use near drainage systems.  
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Chemicals include fertilizers, herbicides, fungicides, 
insecticides and rodenticides. 

§ Guidelines on the application of fertilizers and soil 
amendments that take into consideration the physical 
characteristics and nutrient content of the soil on the 
golf course site. 

§ Guidelines for the irrigation of the golf course that take 
into consideration the field capacity of soil types and 
the timing with chemical applications. 

§ A water quality monitoring program that includes 
sampling would be timed with the application of soil 
amendments or on a regularly scheduled basis. This 
monitoring program shall also be implemented with 
consideration of the RWQCB water quality objectives 
for the Martis Creek at its confluence the Truckee River.  

§ Chemical storage requirements and chemical spill 
response and chemical inventory response plans 
would be prepared and implemented. 

Pesticide concentrations shall not be allowed to 
accumulate in bottom sediments or aquatic life, nor 
can chlorinated hydrocarbon pesticides be found at 
detectable concentrations in surface waters.  
Maximum Concentration Levels (MCL), per the Water 
Quality Goals for California Inland Surface Water for 
Human Health and Freshwater Aquatic Life Protection 
shall be met for waters in golf course lakes and other 
surface water bodies including streams and springs.  
Also, groundwaters shall not contain any chemical 
contaminants derived from operations in excess of the 
MCLs specified for domestic drinking water supplies in 
the CCR, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15 for the turf 
management chemical compounds including, but not 
limited to, 2,4-D, Atazine, Bentazon, Carbofuran, 
Glyphosate and Simazine.” 

Response 80-12 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 80-11. 

Response 80-13 The commentor’s statements regarding the American peregrine falcon and 
California spotted owl are noted.  The following text changes are made to 
the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.9-30, the following text changes are made: 

“…having once occurred in the Martis Valley, however the CNDDB lists 
no recent records of this species within the Plan area.  Suitable nesting, 
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foraging, and wintering habitat for this species is present within the region 
Martis Valley and, as a result, this species could occur here. 

California Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis occidentalis) 

California spotted owl is a species of concern to state and federal 
resource agencies and is a USFS “sensitive” species.  This species occurs 
in old growth forests with multi-layered canopies and is associated with 
mixed coniferous, redwood, and Douglas fir forest habitats.  This species 
range spans habitats up to 7,600 feet above MSL.  While suitable nesting 
habitat primarily includes cavities in trees or snags, this species is also 
known to nest in abandoned raptor nests, mistletoe clusters, caves, and 
cliffs.  California spotted owls are a year-round resident of California; 
however, in mountainous regions, such as the Sierra Nevada, this species 
may move to lower elevations during winter months (Zeiner et. al., 
1990a).  According to the USFWS species list, historically this species is 
known from the Martis Valley vicinity (USFWS, 2001).  One record of this 
species is listed with the TNF within the Plan area (Kris Boatner, Pers. 
Com.).  Suitable foraging and nesting habitat for California spotted owl 
occurs within the upper elevation portions of the planning area and this 
species may occupy these habitats.” 

Response 80-14 The commentor’s statements regarding Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.3 are 
noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Pages 2.0-60 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-53 and page 8.0-10 (Table 8.0-1), the 
following text changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.3: 

“MM 4.9.3 The County shall require that biotic resources 
evaluation for subsequent projects required under 
Policy 9.G.10 to include a focused plant survey for the 
following special-status plant species: Donner Pass 
buckwheat, plumas ivesia, Carson Range rock cress, 
long-petaled lewisia, Munroe’s desert mallow, and 
American manna grass.  The survey shall determine the 
presence/absence of these species on the site.  The 
surveys shall be conducted by a qualified botanist 
during the blooming season for each species (in 
general, from May-August).  Plant species listed after 
the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan shall 
also be included in the survey. 

If biotic surveys identify the presence of special-status 
plant species, the subsequent project will be designed 
to avoid substantial impacts on the plant population 
that would impair the population’s survival including 
the provision of adequate buffers.  If avoidance is 
determined deemed infeasible, other mitigation 
measures options shall be imposed considered by the 
project.  These may include, but not limited to, on- or 
off-site preservation of existing populations, seed and 
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soil collection or plant transplant that ensures that a 
viable the plant population will survive is maintained.  
Subsequent projects shall submit a mitigation program 
for impacted special-status plant species that has 
been prepared by a qualified biologist approved by 
the County and shall include consultation with the 
appropriate governmental agencies (e.g., U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and 
Game, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board) as part of plan implementation.”     

Response 80-15 The commentor’s statements regarding Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6 are 
noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR: 

§ Pages 2.0-66 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-67 and page 8.0-12 (Table 8.0-1), the 
following text changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6: 

“MM 4.9.6 If active nests are found during surveys associated 
with implementation of Policy 9.G.10, the County 
shall require mapping identifying the locations of 
identified nests of endangered or threatened bird 
species or the nests of protected raptors or 
migratory birds.  The subsequent project will be 
required to conduct focused nest surveys 30 days 
prior to the beginning of construction activities by 
a qualified biologist in order to determine if active 
nests are still present.  If active nests are found, the 
County shall be notified on the status of the nests 
and no construction activities shall take place 
within 500 feet of the nest to avoid disturbance 
until the birds leave the nest, or a time deemed 
acceptable (e.g., when the juveniles have 
fledged) by the biologist.  The 500-foot buffer may 
be reduced based on various factors including, 
but not limited to, vegetation and topographic 
screening, sensitivity of the species to disturbance 
and consultation with California Department of 
Fish and Game. Monitoring reports summarizing 
nest activities shall be submitted to the County until 
the nest is determined to be inactive.  Trees 
containing nest sites that must be removed shall be 
removed during the non-breeding season.   

If active nests that are identified involve federal 
and/or state listed species (under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act and the California 
Endangered Species Act) within or adjacent to the 
area of planned disturbance, additional setbacks, 
restrictions and/or mitigation may be required from 
California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. 
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Fish and Wildlife Service as part of agency 
permitting to ensure no take of the species.  Nest 
sites of federal and/or state listed species shall not 
be taken, unless approved by California 
Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. “   

Response 80-16 The commentor’s statements regarding Mitigation Measure MM 4.12.3 are 
noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR: 

§ Pages 2.0-108 (Table 2.0-1), 4.12-32 and page 8.0-15 (Table 8.0-1), the 
following text changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.12.3: 

“MM 4.12.3 The conditions of approval for subsequent 
development projects within the Plan area shall 
prohibit the use of highly reflective surfaces on the 
exteriors of structures, except for glass associated with 
windows and doors, which shall be recessed and/or 
shaded sufficiently to prevent glare visible from SR 267 
and to reduce unnecessary glare from any other off-
site point.  Development within the Plan area shall use 
non-reflective surfaces on the exterior of structures.” 

Response 80-17 Since release of the Draft EIR, a Revised Draft EIR was released that provides 
an expanded analysis of alternatives.  The commentor is referred to Master 
Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis). 
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LETTER 81: THOMAS BLEIER, RESIDENT 

Response 81-1: The commentor states that the current study is incomplete an in error in 
numerous conclusions, but the commentor fails to identify the inadequacy 
of the Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.6 
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 

Response 81-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 81-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 81-2. 

Response 81-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 81-2. 

Response 81-5: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  The 
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and Section 4.1 (Land Use) of the 
Draft EIR. 

Response 81-6: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis), as well as Sections 4.4 
(Transportation and Circulation) and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 81-7: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and Sections 3.0 (Project 
Description) and 4.0 (Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and 
Assumptions Used) for information on density, occupancy, and buildout. 

Response 81-8: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis), as well as Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft 
EIR. 

Response 81-9: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 81-6 and 81-7. 

Response 81-10: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2 
(Population/Housing/Employement) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 81-11: The commentor is referred to Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR.  The noise 
standards for the Martis Valley are Placer County’s noise standards, which 
are used throughout the County (including rural areas) and are similar to 
noise standards used in other rural jurisdictions in the State.  
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Response 81-12: The commentor is referred to Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the 
Draft EIR.  Impacts on schools and recreational facilities are evaluated 
based upon 20 percent occupancy.  Assuming 100 percent occupancy, 
between 2,370 and 3,470 students would be generated by the four 
alternative land use plans.  The impacts would be the same.  New school 
facilities would be required to house the additional students and the existing 
bond measures, developer fees, and SB 50 would pay for new school 
facilities and faculty.  These fees and the County’s policies and 
implementation programs would continue to mitigate the impact to less 
than significant.  As stated on pages 4.11-33 and –34, “ a fee charge, or 
other requirement levied or imposed… [is] deemed to be full and complete 
mitigation of the impacts…” {Sections 65995-65998 of the California 
Government Code].  The need for recreational facilities would also increase 
as a result of a full-time population.  Pages 4.11-87 through –92 discuss the 
impacts and mitigation for parks and recreational facilities.  Existing policies, 
implementation programs and mitigation measure MM 4.11.8.1 would 
mitigate impacts to less than significant even with 100 percent occupancy 
of the Plan area. 
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LETTER 82: MARY BENNETT 

Response 82-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting 
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 

Response 82-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis), as well as Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft 
EIR. 

Response 82-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting 
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Sections 4.4 (Transportation 
and Circulation) and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 82-4: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 82-3. 
This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 83: MARY A. HETHERINGTON 

Response 83-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 9-8, 49-3, and 71-2 
regarding airport operation and expansion and associated noise, traffic, 
noise levels, and noise standards.  

Response 83-2: The commentor questions why mitigation only applies to subsequent 
development and not existing development.  The commentor states that 
they did not move to the nuisance and that the nuisance moved to them.  
The mitigation does not apply to existing development, because there 
would be no mechanism for requiring an avigation easement across 
developed property.  Additionally, the airport is already required to comply 
with airport noise standards.  The Martis Valley Community Plan Update will 
not result in the expansion of the Truckee-Tahoe Airport.  Again, the 
commentor is referred to Response to Comments 9-8, 49-3, and 71-2 
regarding airport operation and expansion, noise levels and noise standards.  
This comment is forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration.  Mitigation measures only apply to 
new developments, as existing residences are part of the baseline conditions 
that are evaluated in the EIR. 
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LETTER 84: PEGGY TOWNS 

Response 84-1: The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and Draft 
EIR.  The commentor states that a team of scientists and planning 
professionals should have been hired to prepare the plan and Draft EIR.  The 
Martis Valley Community Plan Update was prepared using current scientific 
information as well as information from the existing 1975 Martis Valley 
General Plan.  The Draft EIR was prepared by professional environmental 
planning consultants with assistance from professional scientists and 
professionals in the fields of traffic, noise, air quality, hydrology and water 
quality, geology and soils, biological resources, and cultural and 
paleontological resources.  Additionally, local residents and professionals in 
the Martis Valley and Truckee participated in the planning process.  The 
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis), as well as Sections 4.4 
(Transportation and Circulation) and 9.0 (Report Preparers) of the Draft EIR.  
Additionally, the “References” at the end of Sections 4.1 through 4.12 
contain a list of professionals, reports and data used to prepare the Draft EIR.  
This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 85: ROWAN ROWNTREE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE, POLICY, AND MANAGEMENT, 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY 

Response 85-1: Comment noted.  The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft 
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA. 

Response 85-2 As cited at the end of each technical section of the Draft EIR (Sections 4.1 
through 4.12), the Draft EIR is based on extensive scientific literature and 
technical studies, including specific Plan area related data from U.S. Forest 
Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and 
Game. 

Response 85-3 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact 
Analysis). 

Response 85-4 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project). 

Response 85-5 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 85-6 The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response 85-7 The technical analysis provided in the Draft EIR specifically notes the basis of 
the analysis, including modeling used, assumptions, data used in the analysis 
and the judgment of qualified professionals.  Examples of this are provided in 
the Draft EIR in Sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation, Draft EIR pages 
4.4-27 through –39 and Appendix 4.4), 4.5 (Noise, Draft EIR pages 4.5-16 
through –19 and Appendix 4.5) and 4.6 (Air Quality, Draft EIR pages 4.6-7 
through –9 and Appendix 4.6).    

Response 85-8 Placer County currently has no growth control or management ordinances 
that restrict the amount or rate of development that could occur in the Plan 
area.  Thus, the rate at which the Plan area would develop is anticipated to 
be controlled by real estate market conditions.  However, the Draft EIR’s 
impact analysis is focused on buildout of the Plan area, rather than partial 
buildout. 

Response 85-9 The definitions of terminology used in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.0-7 and 
–8) is consistent with definitions set forth under CEQA.  The commentor is 
referred to Response to Comment 85-2 and 85-7 regarding the adequacy of 
the impact analysis and the use of science.  As specifically noted on Draft 
EIR page 4.7-55, the water supply analysis takes into account historical 
hydrologic data, which considered drought conditions.  The commentor is 
referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).  
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Response 85-10 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 85-7 regarding the 
method and adequacy of the impact analysis.   

Response 85-11 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 85-2 and 85-7 regarding 
the adequacy of the impact analysis and the use of science.   

Response 85-12 Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR were received, no further response is required. 
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LETTER 86: STACY RUSSELL, RESIDENT 

Response 86-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.6 
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 

Response 86-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.6 
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.8 
(Affordable and Employee Housing Effects).  As specifically noted in Master 
Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current employees in the North 
Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002 by the North Tahoe Resort 
Association.  The results of the survey identify that approximately 89 to 91 
percent of area employees reside in the North Tahoe/Truckee area. This 
information is consistent with external traffic distribution assumptions in the 
Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality and noise analyses for project 
traffic effects.    The commentor is also referred to Sections 4.1 through 4.12 
of the Draft EIR for an extensive analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan per CEQA. 

Response 86-3: The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not contain an adequate 
analysis of environmental impacts and that some of the analysis is based on 
conclusions not facts.  The commentor fails to identify specific inadequacies 
of the Draft EIR.  The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft 
EIRadequate for the purposes of CEQA.  This comment will be forwarded to 
the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 
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LETTER 87: PAMELA A. SCHWARZ, RESIDENT 

Response 87-1: The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and 
proposed development, but fails to identify any specific inadequacies in the 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 

Response 87-2: The commentor incorrectly states that the Martis Valley Community Plan 
Update is the same as the 1975 Martis Valley General Plan and that the Draft 
EIR was prepared based on the 1975 plan.  The commentor is referred to 
Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumption Used for Development Conditions in the 
Plan Area) and Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR.  The 
commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and proposed 
development, but fails to identify any specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, no response is necessary. 

Response 87-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy 
of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns relating to traffic and 
impacts on Truckee. 

Response 87-4: The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and 
proposed development, but fails to identify any specific inadequacies in the 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 

Response 87-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 87-2. 
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LETTER 88: GLENN MILLER, RESIDENT 

Response 88-1: The commentor is opposed to the proposed development in the Martis Valley 
Community Plan area, but does not identify any specific inadequacies in the 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 

Response 88-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and pages 4.11-25 
through 4.11-38 Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) in the Draft EIR 
regarding concerns relating to impact on schools. 

Response 88-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and policies and 
mitigation measures contained within Section 4.6 (Air Quality) regarding 
concerns relating to air quality. 

Response 88-4: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy 
of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns relating to impacts on 
traffic. 

Response 88-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
mitigation measures MM 4.7.2 a – c on pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 in Section 
4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating 
to contaminated runoff from the golf course. 

Response 88-6: Comment noted. Since no comments were made regarding the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR, no further response is required 
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LETTER 89: MARGARET OLIVIER, RESIDENT 

Response 89-1: The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
proposed development in the Martis Valley Community Plan area, but does 
not identify any specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

Response 89-2: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) 
regarding the anticipated extent of development. 

Response 89-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in 
the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis), as well as 
Sections 44 (Transportation and Circulation), 4.7 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality), and 4.9 (Biological Resources) in the Draft EIR. 

Response 89-4: The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
proposed development in the Martis Valley Community Plan area, but does 
not identify any specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 
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LETTER 90: DARREN LIPSMEYER, RESIDENT 

Response 90-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative 
Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis).  The commentor does not identify any specific 
inadequacies in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary.  This 
comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 91: DEBORAH & RICHARD FUQUA, RESIDENTS 

Response 91-1: The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
proposed development in the Martis Valley Community Plan area, but does 
not identify any specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

Response 91-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact 
Analysis) in the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to impacts on water 
supply.  Section 4.11 (Public Services) of the Draft EIR addresses wastewater 
services of the project. The commentor does not identify any specific 
inadequacies in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary.  This 
comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 91-3: The commentor is referrred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy 
of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns related to the cumulative 
impacts of traffic and impacts on Truckee. 

Response 91-4: The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
proposed development in the Martis Valley Community Plan area, but does 
not identify any specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

Response 91-5: he commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
proposed development in the Martis Valley Community Plan area, but does 
not identify any specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 
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LETTER 92: ROBERT BELL, RESIDENT 

Response 92-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of 
Cumulative Impact Analysis).  The commentor is also referred to Section 4.2 
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of 
demographics and current census information. 

Response 92-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of Cumulative Impacts Analysis). 

Response 92-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of Cumulative 
Impact Analysis) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) 
regarding buildout potential and concerns relating to the cumulative 
impacts of traffic and air pollution. 

Response 92-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and Sections 3.0 (Project 
Description) and 4.0 (Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and 
Assumptions Used) for a discussion of the Proposed Land Use Diagram versus 
the Existing Martis Valley General Plan Land Use Map.  Specifically, the 
commentor is referred to Figures 3.0-6 and 3.0-7 on pages 3.0-25 and –27 of 
the Draft EIR, which clearly shows that the two land use maps are vastly 
different from one another.  The commentor does not make a comment 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 

Response 92-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
mitigation measures MM 4.7.2 a – c (Pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft 
EIR) regarding concerns related to golf courses. Section 4.9 (Biological 
Resources) of the Draft EIR addresses potential recreational impacts to 
biological resources.  Additionally, the Placer County General Plan allows 
recreational uses in their Open Space Land Designation and does not 
differentiate between public and private. 

Response 92-6: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of Cumulative Impacts Analysis), as well as 
Sections 4.1 through 4.12, which include an extensive analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan 
per CEQA. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 5-7 
regarding hospital facilities. 

Response 92-7: Comment noted.  The commentor does not make a comment regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

Response 92-8: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the 
Review Period).  The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised 
Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR 
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and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 
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LETTER 93: PAUL VATISTAS, RESIDENT 

Response 93-1: Comment noted.  The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR 
adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA. 

Response 93-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts 
to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of Cumulative Setting and Impact 
Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 93-3: The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency has provided comments on the Draft 
EIR, which are provided in Comment Letter J.  The County provided a Notice 
of Availability for the Draft EIR and Revised that was placed in the Sierra Sun 
and Tahoe Worlds newspapers as well as provided copies to the State 
Clearinghouse for distribution to state agencies, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15085 and 15087.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response 93-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of Traffic 
Impact Analysis).  Existing traffic volumes indicate that the majority of traffic 
generated in Martis Valley is to and from the north, rather than to and from the 
Tahoe Basin, even during summer weekend days. 

Response 93-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of Traffic 
Impact Analysis).   

Response 93-6: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of Traffic 
Impact Analysis).   
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LETTER 94: JULIE SANSERVINO, RESIDENT 

Response 94-1: The commentor is opposed to the proposed development in the Martis Valley 
Community Plan area, but does not identify any specific inadequacies in the 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

Response 94-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 94-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy 
of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns relating to traffic. 

Response 94-4: The commentors desire to preserve natural open space is noted.  This 
comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration.  Additionally, the commentor is referred 
to pages 4.9-76 through –81 for a discussion of the proposed policies 
associated with the protection of riparian and wetland habitat that consist of 
specific performance standards (e.g., provision of natural open space buffers 
adjacent to waterways).  

Response 94-5: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative 
Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis), as well as Sections 4.2 
(Population/Housing/Employment), 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation), and 
4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating 
to employment, public services, housing and traffic.  As specifically noted in 
Master Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current employees in the 
North Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002 by the North Tahoe 
Resort Association.  The results of the survey identify that approximately 89 to 
91 percent of area employees reside in the North Tahoe/Truckee area. This 
information is consistent with external traffic distribution assumptions in the 
Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality and noise analyses for project 
traffic effects. 

Response 94-6: Opposes the proposed development but does not raise any specific issue 
relating to the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary.  This 
comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 94-7: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Review 
Period).  The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR 
and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR and 
Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and consistent 
with the requirements of CEQA. 


