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LETTER 95: BONNIE L. STETSON, RESIDENT 

Response 95-1: 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 95-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 94-5.  

Response 95-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) for impacts on 
Truckee and surrounding areas.  The commentor addresses concerns with 
the Martis Valley Community Plan and does not identify any specific 
inadequacies in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

Response 95-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.11 
(Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR.  The commentor states that the 
Draft EIR does not offer real mitigation, but the commentor fails to identify 
the mitigation measures that should have been included.  Section 4.11 of the 
Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of public service impacts based on 
consultation with service providers. 

Response 95-5: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  The 
commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 95-6: 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 97adequate for consideration of the project and 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 
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LETTER 96: CHRISTINE GRIFFITH, STOEL RIVES, LLP 

Response 96-1: Comment noted.  Responses to comments associated with the Draft EIR are 
responded to in Response to Comment 96-2 through 96-8. 

Response 96-2: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 1.0-1 and -2, the following text changes are made: 

§ “Pacific Bell 

§ Tahoe-Truckee Unified School District” 

Response 96-3: The land use maps for the Proposed Land Use Diagram, Existing Martis Valley 
General Plan Land Use Map, Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 provided on Draft 
EIR pages 3.0-25 through –32 were the most current maps as of the release of 
the Draft EIR in June 2002.  It is acknowledged that further minor modifications 
to the Proposed Land Use Diagram may occur prior to adoption of the Martis 
Valley Community Plan. 

Response 96-4: 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 
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.  Based on the 
current version of both the draft an Employee Housing Ordinance and 
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, it County’s current intent is to provide 
employee housing in the Plan area.     

Response 96-5: Golf course clubhouses were considered as part of the golf course traffic 
generation in the traffic analysis.  The commentor is referred to Master 
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis).   

Response 96-6: The commentor’s statements regarding deer movement in the Plan area are 
noted.  Surveys have been conducted on the properties of the proposed 
Hopkins Ranch, Siller Ranch and Eaglewood projects to determine if the sites 
are being utilized by deer associated with the western migration corridor.  
These studies evaluated deer kill data recorded along State Route (SR) 267 by 
Caltrans.  The results of these analyses indicated that deer generally prefer 
three crossings over SR 267: Nevada County mile post 2.5-2.7; Placer County 
mile post 1.0; and Placer County mile post 1.5.  Mile post 2.5 in Nevada County 
is located directly north of the proposed Hopkins Ranch project site, and deer 
track surveys were conducted for Hopkins Ranch in May and June 2002 
identified deer movement through the northwestern corner of the site 
generally proceeding in a south/southwest direction.  This general movement 
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direction by deer appears to be consistent with deer movements 
documented on the Eaglewood property (North Fork Associates, 2001 and 
2002). Careful site planning of specific development in these areas, such as 
the provision of open space corridors for deer movement (as noted 
specifically in Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.11a) can maintain the function of this 
corridor.  It is acknowledged that anticipated development north of the Plan 
area (i.e. Planned Community 3 in the Town of Truckee) as well as operation of 
the SR 267 Bypass may alter or obstruct and further decrease deer migration 
through this area in the future.   

Response 96-7 The visual resource impact analysis provided in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 
4.12-9 through –37) focuses on impacts associated with public views (e.g., 
open valley portion of the Plan area and SR 267), but acknowledges private 
viewsheds as well.  However, the impact conclusion is focused on public view 
impacts. 

Response 96-8 The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects associated with 
implementation of the Martis Valley Community Plan and is not intended to 
focus on the project-specific effects of each development project proposed 
in the Plan area.  The visual analysis associated with the Eaglewood property 
was based on general landform and vegetative conditions as well as the land 
use map designations.     
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LETTER 97: ANNE DAIN, MARTIS VALLEY ASSOCIATES 

Response 97-1: Comment noted.  The commentor offers a real estate perspective on golf 
course versus non golf course communities.  This comment will be forwarded to 
the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

Response 97-2: 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 with the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no  
further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 98: LISA DAVIS, RESIDENT 

Response 98-1: 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 98-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 98-1. 

Response 98-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
Mitigation Measures 4.7.2 a – c (Pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft EIR) 
regarding concerns relating to contaminated runoff from the golf course.   

Response 98-4: 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 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternative 
Analysis) and Seciton 6.0 (Project Alternatives 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 and does not 
differentiate between public and private. 

Response 98-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 98-6: 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. 
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LETTER 99: PHYLLIS BRADBURY, RESIDENT 

Response 99-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 99-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 99-1. 

Response 99-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 99-1.   

Response 99-4: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 99-5: 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. 
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LETTER 100: RONDA L. TALMADGE, RESIDENT 

Response 100-1: 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 the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding buildout 
potential and adjusted holding capacity. 

Response 100-2: 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. 

Response 100-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).  Additionally, 
Sections 4.1 through 4.12 include an extensive analysis of the environmental 
impacts associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan per CEQA. 

Response 100-4: 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 
adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA. 
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LETTER 101: RONDA L. TALMADGE, RESIDENT 

Response 101-1: 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 101-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 101-1. 

Response 101-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 101-1.   

Response 101-4: 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. 
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LETTER 102: JOHN FIRPO, RESIDENT 

Response 102-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 102-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) and Sections 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and 4.9 
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 102-3: The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze impacts 
on beaver ponds and potential impacts created by the development.  The 
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumultative 
Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.9 (Biological 
Resources) of the Draft EIR.  Pages 4.9-72 through –76 include a discussion, 
County policies and implementation measures, and mitigation measure MM 
4.9.8 for impacts on Sierra Nevada mountain beaver.  Pages 4.9-76 through –
79 discuss loss of riparian habitat and pages 4.9-79 through –81 discuss loss of 
wetland habitat, including County policies and implementation programs.  
The commentor’s statement about the failure to identify potential impacts fails 
to identify what is inadequate in the Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred to 
Sections 4.1 through 4.12 for an extensive analysis of the projects impacts per 
CEQA.   
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LETTER 103: GERALD D. WALSH, RESIDENT 

Response 103-1: 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) regarding concerns 
relating to traffic. 

Response 103-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 
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LETTER 104: MICHAEL B. TALMADGE, RESIDENT 

Response 104-1: 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 the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding concerns 
relating to growth resulting from the project and buildout potential of the 
Plan area. 

Response 104-2: 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.  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 104-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 104-4: 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. 
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LETTER 105: MICHAEL B. TALMADGE, RESIDENT 

Response 105-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 105-2: 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), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis 
in the Draft EIR). 

Response 105-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 105-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 105-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 105-6: 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. 
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LETTER 106: EDWARD NEWLAND, RESIDENT 

Response 106-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Impact Effects) and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing 
Effects of the Project), as well as policies and mitigation measures contained 
within Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR 
regarding concerns relating to the jobs to housing ratios.  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. 
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LETTER 107: DONALD E. COLCLOUGH, RESIDENT 

Response 107-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Impact Effects) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact 
Analysis), as well as Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR 
regarding concerns relating to impacts on traffic.  The commentor states that 
the Draft EIR is flawed and fails to include real traffic impacts.  Because the 
commentor fails to identify the inadequacies, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 108: MARIE MOORE, RESIDENT 

Response 108-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Impact Effects) and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing 
Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of 
the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to the jobs to housing ratios. 
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LETTER 109: MICHELLE CHAMBERS, RESIDENT 

Response 109-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Impact Effects), 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of 
the Project), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). 
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LETTER 110: NATALIE KORP, RESIDENT 

Response 110-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Sections 4.6 (Air 
Quality) and 4.9 (Biological Resources) in the Draft EIR regarding concerns 
relating to increases in air pollution and impacts on wildlife. 

Response 110-2: 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) of the Draft 
EIR. 

Response 110-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.9 
(Biological Resources) in the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to impacts 
on wildlife. 

Response 110-4: 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. 
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LETTER 111: ROBERT T. HOUSER, RESIDENT 

Response 111-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 111-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 111-1. 

Response 111-3: 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. 



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 

3.0-670 



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 

3.0-671 



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 

3.0-672 

LETTER 112: CATHERINE PARSONS, RESIDENT 

Response 112-1: 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 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.6 
(Consideration of the Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response 112-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 112-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 112-1 and 112-2. 
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LETTER 113: MICK MELVIN, RESIDENT 

Response 113-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 113-2: Comment noted.  The Truckee-Tahoe Airport is almost entirely located inside 
Nevada County and Truckee.  Only a small portion of the airport is located 
within Placer County.  The proposed Truckee-Tahoe Airport expansion is not 
part of the Martis Valley Community Plan.  The Truckee Tahoe Airport District 
maintains and operates the airport.  It is not regulated by Placer County.  
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Sections 4.5 
(Noise) and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to 
cumulative impacts from noise associated with traffic and airport operations 
and expansion. 
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LETTER 114: LINDA MELON, RESIDENT 

Response 114-1: 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). 

Response 114-2: 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 114-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.6 (Air 
Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to air pollution. 
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LETTER 115: ANNE M. SALVASON, RESIDENT 

Response 115-1: 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) regarding concerns relating to traffic.  The 
commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Review 
Period). 
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LETTER 116: JEFF SOLVASON, RESIDENT 

Response 116-1: 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) regarding concerns relating to 
impacts on traffic. 

Response 116-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) and Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 116-3: 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. 
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LETTER 117: TRACY CUNEO, RESIDENT 

Response 117-1: The commentor asks if socioeconomic effects were considered.  The Draft 
EIR does not consider economic impacts associated with the Martis Valley 
Community Plan, as this is outside of the scope of CEQA.  The commentor is 
referred to Master Responses 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 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the 
Project), as well as Secton 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft 
EIR. 

Response 117-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 117-1 and Master 
Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan 
Area). 

Response 117-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the 
Review Period).  The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for 
consideration of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  
Regarding the commentors request for the EIR to be rewritten to include an 
analysis of data on the traffic impacts and the potential economic impacts.  
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.  The commentor is also referred to Response to Comment 117-
1. 
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LETTER 118: UNKNOWN 

Response 118-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 118-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the 
Plan Area), as well as Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 118-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 
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LETTER 119: BARB MARSTED, RESIDENT 

Response 119-1: The commentor requests a new planning document with diagrams, maps 
and artists renderings of the viewsheds resulting at buildout.  The proposed 
Martis Valley Community Plan and Draft EIR do not contain vesting tentative 
maps for individual projects; rather, they provide and compare proposed 
land use designation maps.  As such, the Draft EIR provides an analysis of 
visual impacts based upon proposed land use designations.  The 
commentor is referred to Section 4.12 (Visual Resources/Light and Glare) of 
the Draft EIR for an analysis of the visual impacts associated with the project 
and Figures 4.12-1 through 4.12-5.   

Response 119-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis) and Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives). 

Response 119-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Sections 4.7 
(Hydrology and Water Quality) and 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR 
for a discussion of the impacts on wildlife and other biological resources.  
Additionally, the Placer County General Plan and the Martis Valley 
Community Plan contain policies relating to impacts on wildlife, plants, and 
water.  Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR also includes mitigation measures MM 
4.7.1a through c, which require individual developments to prepare spill 
prevention and countermeasure plans, identify specific water quality control 
measures for waterways in Martis Valley, and avoid disturbing or altering 
wetlands, natural waterway course or channel conditions.  The Draft EIR 
contains a thorough analysis of potential environmental impacts resulting 
from implementation of the Martis Valley Community Plan. 
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LETTER 120: JAQ WASON, RESIDENT 

Response 120-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2, Housing of the 
Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to housing. 

Response 120-2:  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) and Section 4.4 (Transportation 
and Circulation) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to traffic. 

Response 120-3: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  Because 
the commentor makes no statement about the adequacy of the Draft EIR, 
no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 121: TIMOTHY FARRELL, RESIDENT 

Response 121-1: 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), as well as Sections 4.7 (Hydrology and 
Water Quality) and 4.9 (Biological Resources) for a discussion of the impacts 
on wildlife and water in the Plan Area as well as region.  Additionally, the 
Placer County General Plan and the Martis Valley Community Plan contain 
policies relating to impacts on wildlife and wildflowers.  The Draft EIR contains 
a thorough analysis of potential environmental impacts resulting from 
implementation of the Martis Valley Community Plan.  Regarding the Truckee 
River portion of the comment, a discussion of the Truckee River is provided in 
the first paragraph of page 4.7-12 of the Draft EIR.  Additonally, the 
commentor is referred to the first page of Sections 3.0 and 4.1 through 4.12 of 
the Draft EIR for regional setting information that is applicable to each issue 
area.  

Response 121-2: 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) and Response to Comment 121-1. 

Response 121-3: 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 121-4: The commentor states that the environmental document is not sufficient and 
that the process needs to be restarted.  However, the commentor fails to 
identify the inadequacies of 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 comment is necessary. 
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LETTER 122: PEGGY TOWNS, RESIDENT 

Response 122-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 27-1, 55-3, and 84-1, as 
well as Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions 
in the Plan Area).  The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR 
adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA.  This comment will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 



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 

3.0-693 



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 

3.0-694 



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 

3.0-695 

LETTER 123: WILLIAM B. HANSON, RESIDENT 

Response 123-1: Comment noted.  The commentor does not make a statement regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

Response 123-2: 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 123-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 123-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).  Emergency 
services are covered in Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) in the Draft 
EIR.  In regards to hospital and medical infrastructure, this is not an 
environmental issue that is evaluated under CEQA.  However, Dave 
Bottenmiller, Chief Financial Officer of the Tahoe Forest Hospital, was 
contacted to determine potential impacts associated with implementation 
of the Martis Valley Community Plan.  The Tahoe Forest Hospital is planning 
and constructing expansions that will meet existing and future demands, 
which includes the population increase associated with the Plan area.  The 
hospital does not foresee any service issues associated with implementation 
of the Martis Valley Community Plan.   

Response 123-5: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 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) regarding concerns relating to 
water quality, water supply, traffic, air pollution, and biological resources. 

Response 123-6:  The commentor feels that the Martis Valley Community Plan Update does 
not contain sufficient scientific supprt or scrutiny.  The commentor does not 
make a comment regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no 
further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 124: PEGGY TOWNS, RESIDENT 

Response 124-1: 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 the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 

Response 124-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Impact Analysis).   

Response 124-3: Comment noted.  No response is required. 

Response 124-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 124-2. 

Response 124-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 124-1. 

Response 124-6: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 through 3.4.10.  
Additionally, Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide an extensive 
analysis of the environmental impacts of the Martis Valley Community Plan 
per CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

Response 124-7: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 124-8: Comment noted.  The commentor does no raise any specific issue regarding 
the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 125: NIKKI RILEY, RESIDENT 

Response 125-1: Comment noted.  The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 

Response 125-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2 
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 125-3: The commentor states that the environmental document is not sufficient and 
that the process needs to be restarted.  However, the commentor fails to 
identify the inadequacies of 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. 
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LETTER 126: BRENDAN RILEY, RESIDENT 

Response 126-1: 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 Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives 
Analysis) regarding concerns relating to an alternative plan without a golf 
course. 
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LETTER 127: BRENDAN RILEY, RESIDENT 

Response 127-1: 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). 



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 

3.0-705 



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 

3.0-706 

LETTER 128: BRENDAN RILEY, RESIDENT 

Response 128-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and 
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee 
Housing Effects of the Project) as well as Section 4.2 
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 128-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 128-1. 
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LETTER 129: PATRICIA STANLEY, RESIDENT 

Response 129-1: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 
(Adequacy of the Public Review Period). 
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LETTER 130: CHRISTINE B. OTTO, RESIDENT 

Response 130-1:  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 the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 

Response 130-2: 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 regarding concerns 
relating to employee housing. 

Response 130-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 130-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.11 
(Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR.  The commentor is also referred 
to Response to Comments 39-2, 49-6 and 81-12. 

Response 130-5: 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 130-6: 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 130-7: The commentor states that the environmental document is not sufficient 
and that the process needs to be restarted.  However, the commentor fails 
to identify the inadequacies of 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. 
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LETTER 131: DANIEL TUERK, M.D., AND JANIS G. TUERK, MD, MPH 

Response 131-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 123-4. 
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LETTER 132: JOEL ERICKSON, RESIDENT 

Response 132-1: The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR and 
recirculate it to the public.  However, the commentor fails to identify the 
inadequacies of the Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred to Sections 4.1 
through 4.12 of the Draft EIR, which include an extensive evaluated of the 
environmental impacts associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan 
per CEQA.  The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration 
of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  No further 
response is necessary. 

Response 132-2: The commentor states that the EIR needs to be based on unbiased science 
and observation and prepared by people who know the area, but he 
commentor fails to identify the inadequacies of the Draft EIR.  The 
commentor is referred to Response to Comments 84-1 and 132-1. 

Response 132-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis).  

Response 132-4: 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 3.4.5 
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 132-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 132-3 and 132-4. 

Response 132-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 51-1 and 84-1.  The 
commentor states that the ecosystem description and data are lacking, but 
the commentor fails to identify what is inadequate.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Response 132-7: The commentor states that the EIR needs to safeguard against spoiling the 
public environment and prohibiting the public from using private 
recreational facilities.  The commentor is 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.  With regard 
to parks, recreational facilities and trails, the commentor is referred to 
pages 4.11-87 through –92 in Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the 
Draft EIR. Regarding the open space corridors along creeks, the commentor 
is referred to Policies 9.D.1 and 9.D.4 of the Martis Valley Community Plan, 
which require specific setbacks from all riparian zones, wetlands, old growth 
woodlands, and the habitat of rare, threatened or endangered species. 
Policy 9.D.1 also stipulates that in some instances the minimum setbacks 
may need to be substantially larger. Policy 9.D.4 requires public and private 
projects to address creeks and riparian corridors, including provisions for 
long-term creek corridor maintenance. The wildlife biologist will determine 
the need for additional setbacks in consultation with UFWS and CDF. 
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Response 132-8: 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 Response to Comment 132-2. 
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LETTER 133: NESSA WETTEMANN, RESIDENT 

Response 133-1: 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 Impact Analysis), and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), 
as well as the impact analysis, policies, and mitigation measures contained 
within Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/ Employment) and Section 4.11 
(Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 134: STACIE CREPS, RESIDENT 

Response 134-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  Because 
the commentor does not raise any issues with the Draft EIR, no further 
response is necessary. 
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LETTER 135: STEFANIE OLIVIERI, RESIDENT 

Response 135-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)(3)(A) specifically notes 
that when the project under consideration is the revision of an existing plan, 
the “no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan. 
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LETTER 136: DAVOD WELCH, RESIDENT 

Response 136-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects 
of the Project) regarding other peer revisions of the Nimbus Study. 
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate. 
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LETTER 137: JON PAUL HARRIES, LEAGUE TO SAVE LAKE TAHOE 

Response 137-1: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR were received, no further response is required. 

Response 137-2: The commenter 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 137-3: The commenter 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 137-4: The Draft EIR acknowledges that improvements associated with the SR 
267/SR 28 intersection are outside of the County’s jurisdiction (Draft EIR 
page 4.4-57) and that Caltrans and TRPA would be responsible for 
improvements to the intersection.  The TRPA provided comments on the 
Draft EIR (Comment Letter J).  The commenter 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 137-5: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response 137-6: The Revised Draft EIR considered several reduced development 
alternatives.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).    

Response 137-7: The project does not specifically propose the development of second 
units within the Plan area.  Given the low occurrence of second units in 
the Plan area currently, it is not expected that a substantial number of 
residential units would provide second units that would result in new 
significant environmental effects that are not addressed in the Draft EIR.  
In addition, the provision of second units for area employees would 
provide environmental benefits associated with reducing traffic, air 
quality and noise impacts.  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 137-8: The commentor’s statements regarding 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.  
Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were 
received, no further response is required. 

Response 137-9: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project). 
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Response 137-10:  The commenter 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 137-11:  The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response 137-12:  Growth inducing and cumulative impacts are addressed in the Draft EIR 
(Draft EIR pages 5.0-15 and 7.0-1 and –2).  The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 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 137-13:  Visual resource impacts were addressed in detail on Draft EIR pages 4.12-
9 through –37). 

Response 137-14:  Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis), 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 137-15:  Comments received from the commentor are responded to in this 
document.   
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LETTER 138: SHIRLEY ALLEN, RESIDENT 

Response 138-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
the Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacyof the Cumulative 
Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 

Response 138-2: 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 138-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of the 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), as well as Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the 
Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to impact on air quality to the 
Tahoe Basin because of the proposed project. 
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LETTER 139: STEVE KLUTTER, RESIDENT 

Response 139-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan 
Area), and 3.4.7 (Adequacyof the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis 
in the Draft EIR).  Regarding the commentor’s request for an EIS to be 
prepared, the project does not involve a federal action or a NEPA 
component; therefore, an EIS is not required. 
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LETTER 140: ANN BRYANT, BEAR LEAGUE 

Response 140-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  The 
commentor does not comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, no response is necessary. Black Bears are a common species and 
implementation of the project would not result in substantial reductions in 
Black Bear populations. 
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LETTER 141: ROBERT C. BRADDOCK, RESIDENT 

Response 141-1: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area). 

Response 141-2: The commentor states that the Draft EIR is flawed and does not address the 
loss of natural habitat, and impacts to public services, transportation, air 
pollution, and cumulative impacts.  The commentor is referred to Master 
Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), 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).  Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the EIR provide an extensive 
analysis of the environmental impacts of the Martis Valley Community Plan 
per CEQA.  No further response is necessary.  

Response 141-3: 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 adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA. 
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LETTER 142: J. WAYNE KURLAK, RESIDENT 

Response 142-1: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area). 

Response 142-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 141-2. 

Response 142-3: 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). 

Response 142-4: The commentor requests that the County reject the Martis Valley 
Community Plan and Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred to Master 
Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).  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 143: ROBERT L. PARDEE, RESIDENT 

Response 143-1: Comment noted.  The commentor is opposed to the project, but does not 
identify any inadequacies of the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary. 

Response 143-2: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 143-3: 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). 

Response 143-4: Comment noted.  The commentor is opposed to the project, but does not 
identify any inadequacies of the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary. 
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LETTER 144: JULIE GINOCCHIO, RESIDENT 

Response 144-1: 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 144-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding 
concerns relating to polluted runoff from the proposed golf courses. 

Response 144-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.9 
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to 
impact on wildlife and their habitat. 

Response 144-4: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of the 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) 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 regarding concerns relating to impact on air quality 
and increased traffic in the Tahoe Basin because of the proposed project. 

Response 144-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 144-4 and the 
“Reference” at the end of Section 4.6 (Air Quality) for information on the 
most recent studies regarding air pollution in the Tahoe Basin. 
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LETTER 145: JULIE GINOCCHIO, RESIDENT 

Response 145-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and policies and mitigation 
measures contained within Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of 
the Draft EIR. 

Response 145-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 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 145-3: 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).  The commentor 
inquires why the EIR does not discuss the economic demands of 
development in the Martis Valley.  Social and economic impacts are not 
evaluated under the scope of CEQA. 

Response 145-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 123-4. 

Response 145-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 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). 
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LETTER 146: JULIE A. GINOCCHIO, RESIDENT 

Response 146-1: 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).   

Response 146-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 146-1. 

Response 146-3: The commentor is referred to Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) for a 
discussion of parks, trails, and recreational facilities. 
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LETTER 147: JONNIE JACOBS, RESIDENT 

Response 147-1: 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), 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, housing and congestion.  
The commentor requests that the County reject the Draft EIR and Revised 
Draft EIR. The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration of 
the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 
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LETTER 148: STEVE HOLL, BIOLOGIST 

Response 148-1: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.9-1, the following text change is made to the third paragraph: 

“The Sierra Nevada mountain range spans from northern California to the 
south-central portion of California, occurring along the state’s easternmost 
border.  The Sierra Nevada supports multiple vegetation types, which vary 
depending on elevation and available moisture.  Elevations within the 
Sierra Nevada generally range from approximately 1,900 to 12,000 feet 
above mean sea level (MSL). “  

Response 148-2: Habitat and vegetation types that occur in the Plan area are described and 
mapped on Draft EIR pages 4.9-1 through -9. 

Response 148-3: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.9-2, the following text change is made to the third paragraph: 

“Mixed coniferous forest provides cover, foraging, and breeding habitat for 
a large diversity of resident and migratory wildlife.  Avian species associated 
with these habitats include western tanager (Piranga ludoviciana), western 
wood peewee (Contopus sordidulus), hairy woodpecker (Picoides villosus), 
mountain chickadee (Poecile gambeli), white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta 
carolinensis), brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater), chipping sparrow 
(Spizella passerina), Oregon junco (Junco hyemalis thurberi), yellow-
rumped warbler (Dendroica coronata), northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), 
and Steller’s jay (Cyanocitta stelleri).  Mammalian species associated with 
mixed coniferous forest habitats include lodgepole chipmunk (Tamias 
speciosus), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), montane vole (Microtus 
montanus), fisher (Martes pennanti), California vole (Microtus californicus), 
black bear (Ursus americanus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), mountain lion (Felis 
concolor), and western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus).” 

Response 148-4: Comment noted.  Revised acreage estimates for vegetation communities in 
the entire plan area are provided below.    

CATEGORY ACREAGE 

Barren Rock 530.7 

Bitterbrush 148.79 

Basin Sagebrush 1100.36 

Huckleberry Oak 0.57 

Snowbrush 12.9 

Montane Mixed Chaparral 418.1 

Eastside Pine 2335.39 
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CATEGORY ACREAGE 

Annual Grass/forbs 806.69 

Wet Meadows 77.18 

Perennial Grass 53.68 

Lodgepole Pine 221.92 

Mixed Conifer 10551.6 

Willow 55.02 

Quaking Aspen 11.15 

Willow/Aspen 31.03 

Red Fir 4246.52 

Subalpine conifers 360.67 

Developed 372.34 

Water 40.18 

White Fir 3086.71 

Western Juniper 5.04 

Mixed Meadow 1108.19 

 

The following modification is made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.9-5, Figure 4.9-2 is revised as shown above. 

Response 148-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39. 

Response 148-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-17.      

Response 148-7: Comment noted.  This subsection is intended to discuss migratory bird and 
raptor regulations.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.9-10, the following text change is made to the fourth subsheading: 

“Raptor and Migratory Bird Regulations” 

Response 148-8: The commentor’s opinion regarding likely presence of the spotted bat is 
noted.  The biologist used in the preparation of the Draft EIR (Foothill 
Associates) review of this species counters this conclusion.  Thus, no changes to 
the Draft EIR are recommended.  It should be noted that disagreement 
among experts does not render an EIR inadequate for the purposes of CEQA. 

Response 148-9: This status of the fisher is specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.9-31. 



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 

3.0-775 

Response 148-10 The commentor’s additional information regarding the Plumas ivesia is noted.  
Identification of known populations of Plumas ivesia within the Plan area is still 
accurate. 

Response 148-11 The third paragraph on Draft EIR page 4.9-27 does not specifically note that 
the species mentioned by the commentor receive protection by state and 
federal agencies.  The species identified in this paragraph include species of 
concern of state and federal agencies.    

Response 148-12  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39.  The following text 
changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Pages 4.9-27 and -28, the following text changes are made: 

“Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (Oncorhynchus clarki) 

Lahontan cutthroat trout, a federally-listed threatened species, occurs in 
freshwater lakes and streams in eastern California.  Historically, this species’ 
range spanned Nevada, Placer, El Dorado, Alpine, and Mono Counties.  
Extant populations of this species in the Martis Valley area occur Pole 
Creek, Independence Creek, Independence Lake and in the Truckee River 
and related tributaries (USFWS, 1995).  Truckee River populations have been 
historically monitored and stocked by the USFWS and CDFG (John Hiscox, 
Pers. Com.).  This species tolerates varying stream conditions, however it 
does not typically occur in streams utilized by other salmonids (CNDDB, 
2001).  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is currently preparing a new recovery 
plan for the Lahontan Cutthroat trout.  Martis Creek, Monte Carlo Creek, 
Juniper Creek, and the other unnamed streams within the Martis Valley 
area are tributaries to the Truckee River and support potential spawning 
habitat conditions for the Lahontan cutthroat trout.  The Lahontan cutthroat 
trout typically spawn from April to July.  In the project vicinity, 3 records of 
this species are listed in the CNDDB from Martis Creek (two records) and 
Pole Creek (one record).  However, the CNDDB identifies all these 
occurrences as being extirpated.  There are historic accounts of cutthroat 
trout within the Martis Creek drainage, and suitable habitat is present within 
the tributaries of Martis Creek (DFG 2000). However, these waterways are 
intermittent and there are various potential fish barriers (e.g., fallen logs, 
downcuts) between the project area and lower stream reaches as well as 
other competition with other trout species and interbreeding with other 
trout species.  DFG currently stocks the Martis Reservoir with cutthroat trout 
as part of their sport-fishing stocking program, which also includes the 
stocking of brook trout and rainbow trout.  However, this stocking is not 
recognized as part of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s recovery efforts for the 
Lahontan cutthroat trout and does not currently consist of the genetic strain 
that is considered threatened. Therefore this species is considered to have a 
low potential to occur within waters in the Plan area.” 

Response 148-13  Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.9-28, the following text changes are made: 
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Figure 4.9-2 page 1 
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Figure 4.9-2 page 2 
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“Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentillis) 

Northern goshawks are a species of concern to federal and state resource 
agencies and are a USFS sensitive animal.  This species frequents middle to 
high elevation mixed coniferous forest habitats although it prefers dense 
stands of lodgepole pines on north-facing slopes near water for nesting 
(Zeiner et. al., 1990a).  Northern goshawks forage in mixed coniferous forests, 
habitats widespread throughout the Sierra Nevada.  Six records of this 
species are listed with the CNDDB within a ten-mile radius of the Martis 
Valley vicinity, 3 of which are located within the Plan area (CNDDB, 2001).  
TNF records indicate that two additional northern goshawk nest sites are 
located within ten miles of the Plan area.  Biological surveys performed for 
the Siller Ranch site observed adult birds near Martis Creek in September 
1999, but no active nests were identified (Jones & Stokes, 2001).   Suitable 
nesting, foraging, and wintering habitat for this species occurs within the 
Plan area and this species is known to utilize this habitat.” 

Response 148-14 Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.9-28, the following text changes are made: 

“American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) 

American peregrine falcon is currently state-listed as endangered and was 
recently removed from the federal endangered species list.  This species 
nests in a wide variety of habitats including woodlands, dense coniferous 
forests, and coastal habitats.  Nests are typically located in close proximity 
to a water source on cliffs, banks, or dunes.  California populations of the 
peregrine falcon declined in the 1970’s due to DDE contamination, 
however numbers are increasing statewide (Zeiner et. al., 1990a).  This 
species is recorded in the USFWS species list as having once occurred in the 
Martis Valley, however the CNDDB lists no recent records of this species 
within the Plan area.  Suitable nesting, foraging, and wintering habitat for 
this species is not present within the Martis Valley and, as a result, this 
species is not expected to could occur here.” 

§ Page 4.9-63, the following text changes are made: 

“PP Proposed Land Use Diagram 

Raptors, including northern goshawk, American peregrine falcon 
(federal and state listed species), California spotted owl, bald eagle 
(federal and state listed species), Cooper’s hawk, and red-tailed 
hawk, as well as other migratory birds, including yellow warbler and 
little willow flycatcher (state listed species), may utilize habitats within 
the Plan area for nesting.  These species are considered special-status 
species by federal and/or state resource agencies.  In addition, 
raptors and raptor nests are protected under Section 3503.5 of the 
California Fish and Game Code and all migratory birds are protected 
under the MBTA.”   
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Response 148-15 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 80-13.  

Response 148-16 This status of the fisher is specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.9-31. 

Response 148-17  Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 4.9-32 and -33, the following text changes are made: 

“Wildlife Movement Corridors 

Wildlife movement corridors are established migration routes frequently 
utilized by wildlife that provide shelter and sufficient food supplies to 
support wildlife species during migration.  Movement corridors generally 
consist of meadow, riverine, woodland, or forested habitats that span 
contiguous acres of undisturbed habitat.  Additionally, movement corridors 
provide habitat for resident wildlife, enabling these species to move within 
areas of undisturbed habitats.  Wildlife movement corridors are an 
important element of resident species home ranges, including black bear, 
mountain lion, and coyote, as well as migratory species populations, such 
as mule deer.  As a result, wildlife movement corridors are considered a 
sensitive resource with the CDFG and Placer County. 

Historically, resident and migratory wildlife movement in the Martis Valley 
was not restricted, as a majority of the valley was undeveloped.  However, 
as development rates increased within Martis Valley and the surrounding 
vicinity (e.g., Town of Truckee), the continuity of large areas of undisturbed 
land has decreased resulting in limited movement corridors in the Martis 
Valley.  According to the existing development conditions within Martis 
Valley, 3 major undeveloped open space corridors remain in the Plan area 
(see Figure 4.9-5).  These open space corridors are critical to the movement 
of local and migratory wildlife species (Jeff Finn, Pers. Com.). 

Verdi Subunit of Loyalton-Truckee Deer Herd 

In addition to providing dispersal habitat for resident wildlife, the open 
space corridors within Martis Valley function as migration corridors for the 
Verdi subunit of the Loyalton-Truckee deer herd (Odocoileus hemionus 
hemionus).  This herd migrates annually from Nevada along the Truckee 
River and disperses into the Martis Valley in the spring.  Known fawning 
habitat for this herd occurs near Dry Lake and near Lookout Mountain, in 
the southwest planning area vicinity (Placer County, 1999; Pencovic and 
Brown, 1990).  The herd leaves the fawning area in the fall, returning to 
Nevada (see Figure 4.9-5).   

A recent study conducted by Jones and Stokes utilized existing Caltrans 
deer kill data to identify 3 primary deer crossings along SR 267 (Jones & 
Stokes, 2001).  These crossings are located at (1) Nevada County post mile 
2.5-2.7; (2) Placer County post mile 1.0; and (3) Placer County post mile 1.5 
(Jones and Stokes, 2001) (see Figure 4.9-5).  Between 1979 and 1999, 
Caltrans recorded 37 deer fatalities along SR 267 in the Plan area during 
migration.  Existing residential and commercial development along SR 267 



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 

3.0-780 

appear to restrict deer movement along SR 267.  The open valley portion of 
the Plan area is not expected to be a major corridor because the 
vegetation does not provide adequate cover for deer.  Deer kill data along 
this portion of SR 267 supports this conclusion.  Based on deer kill data, the 
major deer crossing of SR 267 is along the northern edge of the Truckee-
Tahoe Airport in Nevada County at milepost 2.5 to 2.7.  There are also a 
substantial number of deer crossings at Placer County milepost 1.0 and 1.5.    

On the south side of SR 267, spring and fall movement of the herd appears 
to be confined to the 3 major corridors in the Plan area (see Figure 4.9-5).  
These corridors generally correspond with existing Caltrans and CDFG deer 
migration data for Loyalton-Truckee deer herd (Pencovic and Brown, 1990; 
CDFG, 1984) as well as the results of on-site deer surveys for Siller Ranch 
(Jones & Stokes, 2001).  Deer migration corridors generally follow major 
topographic features such as drainages (Martis Creek), ridgelines, and the 
bases of major slopes or prominent hills.  The location of corridors on these 
major topographic features can be influenced by vegetation and the 
seasonal cover and forage requirements of the migratory deer (Jones & 
Stokes, 2001).   Based on surveys conducted on the Siller Ranch site, deer 
movement within the 3 identified corridors is correlated to browse species 
preferred by deer (e.g., antelope bitterbrush, service berry and snow berry) 
as well as cover and water (Martis Creek) (Jones & Stokes, 2001).”  

Response 148-18 Consideration of impacts and associated mitigation for federal and state 
listed species was provided in the Draft EIR.  This is specifically noted in 
mitigation measures MM 4.9.6 and MM 4.9.8. 

Response 148-19 Comment noted.  Figures 4.9-6 through 4.9-9 (Draft EIR pages 4.9-43 through –
50) illustrates the habitat impacts for each land use map option as well as the 
estimated amount of acreage loss associated with intensive development 
proposed under each map. 

Response 148-20 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 80-14. 

Response 148-21 The commentor statements regarding Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.4 are noted.  
This mitigation measure is based on similar procedures associated with 
avoiding impacts to the California red-legged frog.  The following text 
changes are made to the Draft EIR: 

§ Pages 2.0-62 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-58 and 8.0-11 (Table 8.0-1), the following text 
changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.4: 

“MM 4.9.4 The County shall require that biotic resources evaluation 
for subsequent projects include a mountain yellow-legged 
frog habitat suitability assessment be conducted on each 
parcel proposing a crossing over or development within 
stream or open water habitat area.  The assessment shall 
include a detailed analysis of the habitat conditions 
present onsite and shall survey stream conditions 500 feet 
upstream and downstream from the proposed stream 
crossing.  If the results of the habitat suitability survey 
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indicate that potential habitat for this species is not 
present within 500 feet up or down stream of the crossing, 
no further study is required.  

However, if potential habitat for this species is identified 
during the assessment, County shall condition projects 
involving disturbance of a waterway channel to perform 
the following: 

• Conduct pre-construction surveys for the mountain yellow-
legged frog during the breeding season by a qualified 
biologist.  If frogs are identified in the construction area, 
the biologist shall contact CDFG and/or USFWS regarding 
the proper methods of moving the species an appropriate 
off-site location prior to the onset of construction activities 
at the waterways. 

• Monitoring of construction activities within waterways until 
construction activities in the waterways is complete. 

• Conduct training session for all construction personnel 
regarding the mountain yellow-legged frog, including a 
description of the species and its habitat and materials on 
species in order to assist in identifying species in the field. 

• Revegetation and recontouring of channel conditions 
generally consistent with pre-construction conditions.” 

Response 148-22 The commentor statements regarding the Lahontan cutthroat trout are 
noted.  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 148-12 and K-39.  
Mitigation measures MM 4.9.5a and b have been modified to provide 
support to restoration of the species if the Plan area waterways are included 
in a restoration plan.   

Response 148-23 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 80-15. 

Response 148-24 Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Pages 2.0-69 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-76 and 8.0-12 (Table 8.0-1), the following text 
changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.8: 

“MM 4.9.8 The County shall require a habitat suitability evaluation or 
focused surveys for Sierra Nevada red fox, California 
wolverine, Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare, pacific fisher, 
Sierra Nevada mountain beaver, and pine marten as part 
of surveys required by Policy 9.G.10.  Effective movement 
corridors will be provided in projects areas with suitable 
habitat.   If active den/burrow sites for the Sierra Nevada 
red fox, California wolverine, Sierra Nevada snowshoe 
hare, pacific fisher, Sierra Nevada mountain beaver, 
and/or pine marten dens/nests are identified, the 
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mitigation plan shall be developed in consultation with 
the California Department of Fish and Game and/or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure no animals are killed 
and that den/burrow sites are properly addressed. 
Measures may include, but not limited to, redesign of the 
project (Placer County General Plan Policy 6.C.6) to 
provide adequately sized open space areas and corridors 
around den/burrow sites, capture and relocation of the 
species.  Subsequent projects shall submit the mitigation 
plan that has been reviewed and approved the 
appropriate governmental agencies (e.g., U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game) 
and the necessary regulatory permits have obtained for 
the Sierra Nevada red fox and California wolverine 
(California Endangered Species Act) to the County prior 
to development activities.” 

Response 148-25 The commentor’s statements regarding California’s Forest Practice Rules 
regarding the protection of riparian areas is noted.  As specifically noted on 
Draft EIR pages 4.9-76 through –79, impacts to riparian areas would be less 
than significant as result of implementation of the Martis Valley Community 
Plan. 

Response 148-26 Comment noted.  CEQA requires lead agencies to consider the 
environmental effects of projects under consideration and provide 
mitigation and/or alternatives to avoid and/or minimize significant impacts.  
Mitigation measures MM 4.9.11a and b address potential impacts to deer 
migration in the Plan area. 
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LETTER 149: TRACY R. CUNEO, RESIDENT 

Response 149-1: 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). 

Response 149-2: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   

Response 149-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.11 
(Public Services and Utilities) in the Draft EIR. 

Response 149-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 149-3. 

Response 149-5: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   
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LETTER 150: HELGA ROGHERS, RESIDENT 

Response 150-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects 
of the Project), 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).  Sections 4.1 through 
4.12 of the EIR provide an extensive analysis of the environmental impacts 
of the Martis Valley Community Plan per CEQA.  No further response is 
necessary. 


