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LETTER 1: PAUL VATISTAS, NORTH TAHOE CONSERVATION COALITION

Response 1-1:

Response 1-2:

Response 1-3:

Response 1-4:

Response 1-5:

Response 1-6:

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

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis), 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis) 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). Air quality
impacts associated with the project have been adequately addressed in
Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Water supply usage and water quality impacts of potential future golf
courses were considered in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.7-37 through -73).
The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor’s statements regarding the Sierra Pacific Industries property
within the Plan area is noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response
3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).
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LETTER 2: ROBERT A. JOHNSTON, RESIDENT

Response 2-1:

Response 2-2:

Response 2-3:

Response 2-4:

Policy 6.A.1 of the Placer County General Plan and Policy 9.D.1 of the Martis
Valley Community Plan require the provisions of sensitive habitat buffers
which shall, at a minimum, be measured as follows: 100 feet from the
centerline of perennial streams, 50 feet from centerline of intermittent
streams, and 50 feet from the edge of sensitive habitats to be protected
including riparian zones, wetlands, old growth woodlands, and the habitat
of rare, threatened or endangered species. This comment will be forwarded
to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as pages 4.7-37 to -44 of
the Draft EIR for a discussion of operational impacts from the use of
pesticides. The Martis Valley Community Plan contains an implementation
measure (15) that requires Best Management Practices (BMPs) to be
implemented with every development project in the Martis Valley. Also refer
to Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2a — c (Page 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft
EIR) which require best management practices (BMPs), Chemical
Application Management Programs (CHAMPs), water quality monitoring
programs, and other such mechanisms to prevent water quality impacts
associated with golf courses. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 2-1 and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). This comment will be forwarded to the
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration.

Both the Placer County General Plan and the proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan update contain policies regulating grading activities to
prevent erosion and requiring revegetation and other stabilization
techniques on disturbed slopes. Policy 6.A.4 of the Placer County General
Plan and Policy 9.D.4 of the Martis Valley Community Plan requires public
and private developments to use design, construction, and maintenance
techniques that ensure development near a creek will not cause or worsen
natural hazards (such as erosion, sedimentation, flooding or water pollution)
and include erosion and sediment control practices. Policy 6.A.8 of the
Placer County General Plan and Policy 9.D.8 of the Martis Valley Community
Plan requires project proponents to restore stream environment zone that
have been previously been modified by channelization, fill, or other human
activity, the County through Ilandscaping, revegetation, or similar
stabilization techniques as a part of development activities. Policy 9.D.70f
the Martis Valley Community Plan prohibits grading activities during the rainy
season, unless adequately mitigated, to avoid sedimentation of creeks and
damage to riparian habitat. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
Commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).
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Response 2-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Placer County General Plan Policy 9.D.1 (reiterated in the Draft EIR)
regarding concerns relating to stream setbacks. Additionally, mitigation
measures MM 4.7.1b and 4.7.2a include requirements for treating stormwater
runoff. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Response 2-6: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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LETTER 3: DAN AND ALYSA PEARSON, RESIDENTS

Response 3-1: The commentor notes their opposition to the project but does not raise any
specific issue relating to the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is
necessary.

Response 3-2: Comment noted. The Draft EIR eliminates the environmental effects of the
project.

Response 3-3: Comment noted, no response required. The Draft EIR eliminates the

environmental effects of the project.
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LETTER 4: DIANE YOUNG MCCORMACK, RESIDENT

Response 4-1:

Response 4-2:

Response 4-3:

Response 4-4:

Response 4-5:

Response 4-6:

Response 4-7:

Response 4-8:

Response 4-9:

Response 4-10:

The commentator notes their opposition to the project but does not raise
any specific issue relating to the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is
necessary.

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

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

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

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting) and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns relating to
cumulative impacts on traffic in the Plan area and surrounding communities.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). Death and
burial/cremation are social issues that are not subject to CEQA. 1t is
unknown where or how families would want to handle funeral arrangements.

The County requires stream setbacks ranging from 100 feet from the
centerline of perennial streams, 50 feet from centerline of intermittent
streams, and 50 feet from the edge of sensitive habitats to be protected
including riparian zones, wetlands, old growth woodlands, and the habitat
of rare, threatened or endangered species. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quallity) and Policy 9.D.1 regarding concerns
relating to setbacks for streams and tributaries. This comment will be
forvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2a - c (Page 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of
the Draft EIR) regarding concerns relating to runoff of fertilizers for the
proposed golf course. The Placer County General Plan allows recreational
uses in their Open Space Land Designation and does not differentiate
between public and private.

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

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2 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
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Response 4-11:

Response 4-12:

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.

Comment noted. The Draft EIR considered regional environmental impacts
as well as local environmental impacts, including impacts on the Town of
Truckee. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of
the Cumulative Setting) and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR, which discusses
the projects impacts on the Town of Truckee. This comment wil be
forvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted, no response required.
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LETTER 5: SABINA V. STRAUSS, RESIDENT

Response 5-1:

Response 5-2:

Response 5-3:

Response 5-4:
Response 5-5:
Response 5-6:

Response 5-7:

Response 5-8:

Response 5-9:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), 3.4.4 (Water Supply
Effects of the Project) and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft
EIR. As specifically noted in Master Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where
current employees in the North Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in
2002 by the North Tahoe Resort Association. The results of the survey identify
that approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees reside in the North
Tahoe/Truckee area. This information is consistent with external traffic
distribution assumptions in the Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality
and noise analyses for project traffic effects.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). In Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) mitigation
measure MM 4.1.1a has been revised to require the County to form a CSA or
similar funding mechanism to fund transit services in the Martis Valley.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) as well as Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of
the Traffic Impact Analysis).

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

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) in the Draft
EIR. In regards to hospital and medical infrastructure, this is not an
environmental issue that is evaluated under CEQA. However, Dave
Bottenmiller, Chief Financial Officer of the Tahoe Forest Hospital, was
contacted to determine potential impacts associated with implementation
of the Martis Valley Community Plan. The Tahoe Forest Hospital is planning
and constructing expansions that will meet existing and future demands,
which includes the population increase associated with the Plan area. The
hospital does not foresee any service issues associated with implementation
of the Martis Valley Community Plan.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) regarding concerns relation to adequate water supply.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality (Table 4.7-4 on
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Response 5-10:

Response 5-11:

Response 5-12:

Page 4.7-55) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to water supply for
landscaping and snowmaking.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) regarding concerns related to the effects of global warming on
water supply availability.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), 3.4.10 (Adequacy of
the Traffic Impact Analysis), and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis)
regarding concerns relating to the possible expansion of State Route 267
and evaluating the environmental impacts associated with varying amounts
of growth within the Plan area.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The County considers this Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
adequate for consideration of the project and in compliance with CEQA.
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LETTER 6: LIANA M. Dicus, RESIDENT

Response 6-1:

Response 6-2:

Response 6-3:

Response 6-4:

Response 6-5:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and Master Response 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Impacts) regarding concerns relating to the
overdevelopment of the Martis Valley.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Mitigation Measures MM 4.7.2
a - c, (Page 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft EIR) regarding pollution and
water quality.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 6-2.

The Placer County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open
Space Land Desighation and does not differentiate between public and
private. The commentor does not offer a comment on the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

The commentor states that the EIR needs to include a thorough analysis on
impacts but does not identify what is inadequate in the Draft EIR. Sections
4.1 through 4.12 of the EIR provide an extensive analysis of the environmental
impacts of the Martis Valley Community Plan per CEQA. No further response
is necessary.
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LETTER 7: STEPHEN HARRIS, RESIDENT

Response 7-1:

Response 7-2:

Response 7-3:

Response 7-4:

Response 7-5:

Response 7-6:

Response 7-7:

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

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

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Quality) and
Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR (Hydrology and Water Quality). Specifically,
mitigation measures MM 4.7.2 a — c (Pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-44) mitigate the
use of pesticides and require surface water quality control programs for all
projects and Chemical Application Management Plans (CHAMPs) for golf
courses. Regarding the consideration of golf courses as open space, the
Placer County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open Space
Land Designation.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) regarding concerns relating to the cumulative impact on the
water supply for the entire Martis Valley.

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

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis), 3.4.7 Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR, and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Comment noted. The commentor does not raise any specific issue relating
to the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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Letter 8:

Response 8-1:

Response 8-2:

Response 8-3:

Response 8-4:

Response 8-5:

Response 8-6:

Response 8-7:

Response 8-8:

Response 8-9:

Response 8-10:

Dr. Lanny H. Fisk, Paleo Resource Consultants

The commentor commends the Draft EIR for being comprehensive, well
written, and inclusive of environmental impacts. No response is necessary.

The EIR team did not include a paleontologist or archaeologist. The
information was derived from numerous cultural and paleontological
resources reports prepared for proposed projects in the Martis Valley and
Truckee, as well as information contained in the 1975 Martis Valley General
Plan. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR;
therefore, no further response is necessary.

Comment noted. The FEIR will change the text to reflect the change in

name from Paleontogical to Paleontological. Additionally, the term cultural

resources will not be used to describe paleontological resources.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 8-3.

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

= Page 4.10-8 (Paragraph 3), the following text changes are made:
“The Martis Valley area has been under study from universities and
academics from all over the country. The area consists of mostly settled
volcanic flows that have been carved out by glaciation.”

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

= Page 4.10-8 (fifth paragraph), the following text changes are made:
“Within Placer County, there have-been—four are more than thirty

localities where substantial fossil specimens findings of paleontological
significance have been found.”

Comment noted. The Draft EIR considers subsequent impacts on
paleontological resources resulting from implementation of the Martis Valley
Community Plan.

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

= Page 4.10-11 (second paragraph), the following text changes are made:
“The Martis Valley General Plan identifies the area as having a rich
cultural significance and recommends that prior to approval or
implemenation of any major projects, archaeological surveys should be

conducted.”

Comment noted. The 1975 Martis Valley General Plan does not specifically
recommend historical and paleontological surveys to be.

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
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Response 8-11:

Response 8-12:

Response 8-13:
Response 8-14:
Response 8-15:

Response 8-16:

= Page 4.10-12 (fourth paragraph), the following text changes are made:

“In addition to information provided by the North Central Information
Center, existing documents prepared for the Plan area were reviewed
and utilized. For paleontological resources, geologic mapping for the
Plan area was reviewed for the petential presence if geologic units that
have potential to bear paleontological resources.”

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
= Page 4.10-12 (first paragraph), the following text changes are made:
“Subsequent development Yunder the Proposed Land Use Diagram

could conflict with existing known cultural resources as well as areas
considered culturally sensitive in the Plan area.”

Comment noted. The commentor does not feel that Mitigation Measure MM
4.10.1 will protect paleontological resources and would place unnecessary
financial burden on the County. The commentor is referred to Reponse to
Comment 8-16.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 8-16.
Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 8-16.
Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 8-16.

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

= Page 4.10-17 (MM 4.10.1), the following text changes are made:

MM 4.10.1 Fhe County-shallrequire-all-new-development-to-suspend
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Response 8-17: Comment noted.

EI'.E. IFHE“E it ;.EIH' IEI tage ;I E“_"“EIE E"I wh ;I'I R EE“.“
then—recommend—to—the —landowner—appropriate
i o f 11 . I e

Prior to commencing construction, the project applicant
shall prepare a mitigation monitoring plan in accordance
with the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology guidelines.
The mitigation monitoring plan shall include monitoring by
a qualified paleontologist during construction and a
program for the evaluation of paleontological resources
discovered. If paleontological resources are discovered
during construction, the paleontologist shall be
responsible  for recovery of any fossils discovered,
determining their significance, identification of potential
subsurface investigations based on fossils discovered, and
placing the fossils in a museum collection.

This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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LETTER 9: ELLEN M. HYATT, RESIDENT

Response 9-1:

Response 9-2:

Response 9-3:

Response 9-4:

Response 9-5:

Response 9-6:

Response 9-7:

Response 9-8:

Response 9-9:

The commentor is referred to Sections 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 4.8
(Geology and Soils), and 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR, which
include an analysis of environmental impacts associated with construction
of new projects in the Martis Valley. The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Response to Comment K-6.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 9-1.

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

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

The Placer County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open
Space Land Desighation and does not differentiate between public and
private.

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

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.6 (Air
Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Consideration of the environmental effects of the Airport expansion were
considered in Sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation), 4.5 (Noise), and
4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR. The commentor is also referred to mitigation
measures MM. 4.5.4a and b on Page 4.5-32 of the Draft EIR. It should be
noted that the Truckee-Tahoe Airport is predominately located outside of
Placer County and within Nevada County and Truckee. Additionally, the
Truckee-Tahoe Airport District operates and maintains the airport.

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 and Section 4.7
(Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR for an in-depth discussion of
water supply, the relationship between ground and surface water, and
water quality. As stated in the text, numerous studies have been conducted
to determine the available water supply, including the Ground Water
Availability in the Martis Valley Ground Water Basin study and report by
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Nimbus Engineers, which was commissioned by the Placer County Water
Agency.

Response 9-10: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3.
Response 9-11: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the

Review Period). County considers this Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
adequate for the purposes of CEQA
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LETTER 10:

Response 10-1:

Response 10-2:

Response 10-3:

Response 10-4:

Response 10-5:

Response 10-6:

Response 10-7:

Response 10-8:

Response 10-9:

Response 10-10:

Response 10-11:

Response 10-12:

Response 10-13:

RICHARD ANDERSON, CALIFORNIA FLY FISHER MAGAZINE

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6.

Comment noted. Since no comment regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR or Revised Draft EIR was received, no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is correct that RWQCB water quality objectives (Table 4.7-2
of the Draft EIR) are specifically related to discharges associated with T-TSA.
The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), which
shows that water quality in Martis Creek has not been substantially impacted
by the development of the Lahontan community, and Response to
Comment K-6.

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

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor states that the water quality data generated by the U.S.
Army Corps may be questionable, but fails to note any specific concerns or
provide any data suggesting that the Corps reports are inadequate. The
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6.

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

The data provided in Table 4.7-1 is water quality data associated with the
middle/lower aquifer. The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3
(Water Quality).

This text discussion is associated with the consideration of individual projects
that propose fiing of the 100-year floodplain, rather than a statement
regarding the compliance of the Martis Valley Community Plan. The
commentor is referred to Response to Comment [-12.

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

As noted in Section 4.0 (Introduction to the Analysis and Assumptions Used),
the Draft EIR takes into account conceptual ski terrain improvements
identified in the “Northstar-at-Tahoe Completing the Vision”. No application
has been submitted for the expansion of the ski terrain area shown in Figure
4.0-1, thus the specific extent of disturbance cannot be quantified.
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Response 10-14:

Response 10-15:

Response 10-16:

Response 10-17:

Response 10-18:

Response 10-19:

Response 10-20:

Response 10-21:

Response 10-22:

Response 10-23:

Response 10-24:

Response 10-25:

However, as described in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) these
conceptual improvements have were considered in the water quality
impact analysis.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality). All
development in the Plan area would be subject to the policies and
performance standards set forth in the Martis Valley Community Plan and
Draft EIR. Given the undeveloped nature and large property ownership of
the Plan area, it is unlikely that individual homesites would be developed
absent submittal for approval of a tentative parcel and/or subdivision map.

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

The project consists of the adoption of a community plan to regulate land
uses within the Plan area, which consists of approximately 25,000 acres. Thus,
the water quality analysis in the Draft EIR focused on the extent of
disturbance associated intensive development in the Plan area as well as
the typical water quality pollutants that occur with residential, commercial
and recreational development. Extent of acreage anticipated to be
substantially disturbed for each land use map alternative is specifically
noted in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.7-30 through -73).

Policy 9.D.1 specifically notes that buffers along waterways may need to
larger than set forth in the Policy given specific conditions of land area.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 10-14.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality).
CHAMP and water quality control measures associated with development
projects are reviewed by the County and the RWQCB as part of project
consideration. Water quality sampling reports associated with the Lahontan
golf course and Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski Report are routinely submitted to the
RWQCB.

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

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

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

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

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

Given the geologic separation of the upper and middle/lower aquifers, no
water quality impacts would be expected from increased groundwater
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Response 10-26:

Response 10-27:

Response 10-28:

Response 10-29:

Response 10-30:

Response 10-31:

Response 10-32:

Response 10-33:

Response 10-34:

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

The water quality analysis provided in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water
Quality) of the Draft EIR addresses water quality issues associated with
buildout of the entire Plan area. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39.

Rainbow and brown trout are common fish species in the Sierra Nevadas
and do not meet the definition of a special-status species as defined in the
Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.9-19 and -20). The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Response to Comment K-39.
Mitigation measures 4.9.5a and b provide protection of potential spawning
areas as well as passage within Plan area waterways.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6 and K-39.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality)
regarding modifications to mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a
regarding monitoring.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality)
regarding modifications to mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a
regarding monitoring.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality)
regarding modifications to mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a
regarding monitoring. It is anticipated that this on-going water quality
sampling would be conducted by homeowner associations, private owners,
recreational facility operators and the County for publically maintained
drainage facilities.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Draft EIR are noted. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) 3.4.4 (Water
Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6 and K-39.

The commentor’s statements regarding the font used in the Draft EIR is
noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were
provided, no further response is required.
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LETTER 11: BRIGITTE KANEDA, RESIDENT

Response 11-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project). The commentor is also referred to
Table 4.7-4 on Page 4.7-55 in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of
the Draft EIR.

Response 11-2: 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) 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis), and Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Response 11-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3.
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LETTER 12: GAYLAN LARSON, RESIDENT

Response 12-1:

Response 12-2:

Response 12-3:

Response 12-4:

Response 12-5:

Response 12-6:

Response 12-7:

Response 12-8:

Response 12-9:

Response 12-10:

Response 12-11:

The commentor reiterates text in Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR. No
response is necessary.

The noise standards referenced in Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR are the
County’s noise standards, which are similar to noise standards used in other
rural jurisdictions in the State. Truckee-Tahoe Airport noise contours are
specifically illustrated in Draft EIR Figures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2, which shows that the
majority of residential uses in the plan area would be outside the 55 CNEL
contour

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 12-2.

The commentor reiterates text in Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR. No
response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 12-2.

The commentor reiterates text in Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR.
Mitigation Measures MM 4.5.4a and b would ensure compliance with County
noise standards as well as provide notification of annoyance noise from
operation of the Truckee-Tahoe airport.

The Draft EIR considers operation and planned expansion of airport
operations (e.g., Draft EIR page 4.5-9) and associated environmental efforts.

The commentor cites the analysis of Lee McPheters’ report on Economic
Impact of Airport. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 12-2.
The Draft EIR considers operation and planned expansion of airport
operations (e.g., Draft EIR page 4.5-9) and associated environmental efforts.

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

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

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 12-10.
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LETTER 13: ROBERT N. FERROGGIARO, FEDERATION OF FLY FISHERS

Response 13-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) 3.4.4 and
Response to Comment K-6 and 10-28.

Response 13-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality)
regarding modifications to mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a
regarding monitoring. It is anticipated that this on-going water quality
sampling would be conducted by homeowner associations, private owners,
recreational facility operators and the County for publically maintained
drainage facilities.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update

May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-323



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
3.0-324



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
3.0-325



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
3.0-326



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
3.0-327



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
3.0-328



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

LETTER 14:

Response 14-1:

Response 14-2:

Response 14-3:

Response 14-4:

Response 14-5:

Response 14-6:

Response 14-7:

LYNNE R. LARSON, MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN CITIZEN’S ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Comment noted. No further response required as no specific issue relating
to the DEIR is raised.

The issue areas identified by the commentor are adequately addressed in
the Draft EIR Sections 4.2 through 4.9.

Comment noted. No further response required as no specific issue relating
to the DEIR is raised.

Comment noted. No further response required as no specific issue relating
to the DEIR is raised.

No discretionary actions, permits or approvals associated with planned
development under the project that would require action from the Truckee
Tahoe Airport District. Thus, the District was not listed as a responsible agency
in the Draft EIR. The commentor’s statements regarding the airport and the
participation of the Truckee Tahoe Airport District is noted. The
environmental effects of the airport and its future expansion were
considered in the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s opinion regarding goals of the Martis Valley Community
Plan are noted and wil be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
County disagrees with the commentor’s opinion.

The commentor states that significant impacts associated with the Truckee
Tahoe Airport have not been adequately addressed and that reliance on
compliance with the comprehensive land use plan (CLUP) for the airport is
not appropriate, but provides no specific details regarding why the analysis
in the Draft EIR or the provisions of the Truckee Tahoe Airport CLUP in
inadequate. Draft EIR Sections 4.1 (Land Use), 4.3 (Human Health/Risk of
Upset) and 4.5 (Noise) specifically address potential conflicts associated with
operation of the airport and planned development in the Plan area. As
specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.3-12, comprehensive land use plans
(CLUPs) are regulatory documents that regulate land uses adjoining airports
order to protect and promote safety and avoid adverse effects of airport
noise while allowing continued operation of the airport. The Truckee Tahoe
CLUP includes specific development and land use standards adjoining the
airport CLUPs (in addition to height restrictions set forth under Part 77 of the
Federal Aviation Administration Regulations) are used throughout the state
to ensure compatibility between airports and adjoining land uses. It is noted
that the Truckee Tahoe Airport CLUP under evaluation for an update. If the
CLUP is updated, the County will be required to update the Martis Valley
Community Plan to make it consistent with the new CLUP if the Plan were to
conflict or overrule the CLUP with a two-thirds vote by the Board of
Supervisors (California Public Utilities Code Section 21676). Noise contours
and associated impacts with airport noise and County noise standards
provided in Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR.
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Response 14-8: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 14-7.

Response 14-9:  As specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.1-35, there is no feasible mitigation
measure to avoid the loss of foresttand based on consultations with the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.

Response 14-10: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project). 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.

Response 14-11: Consideration of noise effects of the airport were considered on Pages 4.5-5
through 4.5-7 on the Draft EIR. The commentor is also referred to Response to
Comment 14-7.

Response 14-12: Mitigation Measure MM 4.5.1a is a standard mitigation measure regarding
hours of construction operation. It should also be noted that construction
noise is a temporary noise source, rather than an ambient noise condition.

Response 14-13: Draft EIR pages 4.5-22 through -26 specifically notes proposed policies and
implementation programs that would adequately mitigate transportation
noise on Plan area residents. However, it is acknowledged that increased
traffic volumes as a result of the project would contribute to significant
transportation noise impacts outside of the Plan area (Town of Truckee and
Tahoe Basin). Possible mitigations include installation of sound barriers.
However, sound barriers (in some cases) would need to be placed in front
yards and would be ineffective given the need for openings for driveways.
In addition, Placer County does not have the jurisdiction to place sound
barriers in the Town of Truckee. Given these conditions, the traffic noise
impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Response 14-14: No new stationary noise impacts (e.g., commercial and office uses, sports
fields and snow making) are expected to occur as a result of
implementation of proposed Martis Valley Community Plan policies
identified on Draft EIR pages 4.5-27 through -29), which includes specific
performance standards for stationary noise sources. As specifically noted in
Table 4.5-1 of the Draft EIR, existing noise levels are generally within County
noise standards.

Response 14-15: As shown in Figures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 of the Draft EIR, existing and future airport
noise impact on ambient conditions would be limited to Public, General
Commercial, Open Space, and Water. However, the Draft EIR does
acknowledge that due to the number of aircraft arrivals and departures
from the Truckee-Tahoe Airport anticipated under the Truckee-Tahoe Airport
Master Plan, the potential for annoyance (though no exceedance of
County noise standards) at future residential land uses would likely occur.
Mitigation Measure MM 4.5.4a provides for disclosure to future residents that
would not be impacted by airport noise levels in excess of County standards
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Response 14-16:

Response 14-17:

Response 14-18:

Response 14-19:

Response 14-20:

that aircraft noise may be noticed as a result of operations of the Truckee-
Tahoe Airport.

SR 267 is a state highway facility that is outside of the jurisdiction of Placer
County in regards to modification of its ultimate design and speed limit.

The analysis provided in Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR
takes into account the impact on wildlife movement and other biological
resources associated with airport operation. However, operation of the
airport is regulated by the Truckee Tahoe Airport District and not Placer
County. In addition, a majority of the airport is located in the Town of
Truckee.

Habitat associated with the bat species identified on Draft EIR page 4.9-68 is
regionally abundant. However, the following modification is made to
Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.7.

= The following edit is made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.7 on pages 2.0-
68 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-71 and 8.0-12 (Table 8.0-1):

“MM 4.9.7 If bat roosts are identified on site as a result of surveys
required by Policy 9.G.10, the County shall require that
the bats be safely flushed from the sites where roosting
habitat is planned to be removed prior to May of
each construction phase (maternity roots are
generally occupied from May to August) prior to the
onset of construction activities. The removal of the
roosting sites shall occur during the time of day when
the roost is unoccupied. Replacement roost habitat
(e.qg., bat boxes) will be provided for roosting sites
removed.”

Draft EIR page 4.11-21 specifically notes that the Placer County Sheriff’s
Department receives funding from property taxes, building impact fees,
facility impact fees and bonds. As the Plan area expands in size, the
increased population would contribute additional funds, which would pay
for the increased impacts on law enforcement. Implementation of the
project would not necessitate the development of facilities to provide
service that would result in a physical impact on the environment.

Draft EIR page 4.11-33 specifically notes that existing funding mechanisms
under SB 50, bond measures within the school district, and compliance with
the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan policies and implementation
programs would fully mitigate the impacts of future development on TTUSD
per California Government Code Section 65995(h), which states “the
payment or satisfaction of a fee, charge, or other requirement levied or
imposed... [is] deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of
any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the
planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in
governmental organization or reorganization as defined in Section 56021 or
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Response 14-21:

Response 14-22:

Response 14-23:

Response 14-24:

Response 14-25:

Response 14-26:

Response 14-27:

Response 14-28:

Response 14-29:

56073, on the provision of adequate school facilities.” Additionally, Section
65996(b) states that the provisions of this chapter [Sections 65995-65998] are
hereby deemed to provide full and complete school facilities mitigation.

Draft EIR pages 4.11-87 through -91 specifically identifies that increased
population in the Plan area would increase the need for park facilities. The
commentor’s statement regarding the need for a 30-acre park site in the
Plan area is noted.

Environment impacts associated with the construction of the trail system (as
a component of the project) are addressed throughout the Draft EIR. No
environmental impacts on residents adjacent to trails are expected. Trail
facilities are commonly placed adjacent to residential areas throughout the
state, with issues associated with such trails limited to privacy concerns (not
an issue subject to CEQA).

The commentor’s statements regarding this provision of the Martis Valley
Community Plan is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project
consideration. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

This statement is in regards to the Plan area. It is acknowledged that the
majority of airport traffic takes off over the Town of Truckee.

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

The commentor’s statements regarding this provision of the Martis Valley
Community Plan is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project
consideration. The land use maps associated with the Proposed Land Use
Diagram, Existing Martis Valley General Plan, Alternative 1 Land Use Map and
Alternative 2 Land Use Map all provide adequate separation and land uses
from the airport consistent with the current Truckee-Tahoe Airport CLUP.

The commentor’s statements regarding this provision of the Martis Valley
Community Plan is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project
consideration. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 14-15.

The commentor’s statements regarding this provision of the Martis Valley
Community Plan is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project
consideration. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 14-15. Operation of the
airport is regulated by the Truckee Tahoe Airport District and not Placer
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Response 14-30:

Response 14-31:

Response 14-32:

Response 14-33:

Response 14-34:

Response 14-35:

Response 14-36:

County. In addition, a majority of the airport is located in the Town of
Truckee.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

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

The commentor is correct that this connection is not part of the current
Martis Valley Community Plan. Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.2a would ensure
that this connection is not considered in the future.

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

Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR does consider air pollutant emissions
associated with landscape maintenance as well as emissions associated
with the operation of the airport on regional and cumulative air pollutant
emissions. However, emissions associated with the airport operation are not
associated with implementation of the Martis Valley Community Plan, since
the airport and its expansion is overseen by the Truckee Tahoe Airport District
and not Placer County. The commentor is referred to Response to
Comment M-7.

Water demand associated with new golf courses and expanded snow
making in the Plan area would make up approximately 16 percent of the
total water demand associated with the Proposed Land Use Diagram. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) 3.4.4 (Water
Supply Effects of the Project).

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 15: ED MORGAN, RESIDENT

Response 15-1: 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. No further response is
necessary.
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LETTER 16: PAMELA J. LANE, 16-YEAR RESIDENT

Response 16-1: 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. NoO response is
necessary.
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LETTER 17:

Response 17-1:

Responsel7-2:

Response 17-3:
Response 17-4:

Response 17-5:

Response 17-6:

ANN PANFIELD, RESIDENTS

Comment noted. The commentor does not make any statements about the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Fire protection and biological resource impacts
are addressed in this Draft EIR.

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

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 17-2.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 17-2.

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). The extent of the watershed
evaluated is consistent with recent technical studies performed by the
RWQCB.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Mitigation Measures 4.7.2 a — ¢ (Pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft EIR)
regarding concerns relating to contaminated runoff from the golf course.
The Placer County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open
Space Land Designation and does not differentiate between public and
private.

Regarding extending the comment period, the commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period). The County
considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate and in compliance
with CEQA.
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LETTER 18:

Response 18-1:

Response 18-2:

Response 18-3:

Response 18-4:

Response 18-5:

Response 18-6:

Response 18.7:

Response 18-8:

JENNIFER MERCHANT, TRUCKEE NORTH TAHOE TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
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Response 18-9:

Response 18-10:

Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Provision of this trail
connection would not fully mitigate traffic impacts to the SR 267/SR 28
intersection.
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LETTER 19: JENNIFER MERCHANT, TRUCKEE NORTH TAHOE TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION

Response 19-1:

Response 19-2:

Response 19-3:

Response 19-4:

Response 19-5:

Response 19-6:

Response 19.7:

Response 19-8:

Response 19-9:

Response 19-10:

Response 19-11:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM
4.4.1a to provide for transit services.

Implementation of the project is not expected to result in a land use mix or
development that would obstruct existing or future transit use. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis) regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to
provide for transit services.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM
4.4.1a to provide for transit services.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM
4.4.1a to provide for transit services.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM
4.4.1a to provide for transit services.

The commentor is referred to Appendix B of this document, which consists of
a revised traffic analysis of the project and includes the information
provided by the commentor.

The commentor is referred to Appendix B of this document, which consists of
a revised traffic analysis of the project and includes the information
provided by the commentor.

The term “conflict” comes directly from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM
4.4.1a to provide for transit services.

Turn movement volume data associated with the Proposed Land Use
Diagram is provided in Appendix A of this document.

Table 4.4-16 of the Draft EIR presents roadway LOS, not intersection LOS.
Intersection LOS is provided in Tables 4.4-15, 4.4-17, 4.4-18, and 4.4-19 of the
Draft EIR.

Improving transit service through the area may be beneficial, but would not
result in avoiding the need to improve the SR 267/SR 28 intersection. As it
would not mitigate the impact, it was not provided as a separate mitigation
measure.
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Response 19-12:

Response 19-13:

Response 19.14:

Response 19-15:

Response 19-16:

Response 19-17:

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding modifications to Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a to provide for
transit services.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).
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LETTER 20:

Response 20-1:

Response 20-2:

Response 20-3:

BoB WILSON, RESIDENT

Commentor offers an opinion without establishing a basis for changing the
projected permanent occupancy rate of 20 percent. As discussed in Section
4.4 Transportation/Circulation, the “...assumption that 20 percent of the
residences in Martis Valley will be full-time residences was based upon the
review of the existing number of homes that are second homes in the Martis
Valley area. As the proportion of homes used as full-time residences is
actually presently lower than 20 percent and as the trip generation of full-
time residents is higher than that of second homes, this assumption result in
conservative (i.e. “high”) estimates of total trip generation.” (Pages 4.4-33
through 34 of Section 4.4 in the Draft EIR). Commentor is also referred to
Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply and
Potential Water Surface Effects).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR),
and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project). The
commentor fails to identify what is inadequate in the infrastructure cost,
housing cost, air and water quality issues. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the
Draft EIR provide an extensive analysis of the Martis Valley Community Plan
per CEQA. In addition, the commentor states that the Draft EIR must be
prepared and recirculated prior to further consideration by the County of
the project. The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration
of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Regarding
extending the comment period, the commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period).
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LETTER 21: PAUL VATISTAS, RESIDENT

Response 21-1:

Response 21-2:

Response 21-3:

Response 21-4:

Response 21-5:

Response 21-6:

Response 21-7:

Response 21-8:

Response 21-9:

Response 21-10:

Comments received on the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR will be provided
all members of the Placer County Board of Supervisors.

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

Table 4.2-10 of the Draft EIR specifically notes that the 20,467 dwelling unit
count is “gross potential dwelling units” and further notes the adjusted
dwelling unit capacity as 9,220 dwelling units. Footnotes for Table 4.2-10
describes how the adjusted dwelling unit capacities were determined.

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

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).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area). The proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan does not propose or require that residential units be
provided over residential garages.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis). In addition, the traffic analysis is not based upon the
number of people per household, but on the number of dwelling units.
Traffic impacts to SR 267/SR 28 are addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.4-39
through -70. It was essentially assumed that the percentage of people that
now tow boats to the lake from Martis Valley and Truckee will remain the
same in the future.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis) and Response to Comment 21-7. Draft EIR page 4.4-33 and
-34 specifically describes the assumptions regarding trip generation
between permanent residents and second homes.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis) and Response to Comment 21-7.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis) and Response to Comment 21-7.
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Response 21-11: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

Response 21-12: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public
Review Period).

Response 21-13: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public
Review Period). The commenter 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.
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LETTER 22: KELLY C. GEORGE, RESIDENT

Response 22-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period).

Response 22-2: 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 22-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).
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LETTER 23:

Response 23-1:

Response 23-2:

Response 23-3:

Response 23-4:

Response 23-5:

Response 23-6:

Response 23-7:

Response 23-8:

Response 23-9:

DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT

Comment noted. The information provided by the commentor was
considered in the analysis of the Draft EIR. Since no comments regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response is required.

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

Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) provides a detailed analysis of
traffic impacts of the project, including consideration of the need to widen
SR 267 and the extent of development that would need to be reduced to
avoid a 4-lane facility (Draft EIR pages 4.4-30 through -61). The commentor
is also referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) provides a detailed analysis of
traffic impacts of the project, including intersection improvements
associated SR 267/Northstar Drive (Draft EIR pages 4.4-30 through -56). The
future intersection of SR 267/Highland Drive is not expected to need to be
signalized based on current traffic studies for the intersection. However, it is
acknowledged that the Martis Valley Community Plan identifies the
signalization of this intersection. The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Buildout of the Northstar-at-Tahoe resort community as part of the Martis
Valley Community Plan was considered in analysis of the Draft EIR.

This comment is specifically related to project component associated with
the proposed Northstar Village expansion project. The commentor is
referred to the Northstar Vilage Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No.
2001012081).

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

Comment noted. The NOP was prepared in compliance with the
requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15082(a). Since no comments regarding
the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response is required.

Water resource improvement efforts within the Truckee River watershed were
considered and referenced in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of
the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.7-1 through -22). Planned expansion of the
Truckee-Tahoe Airport associated with the 1998 Truckee-Tahoe Airport Master
Plan was considered in the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project)
regarding the recent update of the Placer County Housing Element and
3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) regarding consideration of the Placer
Legacy program.
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Response 23-10:

Response 23-11:

Response 23-12:

Response 23-13:

Response 23-14:

Response 23-15:

Response 23-16:

Response 23-17:

Response 23-18:

Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR specifically notes the standards of
significance used in evaluating project effects on the environment. These
standards of significance included significance criteria set forth in the Placer
County Environmental Review Ordinance.

The commentor suggests that the study area for the environmental analysis
was not adequate, but fails to note where the perceived deficiencies are.
Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide an extensive discussion of
the extent of project and cumulative impact analysis that is considered
adequate for the purposes of CEQA. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in
the Draft EIR).

Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide an extensive discussion of
existing setting conditions as well as the extent of project and cumulative
impact analysis that is considered adequate for the purposes of CEQA. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy).

Section 4.1 (Land Use) of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of relevant land
use plans associated with the Plan area and addresses potential consistency
issues with the applicable plans (Draft EIR pages 4.1-4 through -39).

Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR provides an
analysis of project effects on population and housing as well as it’s
consistency with buildout projections under the Placer County General Plan
(Draft EIR pages 4.2-15 through -28).

Section 4.8 (Geology and Soils) of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of
project effects associated with geologic and seismic stability in the Plan area
(Draft EIR pages 4.8-25 through -39).

Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of
project effects on biological resources in the Plan area and region, including
natural resource mapping a description of applicable laws, regulations and
policies associated with biological resources. This analysis included
consideration of impacts on special-status species, wetland resources,
riparian habitat and habitat loss.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6 and 23-
16.

Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of project effects
associated with air quality under project and cumulative effects (Draft EIR
pages 4.6-9 through -20). The commentor is referred to Response to
Comment M-7.
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Response 23-19:

Response 23-20:

Response 23-21:

Response 23-22:

Response 23-23:

Response 23-24:

Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR provides an
extensive analysis of project traffic impacts, including its cumulative effects
(Draft EIR pages 4.4-27 through -73). This analysis includes consideration of
the need to widen SR 267 and the extent of development that would need
to be reduced to avoid a 4-lane facility and traffic impacts to Interstate 80
(Draft EIR pages 4.4-30 through -73). The commentor is also referred to
Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of project noise
effects, including construction, traffic, stationary airport noise impacts (Draft
EIR pages 4.5-19 through -34).

These public services and the associated effect of buildout under the
project were addressed in Section 4.11 (Public Services) of the Draft EIR.

Wastewater treatment service was specifically addressed on pages 4.11-51
through -62 of the Draft EIR.

Visual resource impacts associated with the project were specifically
addressed on pages 4.12-9 through -37 of the Draft EIR.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR must be prepared and recirculated
prior to further consideration by the County of the project. The County
considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) regarding
consideration of development projects.
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LETTER 24: CHARLES PATTERSON, RESIDENTS

Response 24-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment F-12. Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR specifically addresses impacts on
biological resources that utilize the entire region.

Response 24-2: The commentor states that the Draft EIR must be prepared and recirculated
prior to further consideration by the County of the project. The County
considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period).
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LETTER 25: AARON REVERE, RESIDENT

Response 25-1: 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. No further response is
necessary.
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LETTER 26: NANCY NOBRIGA, RESIDENT

Response 26-1:

Response 26-2:

Response 26-3:
Response 26-4:

Response 26-5:

Response 26-6:

Response 26-7:

Response 26-8:

Response 26-9:

Response 26-10:

Response 26-11:

The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

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

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 26-2.
The commentor is referred to Tsble 4.4-28 in the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) regarding the 20 percent
occupancy figure. Additionally, the commentor is referred to Section 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the
demographics in the Plan area. The commentor’s statement about an
aging society that will require senior services. This is a social issue that is not
subject to CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) for a discussion regarding the
number of persons per household.

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

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 26-7 as well as Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of
development potential, assumptions used in the traffic analysis, and impacts
on State Route 267 and other area roadways.

Table 6.0-3 of the Revised Draft EIR and page 6.0-50 note the
environmentally superior alternative.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) in
the Draft EIR for an analysis of traffic impacts on residents in the Plan area
and adjacent communities. The commentor is also 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 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) for an analysis of
population impacts on public services, including parks and recreation.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects on the Project) and Section 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employment) for an analysis of employee housing. The
County has adopted a new Housing Element that requires all developments
to provide employee housing. The County has also drafted an Employee
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Response 26-12:

Response26-13:

Response 26-14:

Response 26-15:

Response 26-16:

Response 26-17:

Response 26-18:

Response 26-19:

Housing Ordinance and Inclusionary Housing Ordinance to further
implement County housing policies. Placer County’s housing policy allow for
paying in lieu fees if employee housing cannot be provided on or offsite.
The commentor is also referred to Response to Comment F-4 regarding the
payment of in-lieu fees.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2a - c (Page 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of
the Draft EIR) regarding concerns relating to runoff of fertilizers for the
proposed golf course. Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR
evaluates recreational use impacts on biological resources. The Placer
County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open Space Land
Designation and does not differentiate between public and private.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) and Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Revised
Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 26-13.

Comment noted. CEQA does not require an analysis of economic impacts.
Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR evaluate the environmental
impacts associated with implementation of the Martis Valley Community
Plan. The Martis Valley Community Plan does acknowledge the Town of
Truckee as the core of Martis Valley.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 26-11.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis), as well as
Sections 3.0 (Project Description), 4.0 (Introduction to the Environmental
Analysis and Assumptions Used), and 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Revised
Draft EIR for an analysis of the Proposed Land Use Diagram, the Existing 1975
Martis Valley General Plan and the other alternative evaluated in the EIR.

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

Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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LETTER 27:

Response 27-1:

Response 27-2:

Response 27-3:

Response 27-4:

Response 27-5:

Response 27-6:

Response 27-7:

JACOB E. TLOTH, STEPHEN HARRIT AND GEORGE SUBLETT, RESIDENTS

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Sections 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and 4.8 (Geology and Soils)
regarding concerns associated with the Truckee River, water quality, soil
conditions, erosion, and construction and grading activities. Also refer to
Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2a - c (Page 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft
EIR) which require best management practices (BMPs), Chemical
Application Management Programs (CHAMPs), water quality monitoring
programs, and other such mechanisms to prevent water quality impacts
associated with golf courses. The commentor is referred to Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR for the environmental impacts analysis
of biological resources.

Comment noted. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR evaluate the
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Martis Valley
Community Plan, including potential expansion of ski facilities and new ski
facilities as well as other allowed uses. Additionally, the commentor is
referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Use fro Development
Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.3 (Water Quallity), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to 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 Quallity) regarding concerns associated with surface water runoff
and water quality. Also refer to Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2a — c (Page 4.7-
42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft EIR) which require best management practices
(BMPs), Chemical Application Management Programs (CHAMPs), water
quality monitoring programs, and other such mechanisms to prevent water
quality impacts associated with golf courses. The commentor is referred to
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR for the environmental
impacts analysis of biological resources.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The commentor is
referred to Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 27-3.

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

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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LETTER 28: HoOLLY VERBECK, RESIDENT

Response 28-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community
Plan. No further response is necessary.
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LETTER 29:

Response 29-1:

Response 29-2:

Response 29-3:

Response 29-4:

Response 29-5:

Response 29-6:

Response 29-7:

Response 29-8:

Response 29-9:

LYNNE R. LARSON, RESIDENT

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

Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR analyze the environmental effects
associated with implementation of the project.

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

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the definition of “open space”
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan is noted and will be
forvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors as part of project consideration. The Draft EIR evaluates the
environmental effects associated with development of project-proposed
golf courses within land areas designated as “Open Space” (see Sections
4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, 4.9, Biological Resources, and 4.12, Visual
Resources/Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR).

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Response to Comment 14-7 and 14-17.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.
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Response 29-10:

Response 29-11:

Response 29-12:

Response 29-13:

Response 29-14:

Response 29-15:

Response 29-16:

Response 29-17:

Response 29-18:

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required. The commentor is also referred to Response to Comment 14-22.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Response to Comment 14-7 and 14-15.

All development within the Plan area would be required to comply with the
community design and design guidelines set forth in the Martis Valley
Community Plan as well as County standards for building construction.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.
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Response 29-19:

Response 29-20:

Response 29-21:

Response 29-22:

Response 29-23:

Response 29-24:

Response 29-25:

Response 29-26:

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Nighttime lighting
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Visual resource
impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Response to Comment 23-4 as well as Master Response 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Trafffic Analysis).

The current status of the Town of Truckee Police Department is noted on
Draft EIR page 4.11-18.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Drainage and water
guality issues are addressed in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of
the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response
is required.
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LETTER 30: CHRIS HAYNES, RESIDENT

Response 30-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community Plan.
No further response is necessary.
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LETTER 31: LYNN BURCH, RESIDENTS

Response 31-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community
Plan. No further response is necessary.
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LETTER 32: RICHARD W. GEORGE, RESIDENT

Response 32-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Response 32-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply and Potential Surface Water Effects) as well as Section
4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns
associated with water quality and water supplies. Regarding cumulative
impacts, the commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of
the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Response 32-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 32-2.

Response 32-4: Comment noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR;
therefore, no further response is necessary.
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LETTER 33: ROBIN CHRISTEN HAYNES, RESIDENT

Response 33-1: 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. No further response is
necessary.
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LETTER 34:

Response 34-1:

Response 34-2:

Response 34-3:

Response 34-4:

Response 34-5:

Response 34-6:

Response 34-7:

Response 34-8:

PATRICIA STANLEY, RESIDENT

Comment noted. No further response is required since a specific issue was
not raised regarding the adequacy of the DEIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of Traffic
Impact Analysis). The traffic analysis does not attempt to glorify the public
transportation system. Instead, it simply states its operating statistics. The
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency is currently conducting a
study of potential commuter transit service from Reno/Sparks to the
Truckee/North Tahoe region.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and the analysis provided within
Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131 specifically notes that economic and social
concerns are not considered physical effect on the environment and thus
was not discussed in the Draft EIR or Revised Draft EIR.

The commentor states that the environmental impact analysis provided in
the Draft EIR is inadequate, but fails to provide any specifically reasons or
information to justify this statement. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft
include an extensive analysis of the environmental effects associated with
adoption of the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

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

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. Recirculation of the Draft EIR is not considered necessary.

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

The commentor questions the accuracy and location of the air quality
measurements provided. The Draft EIR existing air quality data is based on
air quality measurements taken over a four-year time period (1997 to 2000)
provided by the Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District, which
reports the data in averaging time consistent with the state and federal air
quality standards. Thus, the information provided directly corresponds with
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Response 34-9:

Response 34-10:

Response 34-11:

Response 34-12:

Response 34-13:

Response 34-14:

established standards used to determine compliance and is considered an
accurate representation of air quality conditions in the Plan area. The
commentor is referred to Response to Comment N-9.

The Draft EIR existing air quality data is based on air quality measurements
taken over a four-year time period (1997 to 2000) provided by the Northern
Sierra Air Quality Management District, which reports the data in averaging
time consistent with the state and federal air quality standards. Thus, the
information provided directly corresponds with established standards used
to determine compliance. Migration of air pollutants in and out of the basin
is discussed in Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.6-8
and -9). Air quality projections for the area are calculated using URBEMIS7G,
a computer program developed under the cooperative direction and
funding of several California air districts and the California Air Pollution
Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) and provided on the California Air
Resources Board website.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 34-9.

Air pollutant emissions associated with the land use map options under
consideration associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan are
documented on Draft EIR pages 4.6-13 and -14.

The commentor questions methods used to measure noise, how sound
travels in higher altitudes, and states that any increase in noise would be
unacceptable to their standards. The commentor is referred to Draft EIR
page 4.5-1 for a discussion of the methods used to measure noise as well as
a discussion of the effects of noise on people. As stated on Draft EIR page
4.5-1 of the Draft EIR, “...the A-weighted sound level has become the
standard tool for environmental noise measurement. All noise levels
reported in this section are in terms of A-weighted levels.”

The existing levels noise levels in the Plan area are documented in Tables 4.5-
1 and 4.5-2 of the Draft EIR. Noise measurements associated with maximum
(Lmax) in Table 4.5-1 are associated with short term noise events and are not
reflective of the overall ambient noise conditions. The commentor is referred
to Draft EIR pages 4.5-5 through -34 regarding County noise standards and
noise standards associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan. County
noise standards are similar to noise standards used by other rural jurisdictions
in the state.

The Martis Fire occurred outside of the Plan area and thus did not directly
impact natural resource conditions in the Plan area. The effects of this fire
were considered in the Draft EIR analysis (e.g., Draft EIR pages 4.7-8 through -
11). The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). The
direct air quality effects associated with the fire were limited to the summer
of 2001.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 34-13.
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Response 34-15:

Response 34-16:

Response 34-17:

Response 34-18:

Response 34-19:

Improvements to Interstate 80 are not associated with the project or are in
the Plan area. However, it is acknowledged that the operation of Interstate
80 does have effects on water quality and wildlife resources. The
commentor’s statements regarding the Truckee Fire Protection District and
CDF are noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 34-13 and Master
Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in
the Draft EIR).

The commenter indicates that a strange plant is growing in the Martis Lake
and wonders if any studies are being done on the plant. It is suggested that
the commenter contact U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regarding specific
plant concerns with Martis Lake. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Response to Comment K-6.

Nighttime lighting impacts associated with the project are addressed in
Section 4.12 (Visual Resources/Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

Comment noted. As the comment does not specify any inadequacy of the
Draft EIR, no further response is required.
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LETTER 35: G. W. BURCHE, RESIDENT

Response 35-1: 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. No further response is necessary.
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LETTER 36: DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT

Response 36-1:

Response 36-2:

Response 36-3:

Response 36-4:

Response 36-5:

Response 36-6:

Response 36-7:

Response 36-8:

Response 36-9:

Response 36-10:

Response 36-11:

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

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIRR and Revised Draft EIR
adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the
requirements of CEQA.

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

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and response to Comment Letter J.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). Impacts
specifically on the Town of Truckee and the larger Martis Valley area are
addressed in Sections 4.1 (Land Use, 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment),
4.4 (Transportation and Circulation), 4.5 (Noise), 4.6 (Air Quality), 4.7
(Hydrology and Water Quallity), 4.9 (Biological Resources), 4.10 (Cultural and
Paleontological Resources), 4.11 (Public Services) and 4.12 (Visual
Resources/Light and Glare).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project). Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through -20
specifically note the project’s water usage associated with the Truckee-
Carson-Pyramid Lake Water Settlement Act.

Project impacts to Interstate 80 are specifically identified on Draft EIR pages
4.4-70 through -73. The commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Response to Comment O-4.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis). The traffic analysis was based upon conditions
during the peak winter and peak summer seasons, for the peak day of week
and peak hour of the day.

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

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis). The traffic analysis was based upon conditions
during the peak winter and peak summer seasons, for the peak day of week
and peak hour of the day.
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Response 36-12:

Response 36-13:

Response 36-14:

Response 36-15:

Response 36-16:

Response 36-17:

Response 36-18:

Response 36-19:

The traffic analysis in the Draft EIR (Section 4.4, Transportation and
Circulation) considers the operation of the SR 267 Bypass. As peak-hour
peak-direction traffic volumes along SR 267 drop significantly south of
Northstar Drive, bottlenecking is not expected to occur where four lanes
narrow to two.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis). A preliminary review of the sites where intersection
improvements will be needed indicate that they are feasible but will require
further design. All signals will be designed to conform with Caltrans
standards.

Table 4.4-20 of the Draft EIR specifically identifies the extent of intersection
improvements needed within the Downtown area of Town of Truckee. The
Bridge Street/West River Street and Bridge Street/Donner Pass Road
intersections can be designed such that the signals are coordinated,
creating more efficient flow through the area. In addition, although the
traffic analysis did not assume it was there, the Town of Truckee General Plan
indicates the need for an easterly river crossing. As stated on page 4.4-57 of
the Draft EIR, the provision of this roadway would reduce traffic volumes
along Bridge Street by 41 percent.

Project impacts to Interstate 80 and SR 89 are specifically identified on Draft
EIR pages 4.4-70 through -73. The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Water quality issues associated with roadway maintenance is addressed on
Draft EIR pages 4.7-37 through -44. Roadway maintenance is addressed on
Draft EIR pages 4.11-93 through -97.

Emergency access issues associated fire protection services is specifically
addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.11-7 through -17.

Traffic impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred
to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).
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LETTER 37: DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT

Response 37-1: Comment letters submitted on the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR are
responded to in this document. The commenter is referred to Master
Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period).
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LETTER 38: DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT

Response 38-1: Comment letters submitted on the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR are
responded to in this document. The commenter is referred to Master
Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period).
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LETTER 39:

Response 39-1:

Response 39-2:

Response 39-3:

Response 39-4:

Response 39-5:

Response 39-6:

TRACY CUNEO, RESIDENT

Regarding the commentor’s request for an EIS to be prepared, the project
does not involve a federal action or a NEPA component; therefore, an EIS is
not required. The Martis Valley Community Plan does not propose any
changes to Martis Creek Lake, which is under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers.

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

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

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

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 39-4.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public

Review Period). The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
adequate for the purposes of CEQA.
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LETTER 40:

Response 40-1:

Response 40-2:

Response 40-3:

Response 40-4:

Response 40-5:

Response 40-6:

Response 40-7:

Response 40-8:

LARRY BABOW, RESIDENT

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
adequate for the purposes of CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area) regarding concerns associated with the project description.

The commentor states that the project setting is not adequately described,
but does not offer specific omissions. The setting descriptions in Sections 4.1
through 4.12 of this Draft EIR are consistent with CEQA guidelines Section
15125.

The commentor states that the full extent of significant environmental
impacts are not disclosed, but the commentor fails to identify what is
inadequate in the EIR. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide
extensive analysis of impacts associated with Valley Community Plan per
CEQA requirements.

The commentor states that the analysis fails to provide specific information
that is available and relies on conclusions rather than actual analysis, but
the commentor fails to identify what is inadequate in the EIR. Sections 4.1
through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide extensive analysis of the Martis Valley
Community Plan per CEQA requirements and is based on technical reports,
detailed modeling, and review by qualified professionals.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) as well as Sections
4.1 through 4.12, and 5.0 of the Draft EIR for cumulative impacts and
mitigation measures.

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

The commentor states that the EIR needs to be rewritten at a higher level of
facts and disclosure. Again the commentor fails to identify what is
inadequate in the EIR. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide
extensive analysis of the Martis Valley Community Plan per CEQA
requirements. Additionally, the commentor is referred to Master Responses
3.4.1 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area)
through 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).
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LETTER 41: SUE LAWRENCE, RESIDENT

Response 41-1: Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the EIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.

Response 41-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 40-2.

Response 41-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 40-3.

Response 41-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 40-4.

Response 41-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 40-5.

Response 41-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 40-6.

Response 41-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 40-7.

Response 41-8: Comment noted. The commentor states that the Draft EIR is not adequate,
but the commentor fails to identify what is inadequate in the EIR. Sections

4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide extensive analysis of the Martis
Valley Community Plan per CEQA requirements.
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LETTER 42: JACK MOORE, RESIDENT

Response 42-1: The commentor supports the project and does not raise any specific issue.
No response is necessary.
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LETTER 43: DONNELL B. CARR, RESIDENT

Response 43-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community
Plan. No further response is necessary.
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LETTER 44:

Response 44-1:

Response 44-2:

Response 44-3:

Response 44-4:

Response 44-5:

Response 44-6:

RICHARD ANDERSON, CALIFORNIA FLY FISHER MAGAZINE

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Response to Comment
K-6.

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

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and Response to Comment K-6 and 10-28.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6 and 10-
28. As described on Draft EIR pages 4.7-66 through -73, cumulative water
quality impacts were considered.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and Response to Comment K-6.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and Response to Comment K-6, K-39 and 10-28.
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LETTER 45: YVONNE MERRICK, RESIDENT

Response 45-1: The commentor states that the Draft EIR must be prepared and recirculated
prior to further consideration by the County of the project. The County
considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of
the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Additionally, the

commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).
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LETTER 46: LisA DEARING, RESIDENT

Response 46-1: 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 Designhation and
does not differentiate between public and private. The Draft EIR adequately
addresses product impacts associated with affordable housing, traffic, noise,
air quality, water resources, and biological resources.
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LETTER 47: TYLER PALMER, RESIDENT

Response 47-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is opposed to the project but does not comment on the
adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.
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48-5
Cont.
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48-7
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48-10
Cont.

48-11

48-12

48-13
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Cont.
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48-15
Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-459



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

48-16
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003

3.0-460



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

LETTER 48: PAUL VATISTAS, NORTH TAHOE CONSERVATION COALITION

Response 48-1:

Response 48-2:

Response 48-3:

Response 48-4:

Response 48-5:

Response 48-6:

Response 48-7:

Response 48-8:

Response 48-9:

Response 48-10:

Response 48-11:

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
were received, no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter O regarding
comments from the North Tahoe Regional Advisory Committee.

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

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) regarding lower density alternatives considered in the
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects associated with buildout of
the Plan area under the land use map options associated with the proposed
Martis Valley Community Plan. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis) regarding lower
density alternatives considered in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of consideration of
the project. The alternatives analysis provided in the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR considers alternatives would restrict development east of SR 267.

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

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-461



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

Response 48-12:

Response 48-13

Response 48-14

Response 48-15

Response 48-16

Water supply usage and water quality impacts of potential future golf
courses were considered in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.7-37 through -73).
The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project).

Comments received on the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR are responded to
in this document. Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provides
an extensive analysis of potential impacts to biological resources in the Plan
area and surrounding region, including consideration of wildlife movement.

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

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) regarding lower density alternatives and land use
modifications that restrict development east of SR 267 considered in the
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.

The alternatives analysis provided in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
considers alternatives would restrict development east of SR 267. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).
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LETTER 49:

Response 49-1:

Response 49-2:

Response 49-3:

Response 49-4:

Response 49-5:

Response 49-6:

Response 49-7:

ALAN SPINOLA, RESIDENT

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Use for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) regarding the 20 percent
occupancy question.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Use for Development Conditions in the Plan
Area), and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is concerned with airport noise. The Truckee-Tahoe Airport is
subject to airport noise standards that are used throughout California. The
commentor is referred to pages 4.5-30 through 4.5-32 of Section 4.5 (Noise) of
the Draft EIR for a discussion of airport noise impacts and mitigation
measures 4.5.4a and b.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis), as well as Sections 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment),
4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR for a
discussion of affordable/employee housing, traffic and air quality impacts

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

The commentor mentions potential impacts on the hospital district as well as
traffic impacts. The Tahoe Forest Hospital was contacted to determine
potential impacts associated with implementation of the Martis Valley
Community Plan. The hospital is planning and constructing expansions to
the hospital 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 the Martis Valley Community Plan.
Regarding the traffic impacts, the commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysisy and Section 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR.

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

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-465



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
3.0-466



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
3.0-467



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
3.0-468



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
3.0-469



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

LETTER 50:

Response 50-1:
Response 50-2:
Response 50-3:

Response 50-4:

Response 50-5:

Response 50-6:

Response 50-7:

Response 50-8:

Response 50-9:

Response 50-10:

Response 50-11:

Response 50-12:

Response 50-13:

DAvID M. KEAN, TAHOE GROUP OF THE SIERRA CLUB

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 216-1.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 216-1.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 216-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin),
3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft
EIR), and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project).

Comment noted. This comment is not related to the EIR; therefore, it will be
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment is not related to the EIR; therefore, it will be
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment is not related to the EIR; therefore, it will be
forwvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment is not related to the EIR; therefore, it will be
forvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment is not related to the EIR; therefore, it will be
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration. The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

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

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 50-10.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Response to Comment 50-10.

The commentor states that the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan
Update doesn’t live up to the spirit of CEQA. The County considers the Draft
EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. The commentor also states that
no real alternatives were researched, discussed or presented. The
commentor is referred to Response to Comment 50-10.
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