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

LETTER 226 LEIF AND AUDI BRUN, RESIDENTS

Response 226-1: Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

Response 226-2: Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

Response 226-3: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Response 226-4: Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 227 TOM SPARKS, RESIDENT

Response 227-1:

Response 227-2:

Response 227-3:

Response 227-4:
Response 227-5:

Response 227-6:

Comments noted. 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).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 227-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) and Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR.
As stated on on Page 6.0-17 of the Draft EIR, the environmentally superior
alternative is the Reduced Intensity alternative. 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.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 227-1
The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 227-1 and 227-3.
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 228 DOROTHY AND DAN YODER, RESIDENTS

Response 228-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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LETTER 229 WiLLIAM W. ABBOTT, ABBOTT & KINDERMANN, LLP

Response 229-1: Comments noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

Response 229-2: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment F-17.
Additionally, the commentor is referred to Section 4.12 (Visual Resources) of
the Draft EIR.

Response 229-3: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1221



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
3.0-1222



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
3.0-1223
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LETTER 230 LARA PEARSON, LAW OFFICE OF LARA PEARSON, LTD.
Response 230-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 188-1, 188-2, and 188-3

Response 230-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-4. The commentor
is also referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Sections 4.7
(Hydrology and Water Quality) and 4.9 (Biological Resources) for discussions
regarding water quality and impacts on habitat.

Response 230-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-6.

Response 230-4: 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 231 TRACY CUNEO, RESIDENT

DUPLICATE LETTER—Please refer to Comment Letter 39.

Response 231-1:

Response 231-2:

Response 231-3:

Response 231-4:

Response 231-5:

Response 231-6:

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. The Martis Valley Community Plan does not propose any
changes to Martis Creek Lake, which is under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers.

The commentor inquires about TTSD’s wastewater treatment capacity in the
Water Reclamation Plant (WRP). It should be noted that the commentor is
referring to T-TSA (Truckee-Tahoe Sanitation Agency) not TTSD. As stated in
Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) on page 4.11-53, “A 9.6 mgd
capacity would accommodate buildout conditions in the entire T-TSA
service area (based on a projected population of 143,000 people), assuming
a peak summer seven day average flow in the year 2015 (T-TSA, 1999)”. The
T-TSA service area includes Truckee, portions of the Plan area, Kings Beach,
Tahoe City, Squaw Valley, Alpine Meadows, and development along the
western edge of Lake Tahoe. The commentor is also referred to Response to
Comment L-6.

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 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of
the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 231-4.
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.

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 232 ALICE AND GARY JANG, RESIDENTS

Response 232-1:

Response 232-2:

Response 232-3:

Response 232-4:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for the Development Conditions in the
Plan Area), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project. The commentor is also referred to Section 4.11 (Public Services
and Utilities) for a discussion of environmental impacts associated with
water supply infrastructure.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
the Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor states that the Martis Valley Community Plan is outdated
and the EIR does not address the full impacts of the project. The
commentor fails to identify the inadequacy of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
provided an extensive analysis of impacts associated with implementation
of the project that meets the requirements of CEQA.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 233

RESPONSE 233-1:

Response 233-2:

Response 233-3:

Response 233-4:

Response 233-5:

Response 233-6:

Response 233-7:

Response 233-8:

Response 233-9:

Response 233-10:

Response 233-11:

Response 233-12:

Response 233-13:

SEAN DOWDALL, RESIDENT

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9
(Adequacy of the Review Period) on requests that the review period be
extended.

The commentor states that the Draft EIR is woefully inadequate, but the
commentor fails to identify the inadequacies of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
is based on extensive analysis of project impacts and utilizes technical
reports, mapping, and review of qualified professionals.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for the Development Conditions in the
Plan Area), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR).

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

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
the Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

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

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).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 233-7.

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

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
the Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to pages 4.11-94 through -97 in Section 4.11
(Public Services and Utilities) for a discussion of road maintenance and
snow removal impacts.

The 267 Bypass is now complete and in operation. The commentor is
referred to Master Responses and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

Comments noted. The commentor does not raise any specific issue or
request changes in the Draft EIR.
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Response 233-14:

Response 233-15:

Response 233-16:

Response 233-17:
Response 233-18:

Response 233-19:

Response 233-20:

Response 233-21:

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

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 233-14.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis). Pages 4.11-7 through -24 in Section 4.11 (Public
Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of impacts on fire
protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 233-11.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 233-16.

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

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

Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.
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LETTER 234: WHITMAN MANLEY, REMY, THOMAS, MOOSE AND MANLEY, LLP

Response 234-1

Response 234-2

Response 234-3

The commentor notes that the Lowest Intensity Alternative would not
achieve proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Goals 1.B, 1.C, 1.D, 1.E and
1.F and would be in conflict with the direction given by the Placer County
Board of Supervisors. This comment is noted. The Revised Draft EIR notes that
this alternative may not be considered in conformance with Board of
Supervisor’s direction as well as may be less than adequate to meet Goal 1.B
(Revised Draft EIR page 6.0-50).

The commentor’s statements regarding the Revised Draft EIR’s
documentation of the jobs-housing ratio of the Lowest Intensity Alternative
would be worse than the Proposed Land Use Diagram is noted. Since no
comments regarding the adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR were received,
no further response is required.

It is acknowledged that the Lowest Intensity Alternative land use map may
conflict with the current form of the proposed Northstar Highlands project.
However, it is not anticipated that this alternative would conflict with the
currently proposed expansion of the Northstar Vilage project. The
commentor’s statements regarding concerns involving the elimination of
existing development potential within the Northstar-at-Tahoe resort
community is noted.

Placer County
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LETTER 235: MARcus Lo DucA, SANDBERG, LO DUCA & DELLINGER

Response 235-1 The commentor states that the Clustered Land Use Alternative, Reduced
Intensity Alternative and Lowest Intensity Alternative would not achieve
proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Goals 1.B, 1.E and 1.K. This
comment is noted. The Revised Draft EIR notes that this alternative may not
be considered in conformance with Board of Supervisor’s direction as well as
may be less than adequate to meet Goal 1.B (Revised Draft EIR page 6.0-50).

Response 235-2 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 235-1.

Response 235-3 The commentor states that the Clustered Land Use Alternative, Reduced
Intensity Alternative and Lowest Intensity Alternative would result in
additional employee housing issues and inadequate jobs-housing balance
in the Plan area as compared to the Proposed Land Use Diagram and
would generate less revenue in impact fees to fund public facilities. These
comments are noted. The Revised Draft EIR notes that these alternatives
would result in worse jobs-housing ratios than the Proposed Land Use

Diagram.
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LETTER 236: SEAN DOWDALL, RESIDENT

Response 236-1

Response 236-2

Response 236-3

Response 236-4

Response 236-5

Response 236-6

Response 236-7

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis). Comparison of the alternatives impact to consistency
with relevant plans is specifically addressed in Section 6.0 (Project
Alternatives) of the Revised Draft EIR.

All comments received on the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR are
responded to in this document. The commentor’s statements regarding the
reconsideration of the land use map for the Plan area (1975 Martis Valley
General Plan) and a new vision for the Plan area is noted. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

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

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) as well as Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). As
shown in Figure 6.0-1 of the Revised Draft EIR, development (with the
exception of residential development under the Forest land use designation)
under the Clustered Land Use Alternative would be limited to the specific
property areas noted. Commercial and office square footage that could
occur under the Clustered Land Use Alternative would be approximately
1,481,000 square feet and approximately 1,124,000 square feet for the
Reduced Intensity Alternative.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis). While the Revised Draft EIR includes data and
information on each alternative that can be used to compare the
alternatives to each other, there is no requirement under CEQA to perform a
comparison of the environmental benefits and detriments of the alternatives
to each other separate of the comparing them to the proposed project.

While the alternatives (with the exception of the No Project Alternative and
the Existing Martis Valley General Plan Land Use Map) would involve
reductions in land use development as compared to the existing land use
designations set forth in the Placer County General Plan, these alternatives
would generally be in compliance with the General Plan. Environmental
impacts that are related to applicable Placer County General Plan policies
are noted throughout the Draft EIR (e.g., Draft EIR pages 4.9-51 through -54).
As noted in Response to Comment 158-8, several Placer County General
Plan policies have been incorporated and (in some cases) expanded upon
in the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan. The commentor provides no
evidence or information suggesting where such inconsistencies occur
associated with the alternatives.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).
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Response 236-8

The commentor’s statements regarding their opinion of the adequacy of the
Revised Draft EIR are 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. The County will notice of future public
meetings regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan.

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 237: PAUL VATISTAS, NORTH TAHOE CONSERVATION COALITION

Response 237-1

Response 237-2

Response 237-3

Response 237-4

Response 237-5

Response 237-6

The commentor’s statements regarding the alternatives analysis provided in
the Revised Draft EIR and the desire to restrict development east of SR 267 is
noted. While it is acknowledged that the proposed Martis Valley Community
Plan is intended to regulate development within the Plan area through the
year 2020, land use maps under consideration for the Martis Valley
Community Plan are intended to show all land uses associated with buidout
of the Plan area. ¥ The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The Martis Valley Community Plan does not involve land uses and public
services within Squaw Valley. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy).

Responses to these comments are provided in Response to Comments 237-5
and 237-6.

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

The commentor’s regarding the Revised Draft EIR, development conditions in
the Plan area and general support for the Lowest Intensity Alternative with
the prohibition of development east of SR 367 is noted. The comment is
referred to Response to Comment 237-1.
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LETTER 238: JAMES PORTER, LAW OFFICES OF PORTER - SIMON

Response 238-1

Response 238-2

Response 238-3

Comments associated with this letter are responded to in Response to
Comment 238-3.

The commentor’s statements regarding the 20 percent permanent residency
and 80 percent seasonal residency rates used in the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR may overstate the environmental effects of the project are noted.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor’s statements regarding the 20 percent permanent residency
and 80 percent seasonal residency rates used in the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR may overstate the environmental effects of the project are noted.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).
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LETTER 239: DAVID WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 239-1

Response 239-2

Response 239-3

Response 239-4

Response 239-5

Response 239-6

Response 239-7

Response 239-8

The commentor’s general statements regarding the Martis Valley Community
Plan Update process and the desire to preserve natural open space is
noted. These comments will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR or Revised Draft EIR were received,
no further response is required.

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

Consideration of methods to acquire land areas and/or development rights
(as suggested by the commentor) is an economic issue/policy to be
considered by the County as part of the planning process. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131 specifically notes that economic concerns are not considered
physical effect on the environment and thus was not discussed in the
Revised Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

Comments received on the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR are
responded to in this document.

The commentor’s statements regarding the range of alternatives that should
be considered in relation to current conditions in the Plan area (e.g., traffic)
are noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy
of the Alternatives Analysis).

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

The commentor’s statements regarding the protection of areas not
desighated for development is noted. The land use designations set forth in
the Martis Valley Community Plan (e.g., Open Space and Forest) specifically
restrict the extent of land uses that could occur in these areas. However, it is
acknowledged in the Martis Valley Community Plan and evaluated in the
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR that allowed uses under these land use
designations could result in significant impacts (e.g., Draft EIR page 4.9-39).

The commentor’s comments regarding the alternatives analysis is responded
to in Response to Comments 239-2 through -6. 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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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 240: ADDA QUINN, RESIDENT

Response 240-1 The commentor’s general statements regarding the alternatives analysis
provided in the Revised Draft EIR is noted. However, it should be noted that
the Revised Draft EIR identifies that the Lowest Intensity Alternative would
have the least extent of impact on the environment (as compared to the
Proposed Land Use Diagram) (Revised Draft EIR page 6.0-50).
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