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LETTER A:

Response A-1:

Response A-2:

Response A-3:

Response A-4:

MICHAEL S. TERWILLIGER, TRUCKEE FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT OF NEVADA COUNTY, JUNE 18, 2002

Comment was noted and the following edit is made to Page 4.11-1 - 4.11.1.1
Existing Conditions, first paragraph:

“The TFPD provides residential fire protection and emergency services to the
Plan area from their closest fire station, which is located-inthe Town-of Truckee-
Station 96 located at 10277 Truckee Tahoe Airport Road. It is located outside the
Town limits in Nevada.”

Comment was noted and the following edit is made to Page 4.11-1 - 4.11.1.1
Truckee Fire Protection District, second paragraph:

“The Plan area is primarily a “dual jurisdiction” with Truckee Fire Protection
District Fire—Department as the primary fire department and CDF providing
wildland fire services and structural fire support.”

Comment was noted and the following edit is made to the fourth paragraph on
Page 4.11-1 under 4.11.1.1 Truckee Fire Protection District:

“The District has 28 25 full-time staff and 15 part-time staff and —ef-which two
seven are volunteers staff for a total of 45 members in the organization.”

Comment was noted and the following edit is made to the third paragraph on
Page 4.11-2, under California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection:

“The Martis Valley Fire Station currently contains both the CDF station, “Station
50” and the Truckee Fire Protection District Fire-BDepartment station, “Station 96.”
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LETTER B:

Response B-1

Response B-2

Response B-3

Response B-4
Response B-5

Response B-6

Response B-7

Response B-8

JEFFREY PULVERMAN, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

As noted in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the project
evaluated consists of the adoption of a new community plan for the Plan area,
which would regulate development in the Plan area rather than propose it. A
detailed visual impact analysis is provided in Section 4.12 (Visual Resources) of
the Draft EIR, which identifies proposed Community Plan visual resource and
design guideline policies intended to maintain the existing visual characteristics
of the Plan area.

As noted in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR, proposed
Martis Valley Community Plan policies and implementation programs would
ensure that subsequent development projects in the Plan area adequately
mitigate their potential increases to drainage flows under project and
cumulative conditions (Draft EIR pages 4.7-62 through -73).

Water quality impacts of subsequent development in the Plan area is
specifically addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.7-30 through —73. The commentor is
also referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment B-2.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment B-2.

As noted in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the project
evaluated consists of the adoption of a new community plan for the Plan area,
which would regulate development in the Plan area rather than propose it.
Project-specific drainage studies as well as proposed mitigation to avoid
significant flooding and drainage impacts will be made available as part of
project consideration by the County.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment B-6.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment B-2 and B-6.
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LETTER C:
Response C-1
Response C-2

Response C-3

Response C-4

PAUL ROUSER, NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3.
Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-4.

The commentor’s concerns regarding the proposed land use designation
associated with Section 31 under the Proposed Land Use Diagram and its use as
open space and trail usage is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. This is a policy
issue associated with the proposed Martis Valley Community and not a specific
comment regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR currently
evaluates it as Low Density Residential. Conversion of this proposed land use
desighation to Open Space would not result in any new significant impacts on
the environment that were not evaluated in the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis) and Response to Comment C-3.
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LETTER D:

Response D-1

Response D-2

Response D-3

Response D-4

Response D-5

Response D-6

Response D-7

Response D-8

Response D-9

Response D-10

Response D-11

Response D-12

PAUL ROUSER, NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT

Responses to these comments are provided in Response to Comments D-3
through -31.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3 and Master Response
3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis).

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

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

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

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

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

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

The commentor’s statement regarding prohibiting development east of SR 267
associated with the Sierra Pacific Industries property is noted and will be
forvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR were received, no further response is
required.

The commentor’s statement regarding development east of SR 267 associated
with the Sierra Pacific Industries property is noted and will be forwarded to the
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration. Fire protection service and wildland fire impacts associated
with subsequent development under the proposed Martis Valley Community
Plan are addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.11-7 through -17.

Traffic impacts to SR 267 and the need for widening is addressed on Draft EIR
pages 4.4-39 through -61. The commentor is also referred to Master Response
3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis).

Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a specifically requires the establishment of a
capital improvement program for required traffic improvements identified in
Tables 4.4-20 through 4.4-25 of the Draft EIR to maintain acceptable levels of
service defined by the Town of Truckee, Placer County and the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (Draft EIR pages 4.4-51 through -56). The
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Response D-13

Response D-14

Response D-15

Response D-16

Response D-17

Response D-18:

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

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment D-12.

The commentor’s suggestion is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Response to Comment D-12.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment D-12.

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

Draft EIR pages 4.11-13 specifically identifies proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan policies 6.H.9, 6.H.13, 6.H.14, 6.H.17 and 6.H.21 that require
County coordination with the Northstar Community Services District (NCSD) Fire
Department regarding the adequacy of fire protection and safety for
development projects as well as requiring that new development meet NCSD
standards for fire protection.

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

= Page 4.11-2 (under Northstar Community Services District/Northstar Fire
Department (CSD)), the following text changes are made:

N ORFHSTAR —COMMUNIY—SERVICES— DISTRICHNORFHSTAR —FIRE—DERARTMENT—(CSD)

NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT FIRE (NCSD FIRE)

This Northstar Community Services District (CSD) covers six square miles and has a
seasonal service population ranging from 500 to 18,000. The Northstar Fire Department,
which is part of CSD, has one fire station. This station is located north of the intersection
of Northstar Drive and Big Springs Drive within the Northstar-at-Tahoe resort area and is
staffed by eight full-time and 20 part-time personnel. At least 90 percent of the staff is
gualified as Emergency Medical Technician | (EMT ). This department operates three
pumper trucks and one ladder truck. Response times are typically within four minutes
because of its location within Northstar-at-Tahoe. Funding for CSD comes entirely from
property tax revenue (Bartolini, 2001).

The Northstar Community Services District covers approximately six
square miles. It includes approximately 1500 residences, a commercial
Village, and the Northstar at Tahoe Resort, the ski mountain and
associated summer and winter facilities. Its population varies from
approximately 500 to 12,000. NCSD Fire has one fire station located on
Northstar Drive. It provides fire safety and paramedic services to the
community. The paramedic program in place with medical response to
all _residences, commercial facilities, the Ski Mountain and trails.
Ambulance service is provided through agreements with TFPD. NCSD Fire
is staffed by nine full time and four seasonal employees. Of the 13, five
are paramedics, and the balance are certified Emergency Medical
Technicians (EMTs). The Department operates one platform truck, and
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Response D-19:

Response D-20

Response D-21:

Response D-22:

Response D-23:

Response D-24

Response D-25:

Response D-26:

Response D-27:

one wildlands truck and two structural trucks, in _addition to smaller
equipment. It currently has an average response time of four minutes
and an ISO rating of 3 (Rouser, 2003).”

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
= Page 4.11-8 (fifth paragraph), the following text changes are made:

“CDF and Northstar Community Services District (CSD) provide only
limited fire protection services within the Plan area. CDF and CSD may
experience impacts as a result of development under this scenario;
however, it is likely that TFPD would compensate for these potential
impacts and deficits as part of their mutual aid agreement. Truckee Fire
Protection District has fire protection requirements and standards for new
development projects, including fire hydrants, fire flow, access and
roadway length, which would mitigate the increased demand for fire
protection services. NCSD Fire will require modifications to its fire station
to handle personnel and equipment increases for the new Village, and
will require a new facility also be constructed and equipped when the
Highlands area is built. Funds for these capital improvements will come
from developer obligations, and from mitigation fees. All _new
construction within the NCSD area will be under existing fire protection
zone ordinances which require parcel and open spaces be cleared of
excess vegetation, and buildings sprinkled and alarmed. Funding for
NCSD Fire is from property taxes (Rouser, 2003). Some of the money
received from these sources is used to pay for future facilities and
equipment as needed.”

The numbering noted on page 4.11-18 is consistent with the text of the Martis
Valley Community Plan. No changes to the Draft EIR are recommended.

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

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

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

The commentor appears to be confused regarding the format of the Draft EIR.
No changes to the Draft EIR are recommended.

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

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

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
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Page 4.11-42 (second paragraph under “Northstar Community Services
District”), the following text changes are made:

CSD has five storage and distribution reservoirs for potable and raw
water. Potable water is stored and distributed by two 1-million gallon
storage tanks named Reservoir “C” which are located in the Ski Trails
Condominium area at an approximate elevation of 6,500 feet and two
280-million gallon storage tanks named Reservoir “D” located above the
Big Springs development at an approximate elevation of 6,700 feet. An
earth fill impoundment named Reservoir “A” stores approximately 180
acre feet of raw water collected from Sawmill Flat springs and is used
primarily for snow making, fire suppression systems in the upper areas and
as emergency water supplies for the treatment facility (Rouser, 2003).

CSD has 2 280,000-gallon storage tanks in Reservoir C, which are located in the Ski Trails
Condominium area at an approximate elevation of 6500 feet. Additionally, there are
two 1-million gallon storage tanks in Reservoir D, which is located above the Big Springs
development at approximate elevation of 6,700 feet. CSD also has one 180-acre
storage reservoir that they use for fire fighting, snow making, and emergency water
supplies (MacKenzie, 2001).

Page 4.11-42 (fourth paragraph under “Northstar Community Services
District”), the following text changes are made:

Pressure reducing stations provide five pressure zones in the range of 60
to 120 psi throughout the community. All potable water within the
Northstar area is treated through the existing 1.7 mqgd treatment plant.

Response D-28: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

Page 4.11-43 (first paragraph), the following text changes are made:

Future plans include upgrades to the existing water treatment plant,
locating and developing a third well system at the north_edge of the

storage-tankis-planned-for-construction-in-summer2002. boundaries and
integrating a fourth well system mid-mountain named Comstock.
Proposals for Reservoirs “E” to provide water to the proposed Employee
Housing and Reservoir “F” to provide additional supplies and pressure for
Unit 7 are in the planning stages. The-eExact locations of the storage
tanks have has not yet been determined (Rouser, 2003). ((Maeckenzie;

2001).

Response D-29: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

Page 4.11-38 (first paragraph under “Existing Conditions”), the following
text changes are made:
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“Water service in the Plan area is provided by three agencies: the Placer
County Water Agency (PCWA), the Truckee-Donner Public Utility District
(TDPUD), and the Northstar Community Services District (CSD). Hewever;
new-development-in-the Plan-areawould-be-served-by PCWA. Both
PCWA and TDPUD extract groundwater for their source of potable water
and do not currently rely on surface water sources.”

Response D-30: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

= Page 4.11-42 (under Future Infrastructure), the following text changes are
made:

“New development within the resort community of Northstar-at-Tahoe will
be served by the existing and planned water supplies, wells and pumps.”

Response D-31: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
= Page 4.11-43 (Table 4.11-3), the following text changes are made:

TABLE4.11-3
NORTHSTAR HISTORICAL WATER UsE (1988 — 20004999)

Average Use Maximum Use

Domestic and Commercial 199249 AF 232280 AF (2000)

Golf Course 219 AF 245 AF (1988)
Snowmaking #2129 AF 122153 AF (1999)
TOTAL 490597 AF

Source: Northstar CSD (Lockridge, 20042)
Response D-32 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3.

Response D-33: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).
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LETTER E:

Response E-1

JEFFREY PULVERMAN, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Level of service along the roadways along SR 267 in the Town of Truckee are
based upon a peak-hour peak-direction threshold developed by Prism
Engineering for the Nevada County Transportation Commission, as stated on
Page 4.4-25 of the Draft EIR. However, the LOS along roadway links was
estimated using the ADT thresholds provided in the Placer County General Plan
Background report. For comparison, the level of service along the critical
roadways in Placer County was conducted using the Highway Capacity Manual
methodologies, per the direction of Jim Brake (Caltrans, District 3). A
comparison of the results using the two methodologies is provided in Table 3.0-4.

As Table 3.0-4 indicates, the Placer County thresholds result in LOS that is more
conservative than the Nevada County thresholds but less conservative than the
Highway Capacity Manual methodologies. However, the County believe that
the HCM "rural two-lane highway" is not an appropriate means of measuring LOS
in a resort area like the Truckee — Tahoe region. This methodology is based on
the percent of travel time that drivers follow another vehicle. However, in a
resort area such as this, few drivers actually expect to be traveling for any length
of time in the peak summer or peak winter without following another car. The
observed volumes on regional roadways therefore substantially exceed the
capacities identified under this methodology.

The Nevada County LOS Criteria Study (Prism Engineering, December 7, 2000)
concluded that under certain circumstance the HCM methodologies for two-
lane highways is not applicable. This conclusion was drawn by comparing the
HCM-calculated LOS to the observed LOS along 16 locations in Nevada County.
In some cases the observed capacity was a LOS A/B, while the calculated LOS
was LOS E. As the Placer County thresholds result in more conservative results
than the Nevada County thresholds, it can be concluded that the Placer
County thresholds are acceptable.

TABLE 3.0-4
COMPARISON OF ROADWAY LOS METHODOLOGIES ASSUMING A TWO-LANE SR 267

Roadway Segment

Two- Peak-

Way Hour LOS per ALdoigg(rj
Peak- | Peak- ADT Placer Nejvada
Hour | Directio County Sl
Traffic | n Traffic Thresholdsiy oo LY
Volume| Volume

SR 267 - 1-80 to Brockway Road 2,709 1,481 |27,360 F B D
SR 267 - Brockway Road to Schaffer Mill Road 4,534 2,468 (37,180 F F F
SR 267 - Schaffer Mil Road to Waddle Ranch

Acoess 3,349 1,677 (27,460 F C F
SR 267 - Waddle Ranch Access to Northstar Drive 3,029 1,569 |24,838 E B F
SR 267 - Northstar Drive to Brockway Road 2,251 1,194 |15,310 E Note 1 F

Note 1: Nevada County thresholds not applicable to this segment due to steep grades.
Note 2: Bold indicates methodology used in EIR for specific segment.
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Response E-2

Response E-3

Response E-4

Response E-5

Response E-6

Response E-7

As the Soaring Way extension is not currently planned or funded, it was not
assumed in the 2021 analysis. However, the Proposed Land Use Diagram traffic
analysis was adjusted to assume that the Soaring Way extension is in place (see
Master Response 3.4.10, Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis). If it is built, under the
“No Schaffer Mill Road Connections” alternative, an addition northbound
through lane and westbound left/through shared lane would be required at the
SR 267 / Brockway Road / Soaring Way intersection in order to maintain an LOS
D. In addition, the SR 267 / Airport Road intersection would require one less
southbound through lane on SR 267 to maintain an adequate LOS.

At the onset of the traffic analysis, the plans for the SR 267 indicated that left-
turns would be prohibited at this intersection. However, the reanalysis of the
Proposed Land Use Diagram does assume left-turns are permitted at this
location (see Master Response 3.4.10, Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis). The
analysis also indicates that a traffic signal would be needed to mitigate LOS,
based upon the model-assigned traffic. However, it is more likely that less traffic
would exit 1-80 to SR 89 north via this exit in the future in the absence of a signal
than the model assigned. In other words, if the delays at this intersection are
greater than the delays at the signalized SR 267/1-80 eastbound intersection,
traffic would shift and exit 1-80 at the SR 267 / 1-80 eastbound intersection,
thereby providing better LOS conditions at this intersection than indicated in the
analysis.

Comment noted. If the loop ramp is constructed, dual left-turn lanes would not
be required at the SR 267 / 1-80 westbound ramp intersection.

Comment noted. Dual right-turn lanes would mitigate the LOS problems at
these locations. However, this design alternative would widen the intersection.

The LOS at the SR 267/Northstar Drive intersection was re-calculated under the
Proposed Land Use Diagram with “No Schaffer Mill Road Connections” with two
through lanes in each direction along SR 267. The LOS at this intersection
improved to a LOS C during the winter (the critical time period) under this
configuration. It was determined that the northbound left-turn and right-turn
lanes would need to be approximately 300 feet long and the southbound left-
turn and right-turn lanes would need to be approximately 400 feet long in order
to provide proper storage such that a right or left-turning vehicles are not
blocked from entering a turn lane due to through queues.

Comment noted. However, the reanalysis of the Proposed Land Use Diagram
analysis indicates that a free right-turn lane would no longer be required at the
SR 267/SR 28 intersection (see Master Response 3.4.10, Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis).
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LETTER F:

Response F-1

Response F-2

Response F-3

Response F-4

Response F-5

Response F-6

Response F-7

Response F-8

Response F-9

MARK TOMICH, NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Comment noted. Section 3.0 (Project Description) and Sections 4.0 through 4.12
of the Draft EIR including several detailed graphics illustrating existing conditions
in the Plan area as well as anticipated impacts within and outside the Plan area.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding the
consideration of the entire Martis Valley area.

Comment noted. Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR
provides detailed information regarding current demographic, housing and
employment conditions in the area. This information is best represented and
summarized in table format as provided in Section 4.2 rather than in graphics.

The commentor states that the analysis is inappropriate, but provides no
evidence or information suggesting that the assumptions associated with
permanent residency is incorrect. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and
Response to Comment F-2 regarding the appropriateness of using graphics in
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR.

Payment of in-lieu fees is a common practice for improvements that extend
beyond the ability or a single development project to provide. This can occur
when development projects are too small or of a land use that could not
accommodate employee housing on-site. The commentor is also referred to
Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project).

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately mitigate water
quality, but provides no evidence suggesting why the identified Community
Plan policies, implementation measures and mitigation measures would not
protect existing water quality. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.3 (Water Quality).

Draft EIR pages 4.9-76 through -81 identifies several proposed policies
associated with the protection of riparian and wetland habitat areas that
consist of specific performance standards (e.g., provision of natural open space
buffers adjacent to waterways [Policy 9.F.2] and no net loss of riparian and
wetland resources [Policy 9.F.4]). In addition, as noted in Master Response 3.4.3
(Water Quality), mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a include
performance standards requiring no increase in sediment or other pollutant load
to existing surface water quality conditions.

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

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) regarding the project’s relationship with Placer Legacy.

The commentor lists several species that they identify as being special-status that
may occur in the Plan area. These species are further evaluated below.
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Great Basin Rams-horn Snail — The California Natural Diversity Database has no
records of this species occurring in the Plan area or the general vicinity.
Biological resource evaluations for properties along waterways within the Plan
area (Northstar, Siller Ranch, Lahontan |, Eaglewood and Hopkins Ranch) have
not identified this species as having the potential to occur. Given the limited
habitat potential for this species in the Plan area and the land use designations
(e.g., Open Space) and policies set forth in the proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan, no significant impacts to this species are expected.

Lahontan Lake Tui Chub - The species is not listed as federally or state listed as
threatened or endangered and it is not a state species of special concern. This
species is not known to occur in Martis Valley and there are no California
Natural Diversity Database records of this species occurring in the Plan area. The
proposed project would not affect this species.

Lahontan Creek Tui Chub - This species is only known to occur in Nevada;
therefore, there will be no effects on this species.

White-Faced lbis — Historically this species nested in northeastern California, the
San Joaquin Valley, and southern California. It no longer breeds regularly in
California. There are no records in California Natural Diversity Data Base of it
occurring in the MVCP area. Additionally, there is little probability of it occurring
in the Plan area because it prefers shallow grassy marshes that do not occur in
the area. Therefore, the proposed project is hot expected to have an impact
on this species.

Redhead - This species is not federally or state listed as threatened or
endangered and it is not a state species of special concern. This species is not
federally or state listed as threatened or endangered and it is not a state
species of special concern. The redhead is a common species in open water
habitat provided by lakes and estuaries. Potential habitat occurs in Martis
Creek Reservoir. This is located almost entirely outside of the Plan area and on
land administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Therefore the project is
not expected to have an impact on this species.

Northern Harrier - The California Natural Diversity Database has no records of this
species occurring in the Plan area. The species was observed flying in suitable
foraging habitat on Hopkins Ranch. Suitable nesting and foraging habitat
occurs in the montane meadow habitat along SR 267. Approximately 74
percent of this habitat occurs on land administered by the U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers and will not be affected by the project. In addition, Mitigation
Measure MM 4.9.6 would ensure that nesting birds and raptors are not directly
impacted by subsequent development.

Ferruginous Hawk - This species is not known to breed in California and it is an
uncommon winter resident. The California Natural Diversity Database has no
records of this species occurring in the Plan area. The project will not affect
nesting habitat. The Plan area consists of approximately 3,300 acres of habitat
(great basin sage scrub and montane meadow) that may be suitable for this
species, of which approximately up to 10 to 15 percent may be converted
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associated with subsequent development under the Martis Valley Community
Plan. Given the abundance of available habitat of this species and the low
likelihood of its occurrence, no impacts to this species are expected from the
project. In addition, Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6 would ensure that nesting
birds and raptors are not directly impacted by subsequent development.

Western Burrowing Owl - The California Natural Diversity Database has no
records of this species occurring in the Plan area. Biological resource
evaluations for properties within the Plan area (Siller Ranch, Eaglewood and
Hopkins Ranch) have not identified this species as occurring in the project area.
Montane meadow on both sides of SR 267 provides potential habitat.
Approximately 74 percent of this habitat occurs on land administered by the U.
S. Army Corps of Engineers and would not be affected by the project. In
addition, Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6 would ensure that nesting birds and
raptors are not directly impacted by subsequent development.

Loggerhead Shrike - The California Natural Diversity Database has no records of
this species occurring in the Plan area. Biological resource evaluations for
properties within the Plan area (Siler Ranch, Eaglewood and Hopkins Ranch)
have not identified this species as having the potential to occur. The Plan area
consists of approximately 3,300 acres of habitat (great basin sage scrub and
montane meadow) adjacent to potential nesting habitat (conifer and fir
trees)that may be suitable for this species, of which approximately up to 10 to 15
percent may be converted associated with subsequent development under the
Martis Valley Community Plan. Given the abundance of available habitat of
this species and the low likelihood of its occurrence, no impacts to this species
are expected from the project.

Bank Swallow - Approximately 75 percent of nesting colonies occur in the
Central Valley along the Sacramento and Feather Rivers. Few and scattered
nesting colonies occur in northeastern California, none are know to occur in
Placer County. There are no records in the California Natural Diversity Database
of this species occurring in the Plan area or the general vicinity and none were
observed in biological resource evaluations. Additionally, there is no suitable
nesting habitat for this species in the Plan area; therefore, no impacts on this
species are expected to occur from the proposed project.

Response F-10 The commentor’s additional information regarding these species is noted. This

information does not change the impact discussion or conclusions of the Draft
EIR.

Response F-11 Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provides description of wildlife

species that utilize the area as well as vegetation conditions in the Plan area
(Draft EIR pages 4.9-1 through -9 and Appendix 4.9). Figure 4.9-5 of the Draft EIR
illustrates the current extent of open space within the Plan area that provides for
wildlife movement through the Plan area to adjoining areas (e.g., Tahoe Basin)
as well as available information regarding deer migration and fawning areas.
The exact dimensions of specific movement corridors routinely used by wildlife in
the Plan area is not known. However, the Draft EIR references deer migration

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-117



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

studies that have been conducted in the Plan area for Siller Ranch and Hopkins
Ranch.

Response F-12 Surveys have been conducted on the properties of the proposed Hopkins
Ranch, Siller Ranch and Eaglewood projects to determine if the sites are being
utiized by deer associated with the western migration corridor. These studies
evaluated deer kill data recorded along State Route (SR) 267 by Caltrans. The
results of these analyses indicated that deer generally prefer three crossings over
SR 267: Nevada County mile post 2.5-2.7; Placer County mile post 1.0; and Placer
County mile post 1.5. Mile post 2.5 in Nevada County is located directly north of
the proposed Hopkins Ranch project site, and deer track surveys were
conducted for Hopkins Ranch in May and June 2002 identified deer movement
through the northwestern corner of the site generally proceeding in a
south/southwest direction. This general movement direction by deer appears to
be consistent with deer movements documented on the Eaglewood property
(North Fork Associates, 2001 and 2002). Careful site planning of specific
development in these areas, such as the provision of open space corridors for
deer movement (as noted specifically in Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.11a) can
maintain the function of this corridor. It should also be noted that anticipated
development north of the Plan area (i.e. Planned Community 3 in the Town of
Truckee) as well as operation of the SR 267 Bypass may alter or obstruct and
further decrease deer migration through this area in the future.

SR 267 is an existing highway facility that deer and other wildlife cross in the Plan
area, based on the results deer migration studies for properties west of SR 267.
Cumulative effect of future widening of SR 267 associated with further
development in the region on biological and wildlife resources is specifically
addressed on pages 4.4-88 and -89 of the Draft EIR. However, as shown in Figure
3.0-5, the Proposed Land Use Diagram does provide open space/low intensity
land uses that provides for wildlife movement corridors in both north-south and
east-west directions through the Plan area.

Response F-13 As shown in Figure 4.9-5 of the Draft EIR, the fawning area is within the existing ski
terrain of the Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski Resort. Section 4.0 (Introduction to the
Environmental Analysis and Assumptions Used) of the Draft EIR specifically notes
that this portion of the ski resort may include modification and expansion of the
ski terrain and associated facilities associated with the “Northstar-at-Tahoe
Completing the Vision”. The Martis Valley Community Plan does not specifically
propose or specify this potential ski terrain expansion and is not considered to
be part of the project. However, the cumulative effect of this potential project
on biological and wildlife resources is specifically addressed on pages 4.4-88
and -89 of the Draft EIR.

Response F-14 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. The estimates
of habitat loss provided by the commentor appear to be based on speculation
of possible impact of uses allowed under Open Space and Forest land use
designations without any clear identification of the assumptions used to

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-118



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

generate the information. For example, commentor’s calculations would
suggest that land areas that are designated Forest would eliminate the majority
of existing habitat conditions. This assumption is counter to the current small
ownership holdings in the eastern portion of the Plan area that consists of
minimal residential use as well as the land holdings of the U.S. Forest Service
(approximately 3,093 acres). In addition, the commentor also fails to
acknowledge the over 500 acres of great basin sage scrub, montane meadow
and riparian scrub that is located within the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
property within the Plan area. 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).

Response F-15 Vegetation and habitat mapping and identification used in the Draft EIR was

based on several sources identified on Draft EIR pages 4.9-90 and -91, which
included vegetation mapping data from the U.S. Forest Service. The vegetation
and habitat information used in the Draft EIR is adequate for the purposes of
evaluating biological resource impacts pursuant to CEQA.

Response F-16 The commentor’s opinion of the diversity of vegetation associations in the Plan

area is noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment ~11 and F
12 regarding consideration of wildlife movement in the Plan area.

Response F-17 While some reductions of Great Basin sage scrub habitat may be occurring, this

habitat is still common and widespread in western U.S. and currently receives no
protection by state and federal agencies. In addition, of the approximately
1,254 acres of Great Basin sage scrub within the Plan area, implementation of
the Proposed Land Use Diagram would directly result the conversion of
approximately 131 acres. Approximately 40 percent of the total Great Basin
sage scrub habitat in the Plan area is located within the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers property, which is not expected to be impacted.

Response F-18 The additional biological resource data referenced by the commentor that is

available to the County is noted.

Response F-19 The commentor’s statements regarding cross-jurisdictional cooperation

associated with providing trail connections is noted. The proposed trail system
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan is shown in Figure 3.0-9 of the
Draft EIR.

Response F-20 Comment noted.
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LETTER G: MAL Toy, PLACER COUNTY WATER AGENCY

Response G-1: Comment noted and the following edit is made to item number five in the list
of hydrogeologic estimates from the Nimbus report in paragraph three on
Page 4.7-12:

“lha-neormal-yearaApproximately 24,700 AF of groundwater in the Basin is
available without changing the amount in storage over the long term.”

Response G-2: The commentor’s statement regarding proposed Martis Valley Community
Plan Policy 4.C.7 is noted and madification of this policy will be considered
by the County.

Response G-3: Comment noted and the following edit is made sentence eight of the first full
paragraph on page 4.11-47:

hao D ith N

Neorthstar-at-Tahoe—Most of the new development in the Plan area would
be served by NCSD. lLands east of State Route 267 are located within
NCSD’s sphere of influence. Therefore, it is anticipated that proposed
developments located east of SR 267 would be served by NCSD. “

Response G-4: Comment noted and following edits are made to the fourth paragraph of
Page 4.11-38:

“Zone 4 currently includes the—existing the Lahontan 1 and Il communities.
PCWA is planning to annex the lands associated with the proposed Hopkins
Ranch, Eaglewood, and Siller Ranch_developments.,and-Waddle Ranch”
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LETTER H: O. R. BUTTERFIELD, TRUCKEE SANITARY DISTRICT

Response H-1: Comment noted. The commentor indicates that the current Truckee Sanitary
District boundaries in Nevada and Placer counties are incorrect in the Draft
EIR. The map attached to the comment letter will be provided to the Lead
Agency for inclusion in the Martis Valley Community Plan. Figure 4.11-1 (Martis
Valley Service Districts) on page 4.11-3 of Section 4.11 (Public Services and
Utilities) of the Draft EIR showed the existing and future service area for Truckee
Sanitary District and Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency.
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LETTER I:
Response I-1

Response |-2

Response |-3

Response |-4

Response I-5

Response |-6

Response |-7

Response -8

Response I-9

Response I-10

Response |-11

SCOTT FERGUSON, REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LAHONTAN REGION
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

Draft EIR page 4.7-29 specifically notes two significance criterias (2 and 4)
associated with degradation of surface and groundwater quality as well as
conflicts with applicable local, state and/or federal policies and standards
associated with water resources (e.g., Water Quality Control Plan for the
Lahontan Region [Basin Plan]). The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.3 (Water Quality).

Comments received from the Regional Water Quality Control Board on the
Notice of Preparation were specifically utilized in preparing the Draft EIR. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

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

Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2c specifically notes water quality standards to be
met associated with golf course chemical application (e.g., Basin Plan and
maintenance of existing water quality conditions). The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

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

The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan does not specifically propose or
promote the development of new golf courses within the Plan area and such
recreational development is not a central element of the Plan. Thus, the
specific design of future new golf courses in the Plan area is not conducted by
the County. However, Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2c provides performance
standards for the consideration of limiting the extent of landscaped areas (e.g.
tees, fairways and greens) associated with golf courses that would involve
chemical usage as well as water quality performance standards to maintain
existing water quality. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3
(Water Quality).

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

The Draft EIR specifically notes that increased groundwater production could
result in a potential impact to surface water features. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.5 would require that new and/or expanded well
facilities be designed and operated as to not adversely affect surface waters
(Draft EIR pages 4.7-54 through -62). The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).
As identified in Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality), proposed mitigation

measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a would require that subsequent
development would not increase existing sediment and other pollutant loads in
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Response |-12

Response |-13

Response |-14

Response I-15

Response I-16

Plan area waterways. Implementation of these mitigation measures would
ensure that subsequent development in the Plan area would not adversely
impact T-TSA’s ability to meet the its discharge requirements. It should also be
noted that T-TSA’s discharges of 11,000 acre-feet annually include wastewater
generation from the entire T-TSA service area, rather than just the Plan area.

The project consists of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan, which
is a policy document that regulates development of the Plan area, but does not
specifically dictate the exact form that subsequent development may occur.
Thus, it is not possible to determine at the Community Plan level whether
subsequent development would propose the partial filing of the 100-year
floodplain for features such as bridge crossings or to what extent. It is
acknowledged that such discharges are regulated by the RWQCB. The Martis
Valley Community Plan also does not promote the installation of septic in
violation of the Basin Plan. Proposed Policy 6.D.6 specifically notes that on-site
treatment and disposal systems are required to comply with the requirements
and standards of the RWQCB. The wastewater service analysis provided in the
Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.11-56 through -62) identifies that the T-TSA’s Water
Reclamation Plant is planned to have adequate capacity to serve buildout of
the Plan area.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment [-12. In addition, proposed
Martis Valley Community Plan Policy 6.D.7 specifically notes that the County will
facilitate connection to the community sewer collection system that transports
wastewater to T-TSA for treatment.

Water quality issues were specifically noted and considered in the Draft EIR
(Draft EIR pages 4.7-37 through -73). The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

Proposed Martis Valley Community policies 6.E.7 and 6.E.8 specifically require
that new development adequately mitigate any increases in peak flows and/or
volume and maintain natural drainage conditions. These standards would
ensure no significant flooding impacts associated with subsequent
development. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) regarding protection of groundwater quality as well as Mitigation
Measure MM 4.7.3 provided in the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s suggestion of considering staged approval of development
within the Plan area is noted. The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).
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LETTER J:

Response J-1

Response J-2

Response J-3

Response J-4

Response J-5

Response J-6

JUAN PALMA, TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

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

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

The environmental impact analysis provided in the Draft EIR does evaluate the
project’s effect on existing environmental conditions (at release of the Notice of
Preparation) under environmental issue areas such as land use, hazards,
hydrology and water quality and biological resources. However, the focus of
the impact analysis of environmental issues associated with traffic, air quality
and noise was at buildout of the Plan area, which was assumed in the Draft EIR
to occur by the year 2021.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis). In addition, it is not possible to specifically respond to the comment
indicating the DEIR does not have accurate information regarding existing
conditions, because the specific data the commentor suggests is inaccurate is
not specified. The project does apply the TRPA’s LOS thresholds within the Tahoe
Region as indicated on Draft EIR pages 4.4-26, 4.4-27 and 4.4-57.

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

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis). The LOS analysis of SR 28 only included the segments immediately east
and west of SR 267, which are both four-lane facilities. Therefore, the existing
LOS is reported to be better than the LOS reported in the SR 28 Concept report,
which reports the worst LOS of a much larger segment (which include two-lane
segments). The SR 89 segment analyzed in the EIR is located north of 1-80, not
south of 1-80, for which the commentor provided the transportation concept
report. Again, the segment analyzed in the Transportation Concept Report is
longer than the segment analyzed in the EIR. More importantly, however, is that
different LOS methodologies were used to analyze LOS, resulting in different LOS.
The commentor is also referred to Response to Comment E-1.

As a large portion of the data used in the existing conditions analysis came
directly from Caltrans count data, the counts data used in the analysis and the
count data used in the existing conditions analysis in the Transportation
Concept reports are very similar.

The 2021 traffic volumes are forecasted using a traffic model that generates
traffic volumes based upon the build-out of the County's and Town of Truckee’s
undeveloped land uses. When there is a model available, it is much more
accurate to base future traffic volumes on land use quantity forecasts projected
and developed for the County than it is to base it on historical growth rates, as
these growth rates will change over time and do not represent the development
capacity of the region. It is general Caltrans practice to estimate future traffic
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Response J-7

Response J-8

Response J-9

volumes using the straight-ine method, which has resulted in traffic-volume
forecasts that are higher than estimated by the model used in the EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and Response to
Comment J-4.

The only intersection within the Tahoe Basin analyzed was the SR 28/SR 267
intersection. The TRPA LOS thresholds were applied to this intersection. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the
Tahoe Basin).

The Draft EIR concludes that the plan would result in significant impacts to the SR
28/SR 267 intersection and not have a significant impact on parking in the area
as adequate parking is required at the individual development project level. In
addition, the plan implements many policies that would improve pedestrian
and bicycle facilities in the area. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

Response J-10 Mitigation for traffic impacts to the intersection of SR 28/SR 267 are specifically

noted on Draft EIR pages 4.4-51 through -57. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).
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