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LETTER 171: DAVID C WELCH, RESIDENT 

Response 171-1: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project).    
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LETTER 172: DAVID C. WELCH, RESIDENT 

Response 172-1: Comment noted.  The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 
(Adequacy of the Public Review Period).   

Response 172-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 172-1. 
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LETTER 173: KATHY WELCH, RESIDENT 

Response 173-1: Comment noted.  The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water 
Supply Effects of the Project).    

Response 173-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 173-3: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 

Response 173-4: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project).  The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR 
adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA. 
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LETTER 174: DAVID C. WELCH, SIERRA WATCH 

Response 174-1: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR were received, no further response is required. 

Response 174-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy) regarding Placer Legacy and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 174-3: Comment noted.  The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft 
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA.   

Response 174-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 
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LETTER 175: ROBERT HAMILTON, RESIDENT 

Response 175-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community 
Plan and feels that the document does a fair job of balancing 
environmental, recreational, and economic interests.  The commentor also 
feels that the affordable housing and employee housing issues are critically 
needed and should be expedited.  No further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 176: WILLIAM G. GOODWIN, RESIDENT 

Response 176-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community 
Plan.  The commentor also feels that the plan is a better plan than the 1975 
version.  No further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 177: PHILIP W. COYLE, BIG SPRINGS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION 

Response 177-1: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
associated with potential connection to Big Springs Drive are noted and will 
be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The commentor is referred to 
Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). 
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LETTER 178: TIMOTHY M. POLISHOOK, SHIP/ART INTERNATIONAL, INC. 

Response 178-1: 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), as well as the 
policies and mitigation measures contained within Section 4.7 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality) and Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.  
The commentor feels that the total buildout shoud be reduced by at least 
50 percent and no golf courses should be allowed.  This comment will be 
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 179: BRADLEY J. HARLAN, RESIDENT 

Response 179-1: The commentor states that the Draft EIR is inadequate and incomplete in 
regards to the number of units.  The commentor is referred to Master 
Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan 
Area). 

Response 179-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting 
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic 
Impact Analysis), as well as sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) and 
4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to air quality 
and traffic impacts from the proposed project. 

Response 179-3: 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 for concerns relating to traffic issues on SR 267. 

Response 179-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 179-5: 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 180: TRACY R. CUNEO, RESIDENT 

Response 180-1: The commentor questions why the Army Corps of Engineers was not 
consulted during the preparation of the Draft EIR.  The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers was sent a copy of the Draft EIR for review and comment.  
Additionally, the Annual Water Quality Report, Martis Creek Lake, published 
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, was used to prepare the Final EIR.  
Furthermore, the Martis Valley Community Plan does not propose any 
development on or alteration of the Corps property.  In response to the 
concerns regarding safety of the Martis Creek dam and downstream 
impacts, the commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water 
Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 
4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 181: MARGARET J. AND JOHN E. SPARKS, RESIDENTS 

Response 181-1: 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). 
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LETTER 182: MARGARET J. AND JOHN E. SPARKS, RESIDENTS 

Response 182-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 182-2: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 182-3: 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). 

Response 182-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 182-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 182-4. 

Response 182-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 182-4. 

Response 182-7: The commentor states that the full extent of environmental impacts is not 
disclosed, but the commentor fails to identify the inadequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  The commentor is referred to Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR, 
which include an extensive analysis of the environmental impacts 
associated with implementation of the Martis Valley Community Plan per 
CEQA.  No further response is necessary.   

Response 182-8: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 

Response 182-9: The commentor states that the “significant and unavoidable” impacts 
identified in Sections 4.1, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, and 4.12 are irrational and 
unsupported by substantial evidence or analysis.  The commentor fails to 
identify how the conclusions are irrational and unsupported by evidence or 
analysis.  The commentor also does not recommend how the analysis, 
mitigation measures or conclusions could have been different than those 
contained in the Draft EIR.  No further response is necessary. 

Response 182-10: The commentor states that the “less than significant” impacts identified in 
Section 4.9 are irrational and unsupported by substantial evidence or 
analysis.  The commentor fails to identify how the conclusions are irrational 
and unsupported by evidence or analysis.  The commentor also does not 
recommend how the analysis, mitigation measures or conclusions could 
have been different than those contained in the Draft EIR.  No further 
response is necessary. 

Response 182-11: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project). 
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Response 182-12: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 182-13: 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 183: RICK SILVANI, RESIDENT 

Response 183-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 
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LETTER 184: MARVIN AND MARY CARASH, RESIDENTS 

Response 184-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 184-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project). 

Response 184-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 184-1. 

Response 184-4: (The comment letter does not include the number 184-4 due to a counting 
error.  Therefore, no response is necessary). 

Response 184-5: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Responser 184-6: 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), 
3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project), as well as 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) and Section 4.11 (Public Services and 
Utilities) of the Draft EIR. 

Responser 184-7: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
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 

3.0-1057 



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 

3.0-1058 



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 

3.0-1059 



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 

3.0-1060 

LETTER 185: ARLEE BOYD/BIRD, RESIDENT 

Response 185-1: 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 182-2: 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.  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 185-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment182-2.  As specifically 
noted on page 3.0-12 and as depicted on Figures 3.0-5 through –8 in 
Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the project includes the 
Northstar-at-Tahoe employee housing project (Sawmill Heights).  The 
commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation), 
4.6 (Air Quality), 4.9 (Biological Resources), and 4.11 (Public Services and 
Utilities) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 185-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 185-1 and pages 7.0-1 
through –2 in Section 7.0 (Long-Term Implications) of the Draft EIR regarding 
growth-inducing impacts. 

Response 185-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 185-3 and 185-4. 

Response 185-6: 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 186: DENNIS M. MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT 

Response 186-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 186-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 186-1. 

Response 186-3: 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 impacts.  
The commentor’s concern about gated communities is outside the scope 
of the Draft EIR, as taxation and socioeconomic issues are not evaluated 
under CEQA.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 186-4: 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 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 186-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 186-4. 

Response 186-6: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 186-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 186-4. 

Response 186-8: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 187: SEAN DOWDALL, RESIDENT 

Response 187-1: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project). 

Response 187-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project). 
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LETTER 188: BROOKE DURASTANTE, RESIDENT 

Response 188-1: 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), as well as Section 
4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.  Regarding the Truckee River 
watershed portion of the comment, the commentor is referred to page 3.0-
1 in Section 3.0 (Project Description) and page 4.7-1 in Section 4.7 
(Hydrology and Water Quality) for a discussion of the Truckee River under 
“Regional Setting”.  In Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) the Truckee River 
watershed is discussed on pages 4.9-82 and -88.  Additionally, the 
commentor is referred to the first page of Sections 3.0 and 4.1 through 4.12 
of the Draft EIR for additional regional setting information that is applicable 
to each issue area. 

Response 188-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment F-12 and pages 4.9-32 
through –33 and pages 4.9-81 through –87 in Section 4.9 (Biological 
Resources) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of impacts on wildlife movement 
and migration corridors as well as applicable County policies and 
implementation programs.  The deer migration corridors were mapped 
using the road kill data from Caltrans in addition to deer track surveys for 
Hopkins Ranch (Holl, 2002), Eaglewood (North Fork Associates, 2001 and 
2002) and Siller Ranch (Jones and Stokes, 2001).  The deer track surveys 
including raking the dirt on the three project sites and evaluating deer 
tracks during the spring and fall migration.  The commentor states that the 
regional setting should be described in a more meaningful way.  The 
commento fails to identify how the description of the regional setting could 
have been improved.  No further response is necessary. 

Response 188-3: The commentor insinuates that adequate survey techniques (to describe 
migration corridors and the presence or absence of animal and plant 
species) were not used to prepare the Martis Valley Community Plan 
Update and Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 
(Project Description Adequacy) and Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of 
the Draft EIR.  Current research was used to prepare this Draft EIR.  The 
commentor is referred to pages 4.9-90 through –91 in Section 4.9 for a list of 
references used to prepare the Biological Resources section of the Draft EIR.  
It should be noted that this Draft EIR evaluates the environmental impacts 
associated with implementing the Martis Valley Community Plan Update.  
As stated on page 3.0-34, “Upon certification of this EIR and adoption of 
the Martis Valley Community Plan, subsequent development and public 
projects in the Plan area would be evaluated for their consistency with the 
Plan.  In addition, environmental review of subsequent projects in the Plan 
area that are determined to be consistent with the Martis Valley 
Community Plan would be subject to the provisions of CEQA and the 
Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance.”  Accordingly, the project 
applicants of proposed development projects will be required to conduct 
separate environmental reviews of their projects, which will include a 
thorough biological impact review of that development using current 
research and data that is specific to the individual project sites. 
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Response 188-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39.  Regarding water 
quality, 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 188-5: The commentor is referred to implementation programs and mitigation 
measures in Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.  Additionally, 
the commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-3. 

Response 188-6: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).  As stated under 
cumulative setting, the impacts are not specific to the Martis Valley 
Community Plan area.  The cumulative conditions include proposed and 
conceptual development in the Martis Valley as well as development 
allowed under the Town of Truckee General Plan and Nevada County 
General Plan. 

Response 188-7: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the 
Review Period).  The commentor also 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 189: LARRY POLLOCK, RESIDENT 

Response 189-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding 
concerns relating to water quality.  

Response 189-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding 
concerns relating to the identification of pollutants from ski runs, bike trails, 
construction sites. 

Response 189-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 189-1. 

Response 189-4: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project), and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 189-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the 
Review Period).  The commentor also 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 190: JACQUI ZINK, RESIDENT 

Response 190-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 190-2: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 190-3: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 190-4: Comment noted. 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 190-5: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 190-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 9-8. 

Response 190-7: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 190-8: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 190-9: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 190-10: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 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 190-11:  Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 191: KACEY BROWN, RESIDENT 

Response 191-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  The 
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). 
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LETTER 192: PETER KRISTIAN, RESIDENT 

Response 192-1: 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 3.4.6 (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). 
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LETTER 193: GARY SCOTT, RESIDENT 

Response 193-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 189-1. 

Response 193-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 189-2. 

Response 193-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 189-3. 

Response 193-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 189-4. 

Response 193-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 189-5. 
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LETTER 194: LORI ASHTON, RESIDENT 

Response 194-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-1. 

Response 194-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-2. 

Response 194-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-3. 

Response 194-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-4.  

Response 194-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-5. 

Response 194-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-6. 

Response 194-7:  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-7. 
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LETTER 195: DIANA L. COMOUCHE, RESIDENT 

Response 195-1: 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 195-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-1 and Table 4.7-4 
on Page 4.7-55 in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR 
regarding concerns relating to water supply for landscaping and 
snowmaking. 

Response 195-3: 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) regarding buildout 
potential and adjusted holding capacity. 

Response 195-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of 
the Project) for a discussion regarding global warming and water supply. 

Response 195-5:  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-1. 

Response 195-6: 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 195-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-1. 

Response 195-8: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the 
Review Period).  The commentor also 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 196: MARYA RODDIS, RESIDENT 

Response 196-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 185-1. 

Response 196-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 185-2. 

Response 196-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 185-3. 

Response 196-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 185-4. 

Response 196-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 185-5. 
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LETTER 197: JACQUI S. GRANDFIELD, RESIDENT 

Response 197-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 197-2: 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), as well as Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of 
the Draft EIR.  Mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, in 
combination with County policies and implementation programs, can 
feasibly reduce impacts to a “less than significant” level.  Regarding air 
pollution, the policies and mitigation measures introduced by the Plan and 
EIR require construction to “fully mitigate their construction air pollutant 
emissions that are in excess of PCAPCD thresholds.”  Mitigation measure MM 
4.6.1 will reduce impacts to air quality by paving dirt roads within the Martis 
Valley Planning Area, thereby decreasing a source of PM10 (particulate 
matter) within the air basin to offset construction impacts.  Thus off-site 
mitigation means off the specific construction site but within the Martis 
Valley air basin.  There should be no net gain in PM10 with this mitigation 
measure. 

Response 197-3: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  
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.  The 
commentor does not comment on the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no 
further response is necessary. 

Response 197-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 5-1. 

Response 197-5: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of 
the Draft EIR.  The commentor’s opinion regarding the traffic model is 
noted.  The commentor is referred to Page 3.0-21 in Section 3.0 (Project 
Description) of the Draft EIR, which includes an extensive discussion of data 
and methodologies used in modeling the traffic effects of the project.  The 
commentor provides no evidence countering the conclusions of the traffic 
analysis provided in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 

Response 197-6: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis).  CEQA does not require a “no build” alternative (per 
CEQA Guidelines 15126.6).  A “no build” alternative does not apply to a 
project that is a land use or regulatory plan.  Consistent with CEQA, the 
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Draft EIR includes a “no project” 
option, which results in a default to the former old plan.  This is based on 
CEQA Guidelines 15126.6 (Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to 
the Proposed Project) Section (e)(3)(A),“When the project is the revision of 
an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the 
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"no project" alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan, policy 
or operation into the future. Typically this is a situation where other projects 
initiated under the existing plan will continue while the new plan is 
developed. Thus, the projected impacts of the proposed plan or 
alternative plans would be compared to the impacts that would occur 
under the existing plan.”  Furthermore, according to Section (e)(2) (2), “The 
"no project" analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the 
notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is 
published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, as well as 
what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if 
the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with 
available infrastructure and community services. If the environmentally 
superior alternative is the "no project" alternative, the EIR shall also identify 
an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.”  The 
Placer County General Plan provides for a certain level of development 
and the Community Plan creates a structure with policies and mitigation 
measures to guide growth.  Additionally, the project does not involve a 
federal action.  Therefore, the project is not subject to NEPA. 

Response 197-7: Comment noted.  The comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   

Response 197-8: Comment noted.  The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley 
Community Plan and Draft EIR.  The commentor states that the Draft EIR is 
laughable and fails to adequately inform the public of planned 
development.  However, the commentor fails to identify the inadequacy of 
the Draft EIR.  CEQA does not evaluate socioeconomic impacts of a project 
or “gentrification.”  Regarding the comment period, the commentor is 
referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Review Period).  The 
commentor also 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 198: MARTIN MEYERS, RESIDENT 

Response 198-1: 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. 

Response 198-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Responser 198-3: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 199: CHRISTINE THOMA, RESIDENT 

Response 199-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 200: JOHN QUINTANA, QUINTANA CONSTRUCTION 

Response 200-1: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 
(Water Quality) and Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft 
EIR.  As discussed in the first paragraph on pages 4.11-56 through –62 in 
Section 4.11, the expanded WRP with a capacity of 9.6 mgd would 
adequately accommodate buildout of the Plan area under the Proposed 
Land Use Diagram and the other three alternatives.  The expansion of the 
WRP is scheduled for 2005 and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality 
Control Board recently approved discharges permits for the expansion.  
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LETTER 201: CONNIE PHILIPP, RESIDENT 

Response 201-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-1. 

Response 201-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-2. 

Response 201-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-3. 

Response 201-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-4. 

Response 201-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-5. 

Response 201-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-6. 

Response 201-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-7. 
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LETTER 202: REBECCA MAGALI, RESIDENT 

Response 202-1: 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), 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), 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of 
the Project), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).  The 
commentor’s concerns regarding growth and summer employment are 
socioeconomic issues, which are not within the scope of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 203: ADAM CIOTH, RESIDENT 

Response 203-1: 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). 

Response 203-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 203-1 and Master 
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 203-3: 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. 

Response 203-4: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   
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LETTER 204: DONALD R. COOPER, D.D.S. 

Response 204-1: 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) of 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.  This comment will be forwarded to the 
Placer County Planning Commision and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 
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LETTER 205: DONALD R. COOPER, D.D.S. 

Response 205-1: 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).  The commentor states that the Draft EIR ignored 
many of the provisions of CEQA, but the commentor fails to identify the 
inadequacy of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of 
project impacts in compliance with CEQA. 

Response 205-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response3.4.8 (Affordable and 
Employee Housing Effects of the Project).  This comment will be forwarded 
to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 
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LETTER 206: TOM AMEIKA, TAHOE GROUP OF THE SIERRA CLUB 

Response 206-1: Regarding the comment period, the commentor is referred to Master 
Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Review Period).  The commentor also 
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.  The 
commentor requests that the County restart the process and form a Smart 
Growth Citizens committee.  This comment will be forwarded to to the 
Placer County Planning Commision and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

Response 206-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.   

Response 206-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 206-2.  The Nimbus 
study concluded that there is a total of 24,700 acre-feet annually of 
groundwater in the Martis Valley Ground Water Basin that is available 
without changing the volume of water in storage over the long term.  
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants conducted an independent appraisal of the 
Nimbus study that states the numbers were conservative and the amount of 
groundwater available for use was more than estimated by Nimbus.  The 
commentor questions the conclusions of the Nimbus study but provides no 
evidence to prove it wrong.  No further response is necessary. 

Response 206-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 206-3. 

Response 206-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 206-3. 

Response 206-6: 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), as well as 
Response to Comment 206-3. 
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LETTER 207: CARMEL KELLY, RESIDENT 

Response 207-1: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for regulation jurisidictional 
Waters of the U.S.  Therefore, the Corps has jurisdiction over Martis Creek 
Lake.  Compensation for loss of wetlands is intended to achieve a “no net 
loss” of wetlands.  The commentor is also referred to Response to Comment 
F-6. 

Responser 207-2: Comment noted.  The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
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LETTER 208: JAMES L. PORTER, JR., LAW OFFICE OF PORTER AND SIMON 

Response 208-1: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
associated with affordable and employee housing are noted and will be 
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors as part of project consideration.   The commentor is referred to 
Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the 
Project). 
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LETTER 209: ALBERT J. ROTH, JR. AND DEBORAH T. ROTH, RESIDENTS 

Response 209-1: Comment noted.  The commentor feels that the Draft EIR is inadequate and 
incomplete.  The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration 
of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.   

Response 209-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan 
Area), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis 
in the Draft EIR). 

Response 209-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects 
of the Project), 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 209-4: The commentor states that the Draft EIR needs to be rewritten with a higher 
level of facts and disclosures, but the commentor fails to identify the 
inadequacy of the Draft EIR.  This draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of 
project impacts based on technical reports, mapping, and review by 
qualified professionals, consistent with CEQA. 

Response 209-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 209-6: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Response to Comments D-4 
and D-5. 

Response 209-7: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 209-8: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 209-7. 

Response 209-9: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 209-7. 

Response 209-10: 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 209-11: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 209-12: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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LETTER 210: GERALD H. MERAL, PLANNING AND CONSERVATION LEAGUE; STEVE ROTHERT, AMERICAN RIVERS; 
BETSY REIFSNEIDER, FRIENDS OF THE RIVER; DAVID MYERSON, ENVIRONMENT NOW; DAVID KEAN, 
SIERRA CLUB; TIM FRANK, SIERRA CLUB, CHALLENGE TO SPRAWL CAMPAIGN; TODD HUTCHINS, 
RIVERLAW AND JOAN CLAYBURGH, SIERRA NEVADA ALLIANCE 

Response 210-1: Comment noted.  The County considers the Martis Valley Community Plan and 
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate and in compliance with state laws. 

Response 210-2: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR were received, no further response is required. 

Response 210-3: The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR adequate for 
consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in compliance with 
CEQA. 

Response 210-4: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR were received, no further response is required. 

Response 210-5: The commentor suggests that the Draft EIR’s setting and impact analyses are 
inadequate and specifically mention concerns associated with water quality 
and biological resources, but provide no specific reasons or details why the 
Draft EIR is considered inadequate.  The Draft EIR provides an extensive setting 
and impact analysis that adequately addresses the environmental effects 
associated with the project.  Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provide detailed analysis of 
natural resource impacts of the project based on field review, technical 
reports and review by qualified professionals.  The commentor is referred to 
Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives 
Analysis).  

Response 210-6: Draft EIR pages 4.1-23 through –30 specifically address project’s consistency 
with relevant land use plans and standards. 

Response 210-7: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee 
Housing Effects of the Project). 

Response 210-8: The Draft EIR references the Hazardous Waste Management Plan adopted by 
Placer County in January 1989. Placer County General Plan policies 8.G.1, 
8.G.2, 8.G.5 and 8.G.12 require consistency with state, local and federal 
standards, and require that the County strictly regulate the storage of 
hazardous materials and wastes. (Draft EIR page 4.3-14) Policy 6.H.22 of the 
Martis Valley Community Plan Update states that “The County shall encourage 
and work with the Truckee Fire Protection District and Northstar CSD to 
develop coordinated all-hazard disaster response procedures for the following 
types of disasters: wildfires, flooding, earthquake, severe winter storms, 
transportation accidents, acts of terrorism, civil disturbance, and hazardous 
materials releases.” Policy 9.H.4. of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update 
states “The County shall encourage project proponents to consult early in the 
planning process with the County regarding the applicability of countywide 
indirect and area wide source programs and transportation control measures 
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(TCM) programs. Project review shall also address energy efficient building and 
site designs and proper storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials.” 
Implementation of the policies contained within the Placer County General 
Plan, the Martis Valley Community Plan Update and applicable local, federal 
and state regulations, addresses the potential for hazardous materials within 
the Plan area.  In addition, the land uses designations set forth in the Martis 
Valley Community do not typically involve the use of significant quantities 
hazards materials.   

Response 210-9: The Draft EIR provides detailed information regarding study area roadways, 
year 2001 LOS conditions at study area intersections and roadway segments 
as well as provides accident data (Draft EIR pages 4.4-1 through –16).  This 
information is utilized in the traffic impact analysis provided in the Draft EIR.  
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 210-10: Draft EIR pages 4.6-9 through –20 and Appendix 4.6 provide a detailed 
analysis of anticipated air quality impacts of the project.  The commentor is 
also referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the 
Tahoe Basin). 

Response 210-11: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 
(Water Supply Effects of the Project). 

Response 210-12: The commentor suggests that the biological resources analysis in the Draft 
EIR is inadequate and does not fully address the project’s direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts.  Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR 
utilizes several sources of information and studies, biological resource 
evaluations for individual properties within the Plan area as well as detailed 
vegetative and habitat mapping.  This section also notes applicable local, 
state and federal policies and regulations associated with biological 
resources.  Thus, Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR is consistent with the setting 
requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15125.    

Response 210-13: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response 210-14: Comment noted.  The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft 
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA. 
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LETTER 211: GAVIN MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT 

Response 211-1: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to pages 4.11-1 through –17 in 
Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR, including County 
policies, implementation programs and mitigation measures contained in 
this section.  As noted in Section 4.11, CDF does not respond to structural 
fires.  The commentor does not provide any evidence to support the claim 
that existing funding mechanisms are inadequate to cover future impacts 
resulting from increased development in the Plan area.  Consultation with 
the agencies confirm that impacts would be less than significant.  The 
commentor is also referred to Comment Letters A and D. 

Response 211-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 211-1.  Additionally, 
regarding emergency access, there are three ways out of the Plan area, 
including two river crossings: Old SR 267, SR 267 Bypass, and SR 267 into the 
Tahoe Basin.  The Town of Truckee also has conceptual plans for an 
additional roadway crossing of the railroad tracks and river.  The Truckee-
Tahoe Airport could be usd for emergency evacuation and the golf courses 
and open valley area would provide fire breaks in the case of a major fire. 

Response 211-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 211-1 and 211-2.  
Impact 4.11.1.1 Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services in Section 
4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR includes an impact 
analysis of impacts to TFPD, CSD, and CDF. The policies and implementation 
programs in the Martis Valley Community Plan require projects to meet 
local and state fire regulations, including emergency access, fire breaks, 
etc. per Public Resources Code 4290 and mitigation measure MM 4.11.1.1 
would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Response 211-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 211-1 and 211-2. 
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LETTER 212: GAVIN MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT 

Response 212-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.  Regarding farmers in Nevada, the 
Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact 
Analysis in the Draft EIR).  Also, the commentor expresses concern that the 
Native American tribes along the Truckee River or the Pyramid Lake Paiute 
Lake Tribe were not consulted with regard to water quality issues.  The 
commentor is referred to Response to Comment 187-2. 



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 

3.0-1152 



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 

3.0-1153 



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 

3.0-1154 

LETTER 213: GAVIN MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT 

Response 213-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of 
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting 
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Section 7.0 (Long Term 
Implications) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to potential 
growth inducing impacts to North Lake Tahoe.  The commentor’s concern 
regarding the collateral materials that East West Partners are distributing to 
solicit resort homes sales is not an environmental issue and is not within the 
scope of the Draft EIR. 

Response 213-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 213-1. 

Response 213-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 213-1.  The commentor 
is also referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact 
Analysis). 

Response 213-4: The commentor thinks additional information must be researched and plan 
specific models must be studied before assumptions on impacts to 
surrounding communities can be made.  The commentor fails to identify the 
inadequacy of the Draft EIR and to identify what surrounding communities 
and what additional information is required.  Therefore, no further response 
is necessary. 

Response 213-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 213-4. 
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LETTER 214: GAVIN MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT 

Response 214-1: 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), as well as Section 
4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR.  The analysis 
evaluates 100 percent occupancy of the Plan area.  An analysis of 
fractional ownership is not necessary because it would have less of an 
impact than 100 percent occupancy of the Plan area. 
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LETTER 215: GAVIN MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT 

Response 215-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 
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LETTER 216: SHANNON RABORN, TAHOE AREA SIERRA CLUB GROUP 

Response 216-1: Comment noted.  The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft 
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 
(Adequacy of the Public Review Period). 

Response 216-2: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR were received, no further response is required. 

Response 216-3: 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 216-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for 
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).    

Response 216-5: Comment noted.  The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft 
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA. 
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LETTER 217: MICHAEL D. WHITE, PH.D. AND JERRE ANN STALLCUP, M.A., CONSERVATION BIOLOGY INSTITUTE 

Response 217-1: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR were received, no further response is required. 

Response 217-2: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR. 

Response 217-3: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  The 
commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
Response to Comment K-6. 

Response 217-4: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 217-5: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 217-6: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.  The commentor is also 
referred to Response to Comment K-39. 
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Response 217-7: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 217-8: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  The 
commentor is also referred to Response to Comment K-39. 

Response 217-9: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 217-10: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.  The commentor is also 
referred to Response to Comment F-12, K-39 and 10-28. 

Response 217-11: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 217-12: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
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considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  
Impacts to biological resources in the Plan area are addressed in Section 4.9 
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred to Master 
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the 
Project). 

Response 217-13: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 217-14 The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  The 
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). 

Response 217-15: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 217-16: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.   

Response 217-17: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.  The 
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the 
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps 
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.  
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in 
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Response 217-18: Comment noted.  The County considers the biological resources impact 
analysis provided in Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR 
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adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in 
compliance with CEQA. 

Response 217-19: The commentor suggests that the biological resources analysis in the Draft 
EIR is inadequate and does not fully address the project’s direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts.  Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR 
utilizes several sources of information and studies, biological resource 
evaluations for individual properties within the Plan area as well as detailed 
vegetative and habitat mapping.  This section also notes applicable local, 
state and federal policies and regulations associated with biological 
resources.  Thus, Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR is consistent with the setting 
requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15125.  The commentor is referred to 
Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy 
of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 

Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provides an extensive 
discussion of existing biological conditions within the Plan area, including 
detailed habitat mapping. Reports and surveys used in the analysis were 
specifically cited in the references portion of the Section (Draft EIR pages 
4.9-90 and –91). Each of these reference materials provided appropriate 
information for the description of biological resources in the Plan area as 
well as consideration of project impacts. The locations of known 
occurrences of special-status plant and animal species as well as deer 
migration through the Plan area are specifically noted in the Draft EIR (Draft 
EIR pages 4.9-24 through –33). 

The Draft EIR provides detailed mapping and resource information for the 
Plan area and connection with surrounding areas associated with current 
areas of substantial disturbance in the Plan area and wildlife movement 
through the Plan area (Figure 4.9-5 of the Draft EIR), habitat and vegetation 
conditions (including forested areas, Figures 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 of the Draft EIR) 
and waterways/wetland areas (Figure 4.9-4 of the Draft EIR).  Disturbance in 
the region (i.e., Sierra Nevada Range), due to logging, residential and 
commercial development, and fire suppression has occurred for decades.  
Additionally, much of the area (e.g., developed areas within the Plan area, 
Town of Truckee and Tahoe Basin) is already developed and/or disturbed.  
Given the history of disturbance and the level and/or proximity to existing 
development, it is not anticipated that the project will significantly change 
fire regimes. 

Response 217-20: Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan policies, implementation programs 
and mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR consist of performance 
standards that subsequent development within the Plan area would be 
required to comply with, consistent with type of project under evaluation 
(adoption of a new community plan).  The use of performance standard 
mitigation is allowed under CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(a) and is supported by 
case law (Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council of Sacramento 
[3d. Dist. 1991] 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028 [280 Cal.Rptr. 478]).   
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Response 217-21: The Draft EIR addresses biological resource impacts associated with special-
status species that are not limited to the Plan area, including wildlife 
movement and deer migration (Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 through –89).  In 
addition, the Draft EIR considers the cumulative effect of the proposed 
Martis Valley Community Plan on biological resources in the region (Draft EIR 
pages 4.9-88 and –89). 

Response 217-22: Impacts to common species are considered less-than-significant unless the 
proposed project has the potential to affect a common species throughout 
a large portion of its known range (i.e., threatens to eliminate the species), 
has potential to cause populations of common species to fall below self-
sustaining levels, or the proposed project has the potential to affect the 
movement of the common species from one seasonal range to another. 
Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 and –40 identifies that the vegetation and habitat 
types to be impacted by the project (mixed conifer forest, red fir forest, 
Great Basin sage scrub, montane chaparral, and ruderal habitats) are 
widespread throughout the Sierra Nevada and currently receive no 
protection from federal, state, or local resource agencies.  Thus, their 
conversion as a result of subsequent development in the Plan area would 
not be considered significant.  However, the Draft EIR does acknowledge 
where conversion of such habitats may impact special-status species and 
deer migration (Draft EIR pages 4.9-51 through –87). 

Response 217-23: The commentor suggests that the Draft EIR did not consider all 
environmental effects and extent of habitat loss from the adoption Martis 
Valley Community Plan associated with roadway widening, new golf course 
development, ski terrain expansion, timber harvesting and other allowed 
land uses. Draft EIR page 4.9-39 specifically notes that the vegetation impact 
acreage estimates are based on the direct impacts from substantial 
development set forth under the land use map options.  However, the Draft 
EIR also considers that biological resource impacts associated with roadway 
widening, new golf course development, ski terrain expansion, timber 
harvesting and other allowed land uses (Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 through –89).  
The commentor misstates the Draft EIR that the use of forest parcels is not 
considered in the impact analysis.  The intent of the statement on Draft EIR 
page 4.9-39 was to specifically note that the proposed Martis Valley 
Community Plan does not specifically propose timber production in the Plan 
area, rather it acknowledges and regulates this allowed land use. 

Response 217-24: The impact analysis associated with Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the 
Draft EIR specifically acknowledges increased human presence as an 
indirect effect on biological resources in the Plan area, which includes such 
aspects of increased human presence as water quality concerns and the 
expansion of roadway facilities (Draft EIR pages 4.9-51 through –89). 

Response 217-25: The impact analysis provided in Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the 
Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that some land areas designated as 
Open Space or another low intensity land use may be impacted by 
recreational development associated with new golf courses and ski terrain 
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expansions that are not specifically a component of the Martis Valley 
Community Plan (Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 through –89). 

Response 217-26: The commenter is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description 
Adequacy) associated with Placer Legacy and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the 
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).  Section 4.9 
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR analyzes the biological resource 
impacts associated with the Proposed Land Use Diagram. 

Response 217-27: The commentor states that the Draft EIR lacks evidence that the identified 
mitigation measures and proposed policies would mitigate project impacts 
and fails to identify other feasible mitigation measures.  However, the 
commentor does not provide any specifics in regards to what Draft EIR 
mitigation measures are of concern.  As identified in several sections of the 
Draft EIR, the mitigation measures identified the Draft EIR are based on 
consultations with applicable public agencies, recommendations from 
technical studies and reports that are referenced in the Draft EIR, evidence 
referenced in this document, applicable agency standards and the expert 
opinion of qualified professionals associated with the preparation of the 
Draft EIR. 

Response 217-28: Raptors and migratory birds have varying levels of tolerance regarding 
human presence.  It should be noted that the Plan area is already disturbed 
and includes substantial human presence.  Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6 
would ensure that no birds or their active nests are disturbed during 
construction activities.  The project would involve minor reductions to total 
available nesting habitat in the region and thus, no significant indirect 
impacts to raptors and migratory birds are expected. The commenter refers 
to Mitigation Measure 4.9.6 that does not suggest that roosts can be 
removed once nesting is completed. The mitigation measure states “Trees 
containing nest sites that must be removed shall be removed during the non-
breeding season.” Emphasis added. Draft EIR page 4.9-67. The Mitigation 
Measure also requires compliance with the Endangered Species Act and 
concurrence by the California Department of Fish and Game and the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure no “take” of habitat occurs. 

Response 217-29: Comment noted.  The Martis Valley Community Plan already includes 
several policies that would preserve habitat conditions for the mountain 
yellow-legged frog associated with protecting waterways in the Plan area 
from development and the inclusion of buffers, in addition to Mitigation 
Measure MM 4.9.4.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 
(Water Quality). 

Response 217-30: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 
Response to Comment K-39 and 10-28. 

Response 217-31: Comment noted.  The Proposed Land Use Diagram provides land uses that 
generally maintain existing wildlife movement corridors as well as deer 
migration routes.  Biological resource evaluations cited in Section 4.9 
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provide detailed information 
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regarding the movement of deer through the northwestern and western 
portion of the Plan area.  Mitigation measures MM 4.9.11a and b specifically 
ensure that subsequent development projects identify the specific path of 
deer migration and provide adequate and appropriate open space 
corridors to allow continued use of the corridors. 

Response 217-32: The Draft EIR specifically addresses potential impacts to deer migration (Draft 
EIR pages 4.9-81 through –87).  Implementation of proposed Martis Valley 
Community Plan policies and mitigation measures MM 4.9.11a and b would 
mitigate this impact to less than significant.  The commentor provides no 
evidence that counters the conclusions in the Draft EIR.   

Response 217-33: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment K-39 regarding the 
Lahontan cutthroat trout.  The Draft EIR does address potential impacts to 
the California wolverine (Draft EIR pages 4.9-72 through –76).  However, the 
Draft EIR does acknowledge that the project would contribute to cumulative 
impacts on special-status species and habitat conditions in the region (Draft 
EIR pages 4.9-88 and –89). 

Response 217-34: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 217-33.  The project is 
not expected to result in any direct loss in old growth stands adjacent to the 
Plan area.  The commentor provides no evidence to support to statement 
that the project would result in direct off-site old growth stand impacts. 

Response 217-35: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 217-33 and Master 
Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). 

Response 217-36: Comment noted. Placer County believes that the biological resources 
analysis in the Draft EIR is adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley 
Community Plan and in compliance with CEQA.   The Revised Draft EIR 
analyzed several alternatives that would reduce biological resource impacts 
associated with reduced development in the Plan area. 

Response 217-37: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 217-19 through 217-35. 

Response 217-38: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39 
and 14-18. 

Response 217-39: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 
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LETTER 218: KATHERINE MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT 

Response 218-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments F-9, F-11 and 153-1.  
The commentor is also referred to pages 4.9-2 through –9 in Section 4.9 
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR for a list of habitat types and wildlife 
species in the Plan area.  The commentor will notice that both the 
American black bear and the Mule Deer are described under the 
“Biological Communities” setting.  The species that the commentor has 
listed are all considered common wildlife.  The cony, also known as a pika 
or “rock rabbit”, (Ochontan princeps) is a common species that lives at the 
base of cliffs near rock piles.  The yellow-bellied marmot (Marmota 
flaviventris) is a common rodent that lives in meadows and valleys in open 
areas that are free of trees and shrubs.  The Mountain coyote (Canis latrans) 
is a common species that lives in a variety of habitats ranging from open 
praries to forests.  The Lemming mouse, also known as the heather vole, 
(Phenacomys intermedius) is a common rodent that is found throughout the 
Sierra Nevada Mountains.  It should be noted that the common species 
mentioned on pages 4.9-2 through –9 are representative of the common 
wildlife species in the Plan area and is not an exhaustive list.  The 
commentor is referred to pages 4.9-41 through –51 for a discussion of 
impacts to bears and other common wildlife. 

Response 218-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment F-14. 

Response 218-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 218-1.  Regarding the 
consideration of golf courses as open space, the Placer County General 
Plan allows recreational uses in their Open Space Land Designation. 

Response 218-4: 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 218-5: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the 
Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 218-6: Comment noted.  The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 219: EVE WERNER, RESIDENT   

Response 219-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality).  The 
commentor provides no specifics in questioning the ability of the plan to 
protect water quality.  Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR addresses water quality 
and establishes a number of policies designed to ensure continued water 
quality. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.7.1b of the Draft EIR (page 4.7-36) 
requires that each project “…clearly identify specific water quality controls 
will ensure no net increase in sediment or other pollutant loads in waterways 
and that the storm water discharges are in compliance with all current 
requirements of the Lahonton Regional Water Quality Control Board.”  On 
page 4.7-53 of the Draft EIR, the Water Resources Implementation Programs 
also require that the County participate in a water quality with the Placer 
County Water Agency in preparation and implementation of a 
comprehensive surface and groundwater management program to ensure 
long-term protection and maintenance of surface and groundwater 
resources.  These policies establish performance criteria of no net increase, 
and work to establish an “…inventory of water supply and quality 
information and demand estimates, using as much available information as 
possible, with the objective of creating an easily accessible, comprehensive 
and regularly updated database that can be shared by water 
management agencies;” Policy 12c Martis Valley Community Plan on page 
4.7-53 of the Draft EIR. 

Response 219-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 219-1. 

Response 219-3: Policies 9.D.1 and 9.D.4 of the Martis Valley Community Plan requires 
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.  Comment 
noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer Counthy Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 219-4: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality).  
Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer Counthy 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 219-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 219-4. 
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LETTER 220: JOHN PUCCINI, TAHOE VISTA RESIDENT 

Response 220-1: The commentor states that the Martis Valley Community Plan and Draft EIR 
are lacking the decisive information for the County to make informed and 
accurate decisions about land use.  The commentor fails to identify the 
inadequacy of the Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred to Sections 4.1 
through 4.12 that contain an extensive analysis of the environmental 
impacts associated with implementing the Martis Valley Community Plan.  
No further response is necessary. 

Response 220-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 220-1.  Comment 
noted.  This comment with be forwarded to the Placer County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 



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 

3.0-1192 



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 

3.0-1193 

LETTER 221: GEORGE ROBERTSON, RESIDENT 

Response 221-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 221-2: 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. 
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LETTER 222: MARCUS J. LODUCA, SANDBERG & LODUCA, ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

Response 222-1: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

§ Page 3.0-8, the following text change is made to the first paragraph: 

“In 1993, the Town of Truckee incorporated and established Town 
boundaries that make up a majority of the Nevada County portion of 
Martis Valley.  Since incorporation, the Town has adopted the Town of 
Truckee General Plan (1995) and the Downtown Truckee Specific Plan 
(1997), which direct urban-type land uses in the Town of Truckee portion 
of Martis Valley.  In addition to land use planning activities by the Town, 
both Placer and Nevada Counties have adopted updated county-wide 
general plans in 1994 and 1995, which updated land use designations 
and policies associated with the unincorporated portions of the counties.  
Figure 3.0-3 illustrates current land use designations under the Nevada 
County General Plan for Martis Valley, while Figure 3.0-65 shows current 
Placer County General Plan land use designations for the Placer County 
portion of Martis Valley.  This Martis Valley Community Plan and EIR 
consider only those lands within Placer County, exclusive of Nevada 
County and the Town of Truckee.” 

Response 222-2: Comment noted.  Since the property currently does not have an active 
application, no changes to Table 3.0-1 are recommended. 

Response 222-3: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 222-4: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

• The following edit is made to the sixth paragraph, Page 4.1-3 under Land 
Ownership, 

“Sierra Pacific is the largest single landowner within the Placer County 
portion of Martis Valley, with approximately 7,972 7,343 acres (29 32 
percent).” 

Response 222-5: Comment noted.  Plate 3 from the 1975 Martis Valley General Plan is 
specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.1-8. 

Response 222-6: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan 
Policy 1.F.6 are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. 

Response 222-7: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.  

• Page 4.2-2, the following text change is made to the last paragraph: 

“The 1994 Placer County General Plan identifies the holding capacity of 
Martis Valley Community Plan area at 25,262 persons, projecting 9,391 
D.U. at buildout (Placer County does not differentiate between 
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permanent and secondary residences within Martis Valley).  The existing 
population, 1,000 persons, is calculated from the 1990 Census for 
unincorporated area within Placer County and the 1994 Department of 
Finance’s estimates.  The Martis Valley holding capacity is calculated as 
80 percent of the maximum 1994 buildout capacity (Placer County, 
1994), or 20,209 persons.” 

Response 222-8: Comment noted.  The following text change is made to the Draft EIR.   

• Page 4.2-3, the following bullet is added: 

• “680 acres owned by Sierra Pacific that has been identified to 
provide approximately 1,360 D.U. as well as commercial uses.” 

Response 222-9: Comment noted.  The commentor is referred to Table 6.0-1 in the Revised 
Draft EIR regarding comparison of Alternative 2 to the Proposed Land Use 
Diagram. 

Response 222-10: Comment noted.  The following text change is made to the Draft EIR.   

• Page 4.4-27, the following text changes are made: 

1) “Project implementation would increase traffic and degrade the LOS of roadways or 
intersections from acceptable to unacceptable conditions or exacerbate conditions 
that are already at an unsatisfactory level.  These standards are presented in Section 
4.41.2, above; 

 

2) Project traffic would exacerbate conditions at a facility operating at lower than 
minimum standards without the project (as defined in the various policies presented in 
Section 4.41.2, above);” 

Response 222-11: Comment noted.  Table 4.4-14 is intended to compare the Proposed Land 
Use Diagram, Alternative 1 Land Use Map and Alternative 2 Land Use Map to 
the Existing Martis Valley General Plan Land Use Map.  No changes are 
recommended to Table 4.4-14. 

Response 222-12: Comment noted.  This discussion is intended to address whether average 
daily traffic volume would be significant if Schaffer Mill Road was connected 
to Northstar and roadway connections were made to the Palisades area.  
This analysis is not intended to be used as a comparison of traffic benefits 
and detriments for each land use map. 

Response 222-13: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis). 

Response 222-14: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-32. 

Response 222-15: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-32. 

Response 222-16: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-32. 
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Response 222-17: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.   

• Page 4.11-9 and -10, the following text changes are made: 

“AB Alternative 1 Land Use Map 
 

Implementation of Alternative 1 Land Use Map would result in up to 
10,311 residential units, as well as office, commercial and recreational 
uses and facilities.  Like the Proposed Land Use Diagram, this alternative 
would increase the demand for fire protection and emergency services 
in the Plan area.  This alternative would have more of an impact on fire 
protection services than the Proposed Land Use Diagram because of the 
increased number of residential units, commercial and recreational uses.  
The Alternative 1 Land Use Map proposes residential development along 
State Route 267 in an area that is located outside of the TFPD and CSD 
service areas.  This area includes sections 21 and 28 of Township 17 North, 
Range 17 East (Waddle Ranch).  Currently this area is served by CDF, as 
the land is undeveloped forest.  Because development associated with 
Alternative AB would be located outside of TFPD and CSD’s service 
areas, additional fire and emergency medical services would be 
necessary.  However, compared with the Proposed Land Use Diagram, 
this alternative would not result in as much developed land outside of 
the TFPD and CSD service areas, as this alternative does not propose 
residential and ski-based/tourism/commercial uses in the Sierra Pacific 
property.      

 
AC  Alternative 2 Land Use Map 
 

Implementation of Alternative 2 Land Use Map would result in up to 7,956 
residential units, as well as office, commercial and recreational uses and 
facilities. This alternative would increase the demand for fire protection 
and emergency services in the Plan area.  Like Alternative AB, this 
alternative proposes residential development along State Route 267 in 
an area that is located outside of the TFPD and CSD service areas.  This 
area includes sections 21 and 28 of Township 17 North, Range 17 East 
(Waddle Ranch).  Currently this area is served by CDF, as the land is 
undeveloped forest.  Because the proposed development would be 
located outside of a service area, this would require additional fire and 
emergency medical services.  Like the Alternative 1 Land Use Map, this 
alternative would not result in a residential and commercial (ski-
based/tourism) land use along the east side of SR 267 in the Sierra Pacific 
Property.  Therefore, this alternative would have less development 
located outside of existing service areas than the Proposed Land Use 
Diagram.  “ 



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 

3.0-1201 

Response 222-18: Comment noted. A Revised Draft EIR with an expanded alternatives analysis 
has been publically released since the Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred 
to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis). 

Response 222-19: Comment noted. A Revised Draft EIR with an expanded alternatives analysis 
has been publically released since the Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred 
to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis). 
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LETTER 223: PAMALLA DAVIS, RESIDENT 

Response 223-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-1. 

Response 223-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-2. 

Response 223-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-3. 

Response 223-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-4. 

Response 223-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-5. 

Response 223-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-6. 

Response 223-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-7. 
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LETTER 224: DIANA YALE, RESIDENT 

Response 224-1: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  
Additionally, the commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy 
of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). 
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LETTER 225 CHRIS BOUMAN, RESIDENT 

Response 225-1:  Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  
Additionally, the commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water 
Quality) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact 
Analysis in the Draft EIR). 
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