
 
 

Placer County        December 20, 2015 

Environmental Coordination Services 

Community Development Resource Agency 

3091 County Center Drive, Ste. 190     

Auburn, CA 95603 

cdraecs@placer.ca.gov  
 

Subject: Mart is Valley West Parcel Specific Plan draft Environmental Impact Report  
 

Dear Ms. Wydra: 
 

The Friends of the West Shore (FOWS) and the Tahoe Area Sierra Club (TASC) appreciate the 

opportunity to provide comments regarding the Martis Valley West Specific Plan (MVWPSP) draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  
 

The FOWS and TASC believe the DEIR fails to disclose or fully evaluate the potential 

environmental impacts of the proposed MVWPSP in the Lake Tahoe Basin (Basin). While the 

project area may not be located in the Basin,1 the boundary between the MVWPSP and the Basin is 

indistinguishable with respect to GHG emissions, scenic degradation, light pollution, trespass and 

glare, and traffic, including significant project-created congestion and vehicle miles traveled. The 

DEIR fails to adequately address several in-Basin impacts, including but not limited to: 
 

¶ Potential impacts to national scenic resources (daytime and nighttime) as observed from 

numerous locations around the Lake Tahoe Basin, including on the lake, from scenic 

highways, recreational trails and facilities, and popular mountaintop and ridgeline vistas; 

¶ The additional traffic that may impact North Lake Tahoe and the entire Basin; 

¶ The potential disruption of a primary emergency evacuation route for North Lake Tahoe (SR 

267);  

¶ The projectôs potential conflict with Californiaôs SB 375, which directs development to infill 

areas instead of creating urban sprawl, in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions; and 

¶ The cumulative impacts of the proposed Project in addition to other nearby projects, 

including the proposed Brockway Campground. 

In our detailed comments below, we have also provided several recommendations and requests 

regarding alternatives, mitigation measures, and impacts to be evaluated. Due to the substantial 

deficiencies in the DEIR, we respectfully request these problems be addressed and the DEIR 

recirculated as required by CEQA. We would be happy to meet with you to discuss our concerns. 

Please feel free to contact Jennifer Quashnick at jqtahoe@sbcglobal.net or Laurel Ames at 

amesl@sbcglobal.net if you have any questions.  
 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Susan Gearhart,   Laurel Ames,    Jennifer Quashnick, 

President    Conservation Chair  Conservation Consultant 

Friends of the West Shore  Tahoe Area Sierra Club   

                                                
1 Notably, the boundary line has been the subject of several proposals, including a requested boundary line 

amendment in February 2015. 
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1. Recirculation of DEIR 

 

CEQA requires the recirculation of a DEIR as follows: 
 

15088.5. RECIRCULATION OF AN EIR PRIOR TO CERTIFICATION  

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to 

the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under 

Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term ñinformationò can include 

changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. 

New information added to an EIR is not ñsignificantò unless the EIR is changed in a way that 

deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 

environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including 

a feasible project alternative) that the projectôs proponents have declined to implement. 

ñSignificant new informationò requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing 

that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 

mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

 (3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 

previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 

projectôs proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and 

Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043) 

 

As noted in our comments below, numerous impacts have not been sufficiently evaluated 

to provide for meaningful public review and comment. For example, the analyses related 

to GHGs, traffic impacts, and scenic impacts are substantially flawed and available 

information indicates the DEIR significantly underestimates those impacts (for example, 

traffic impacts alone may be five times greater than disclosed in the DEIR, as discussed 

below). Feasible alternatives (including the relocation of development from the ridgeline) 

and mitigation measures (i.e. limiting densities to mitigate traffic impacts) have not been 

considered. In addition, as discussed in more detail below, the MVWPSP EIR will serve 

as the primary environmental review for the development in this area. Future projects 

need only conform to the MVWPSP to undergo minimal permitting without public notice 

and review.   

 

Per the requirements of CEQA, these deficiencies must be corrected and the DEIR 

recirculated so the public is provided a meaningful opportunity to comment on the 

project analysis.  
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2. Overall problems with DEIR:  

 
A. Project Description: 

The DEIRôs project description is not detailed enough to provide the public with 

the ability to evaluate the project, nor can the EIR sufficiently examine the 

projectôs impacts without sufficient detail. Instead, the DEIR evaluates a 

óconceptual planô of the proposed project, leaving the specific project details 

ñflexibleò regarding the location of the future single- and multi-family homes and 

commercial development
2
 (in essence, the entirety of the 760 units and 

commercial development are not designated by the Specific Plan). Future projects 

will be evaluated based on whether they conform to the Specific Plan,
3
 and 

according to the Governorôs Office of Planning and Research (OPR), need not 

undergo additional CEQA review if they are consistent with the Specific Plan.
4
 

Therefore, this EIR is likely to be the only environmental review that will be done 

for projects in the area. If impacts are not examined now, and mitigation not 

assessed for those impacts, there is no plan that the missing assessments will be 

undertaken for public review before they are revised and/or constructed. 

 

Therefore, the project description needs to be clearly defined and impacts 

carefully examined. As our comments note, there are significant inadequacies 

with the DEIR that must be corrected, many of which rely upon a more detailed 

project description (e.g. scenic and transportation impacts) to meet CEQA.  

 
  

                                                
2
 ñThe Specific Plan provides flexibility regarding the location of single-family, multifamily and 

commercial development within the Residential zoneéò (DEIR, p. 3-13). 
3
 ñAfter adoption of the MVWPSP, certification of the EIR, amendment of the MVCP land use diagram, 

and rezone of the East and West Parcels, a large lot tentative map approval (no development rights) would 

occur for the purpose of financing and sale; however, the large lot tentative map (no development rights) 

would convey no development entitlements to the resulting parcels. The intent of this EIR, if certified, is to 
serve as the base environmental document for subsequent entitlement approvals within the West Parcel. 

The determination of whether a requested subsequent development entitlement is consistent with the 

MVWPSP, and whether this EIR considered the project-specific effects, would be made by the County 

through the MVWPSP conformity review process to determine consistency with the adopted MVWPSP, 

CEQA, and other regulatory documents and guidelines. In acting to approve a subsequent project or permit, 

the County may impose reasonable and necessary conditions to ensure that the project is in compliance 

with the MVWPSP and all applicable plans, ordinances, and regulations. (Refer to Section 8.3 of the 

MVWPSP for additional details regarding the procedural steps of implementing the Specific Plan.) (DEIR, 

p. 3-7 & 3-8).ò [Emphasis added]. 
4
 ñSection 65457 provides that once the EIR has been certified and the specific plan adopted, any 

residential development project, including any subdivision or zone change, that is undertaken to implement 

and is consistent with the specific plan is exempt from additional CEQA review. This exemption does not 

apply if after the adoption of the specific plan, any of the events which would trigger preparation of a 

subsequent or supplemental EIR occur, including substantial changes in the project or circumstances under 

which the project is being undertaken requiring major revisions in the project, or new information becomes 

available which was not known at the time the EIR was certified. However, if a supplemental EIR is 

prepared covering the changes, new circumstances, or new information and is certified, the exemption will 

apply to the projects which then follow the specific plan.ò (OPR, p. 24). 
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B. Deferred analysis and mitigation: 

The DEIR defers several impact analyses and mitigation measures to the future 

(for example, see specific comments on GHGs and water supply). This is not 

allowed by CEQA.
5
 Additionally, for impacts not fully examined in the DEIR or 

where mitigation is deferred to a future date, there is no process that commits 

Placer County to examine impacts in the future. Impacts of the proposed project 

must be fully analyzed and disclosed in the DEIR. 

 

The numerous technical inadequacies noted throughout these comments must 

be addressed and a draft EIR recirculated to provide the public with the 

opportunity to view and address the estimated impacts of the proposed project. 

Alternatively, we would request Placer County require public notice of all 

future projects based upon the MVWPSP, and that all such projects be subject 

to CEQA analysis in the future. 
 

C. Proposed Project is not consistent with the General Plan: 

According to the OPR, specific plans must be consistent with General Plans: 

ñSection 65454. Consistency with the General Plan. No specific plan may be 

adopted or amended unless the proposed plan or amendment is consistent with 

the general plan. (Added by Stats. 1984, Ch. 1009).ò (OPR, p. 43
6
). However, the 

applicable Placer County General Plan,
7
 as well as the Martis Valley Community 

Plan,
8
 designate the West Parcel as a ñforestò zone district.

9
 Therefore, the 

proposed MVWPSP is not consistent with the existing Placer County General 

Plan. This was acknowledged in the Initial Study under Question X.b.:  
 
ñWill the Project:éConflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 

agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, a general plan, specific 

plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 

mitigating an environmental effect?ò (Initial Study, p. 29). 

 

                                                
5 ñéas shown in the decision of Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project, Sierra Club v. County of Stanislaus 

(1996) 48 Cal.App.4th 182, analysis of significant effects may not be deferred to later developments under 

the specific plan, nor to later tiered EIRs. The Stanislaus court found that a specific plan EIR failed to 

discuss the impact of providing a long-term water supply for the project, and thus the county could not 

make an informed decision regarding the environmental consequences of the project. The court concluded 
that the county could not defer the analysis of crucial impacts to later environmental documents that would 

be prepared as the specific plan was implemented.ò (p. 23; The Plannerôs Guide to Specific Plans, by the 

Governorôs Office of Planning and Research [OPR]. January 2001 Edition. 

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/specific_plans.pdf 
6 http://opr.ca.gov/docs/specific_plans.pdf 
7 Initial Study Checklist, p. 1; 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/ecs/eir/martisvalleywestparcel/deiroct2015/apdx_a_mvwpsp_nop-

is.pdf?la=en 
8
 http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/planning/commplans/martisvalley/adopted_landuse.pdf?la=en  

9 See Figure 4.2-2: http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/planning/west-parcel-specific-

plan/martisvalleyeirs/04-environmental-settingpg1-286.pdf?la=en  

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/specific_plans.pdf
http://opr.ca.gov/docs/specific_plans.pdf
http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/ecs/eir/martisvalleywestparcel/deiroct2015/apdx_a_mvwpsp_nop-is.pdf?la=en
http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/ecs/eir/martisvalleywestparcel/deiroct2015/apdx_a_mvwpsp_nop-is.pdf?la=en
http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/planning/commplans/martisvalley/adopted_landuse.pdf?la=en
http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/planning/west-parcel-specific-plan/martisvalleyeirs/04-environmental-settingpg1-286.pdf?la=en
http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/planning/west-parcel-specific-plan/martisvalleyeirs/04-environmental-settingpg1-286.pdf?la=en
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The Initial Study, as well as both the 2014 and 2015 NOPs,
10

 stated that the EIR 

would address consistency with applicable land use plans. The DEIRôs land use 

significance criteria include ñsubstantial alternation of the present or planned 

land use of an areaò and ñconflict with any Placer County General Plan or 

MVCP designations, zoning, or policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 

mitigating an environmental effect.ò
11

 However, after lengthy discussion of the 

proposed agreement to rezone the East and West Parcels, the DEIR seemingly 

sidesteps the criteria by referring to the ñintentò of the plans: 

 
ñTherefore, the MVWPSP would be consistent with the intent of the MVCP and Placer 

County General Plan and would not result in substantial alteration of the planned land uses in 

the Martis Valley identified in the MVCP. This impact would be less than significant.ò  

(DEIR, p. 5-19).  

 

However, the proposed project would place development on the West Parcel, 

which is not consistent with the Placer County General Plan or MVCP.  

 

This clear impact needs to be properly disclosed, as instructed by the OPRôs 

Guidance for Specific Plans.
12

  

 

In addition, we note the 1994 Placer County GP and the 2003 MVCPs did not 

allow development on the West Parcel; in those plans, the approved land use is 

ñForest.ò
13

 As a result, any proposed and future development under the MVWPSP 

that is not consistent with the forest zoning of the approved PCGP and MVCP 

must be analyzed in the MVWPSP EIR and included in the MVWP Specific Plan. 

 
  

                                                
10 ñThe EIR will discuss the projectôs consistency with relevant planning documents, including the Martis 

Valley Community Plan, Placer County General Plan, Placer County Zoning Ordinance, and the Truckee 

Tahoe Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.ò (2015 NOP, p. 16; also noted on p. 15 in the 2014 NOP). 
11

 Based on the Placer County CEQA Checklist and Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the 

proposed project would result in a potentially significant impact on land use or forest resources if it would:  

Land Use  

ult in a substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of an area;  

 

icies adopted for the 

purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect;  

 
 

ges that would result in significant adverse physical changes to the 

environment such as urban decay or deterioration. (DEIR, p. 5-14). 
12 ñThe land use distributions and locations contained in the specific plan should be consistent with those of 

the general plan. For example, if a general plan designates an area for residential and neighborhood 

commercial uses, the specific plan for the same area should not have provisions for industrial uses. This 

would be inconsistent with the general plan. Because a specific plan is intended to systematically 

implement the general plan, its diagram does not supersede that of the general plan. Rather, it details and 

fosters the general planôs development policies.ò (OPR, p. 29-30). http://opr.ca.gov/docs/specific_plans.pdf 
13 ñThe West Parcel is undeveloped coniferous forest that is designated Forest in the Martis Valley 

Community Plan (MVCP) and is zoned Timberland Production Zone (TPZ).ò DEIR, p. 3-1). 

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/specific_plans.pdf
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D. Analysis of existing conditions: 

As noted throughout our comments, the DEIR frequently compares impacts to a 

hypothetical full buildout of existing Plans (e.g. Martis Valley Community Plan)
14

 

and an unrealistic future scenario (e.g. GHG emissions). Whether the project 

meets existing land use and Scoping Plan requirements or not is distinctively 

different than CEQAôs requirements to analyze and disclose the potential 

environmental impacts based on existing physical conditions. In this sense, 

comparisons to the óallowable usesô on the East Parcel are irrelevant. 

 

The EIR needs to examine the projectôs impacts compared to existing 

conditions. 

3. Significance of impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin 

 

Lake Tahoe is a recognized National Treasure.
15

 It is also a federally-designated 

Outstanding National Resource Water,
16

  named for its transparency and other factors 

that contribute to the spectacular center-piece it provides to the whole Lake Tahoe Basin.  

In addition, the Congressionally-mandated TRPA Bi-State Compact highlights the 

importance of the national scenic significance of the basin.
17

 In short, the Tahoe Basin is 

nationally significant, and impacts to the natural resources of the Basin are therefore 

significant. However, the DEIR fails to separately analyze project impacts to the Tahoe 

Basin versus impacts to Martis Valley. The 1994 Placer County General Plan and 2003 

Martis Valley Community Plan address environmental protection measures with a lighter 

hand as they are not subject to the unique and additional protections provided for by the 

TRPA Bi-state Compact (see below). Impacts to the iconic Lake Tahoe Basin, which as 

reflected by the status of a majority of TRPAôs environmental threshold carrying 

capacities
18

 have neared, if not already exceeded, the Tahoe Basinôs carrying capacity. 

That taxpayers of this country have spent more than $1.7 billion to protect the lake and its 

natural resources
19

 is a clear indication of the nation's interest in the spectacular scenic 

wonder that the Tahoe Basin provides.  

 

                                                
14 E.g. ñFurther, the reduction in the number of allowable units in the Martis Valley, from the 1,360 

dwelling units allowed in the MVCP to the 760 units proposed in the MVWPSP (a reduction of 600 units), 

would represent a reduction in the maximum anticipated population by approximately 1,500 persons.ò (p. 

6-13). 
15 http://www.dri.edu/news/2194-preserving-lake-tahoe-a-national-treasure 
16 http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/watershed/tahoe/  
17 For example: ñ(6) Maintenance of the social and economic health of the region depends on maintaining 

the significant scenic, recreational, educational, scientific, natural public health values provided by the 
Lake Tahoe Basin. (7) There is a public interest in protecting, preserving and enhancing these values for the 

residents of the region and for visitors to the region. (8) Responsibilities for providing recreational and 

scientific opportunities, preserving scenic and natural areas, and safeguarding the public who live, work 

and play in or visit the region are divided among local governments, regional agencies, the States of 

California and Nevada, and the Federal Government.ò (Article I(a)). [Emphasis added] 

http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Bistate_Compact.pdf  
18 http://www.trpa.org/regional-plan/threshold-evaluation/  
19 ñ(15) since 1997, the Federal Government, the States of California and Nevada, units of local 

government, and the private sector have contributed more than $1,740,000,000 to the Lake Tahoe Basin;ò 

from: https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/senate-

bill/1724/text?q={%22search%22%3A[%22\%22s1724\%22%22]}&resultIndex=1   

http://www.dri.edu/news/2194-preserving-lake-tahoe-a-national-treasure
http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/watershed/tahoe/
http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Bistate_Compact.pdf
http://www.trpa.org/regional-plan/threshold-evaluation/
https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/senate-bill/1724/text?q=%7b%22search%22%3A%5b%22/%22s1724/%22%22%5d%7d&resultIndex=1
https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/senate-bill/1724/text?q=%7b%22search%22%3A%5b%22/%22s1724/%22%22%5d%7d&resultIndex=1
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It is important that the EIR separately analyze and disclose the projectôs impacts to the 

environmental resources that reflect Lake Tahoeôs nationally recognized values. 

Specific examples are noted throughout these comments.   

4. Holding Capacity and Population Growth 

 

The DEIR concludes that the impacts of the project related to inducing substantial 

population growth are less than significant because the proposed population increase 

would be within the holding capacity of Martis Valley.
20

 However, the holding capacity 

is different from the environmental carrying capacity. Holding capacity is determined by 

multiplying the allowed number of units per acre per land type by the acres of each land 

type.
21

 Itôs simple math. However, the carrying capacity is based on the maximum 

capacity for the environment to handle a population before irreversible environmental 

consequences occur.
22

 

 

Tracing the origins of the original óholding capacityô has been difficult. First, as noted 

above, the MVWPSP DEIR concludes less-than-significant impacts on growth because 

the population increase is within the anticipated growth for Martis Valley. An 

examination of the 2002 MVCP EIR shows that the DEIR, at that time, concluded less-

than-significant impacts because the growth was already anticipated by the 1994 Placer 

County General Plan,
23

 and the holding capacity had been óreducedô because some lands 

had been developed below the maximum permitted density.
24

 An examination of the EIR 

for the 1994 Placer County General Plan reveals the EIR also concluded less-than-

                                                
20 ñThe anticipated population at buildout of the MVWPSP, based on 760 proposed units and 2.5 persons 

per unit, would be 1,900 persons, which would be within the holding capacity (i.e., maximum growth 

anticipated) of Martis Valley (21,500± persons) and consistent with the vision identified in the MVCP. This 
impact would be less than significant.ò (MVWP SP DEIR, p. 6-10). 
21

 ñHolding capacity is expressed as the total number of people that would be accommodated within a 
planning area if the land within that area were developed to the maximum potential allowed by land use 

designations in the general plan. Once potential buildout and dwelling units (D.U.) are projected, potential 

population can be determined.ò (MVCP DEIR, p. 4.2-2). 
22

 ñIn ecology, the number of living things that can exist for long periods in a given area without damaging 

the environment.ò "carrying-capacity". The American Heritage® New Dictionary of Cultural Literacy, 

Third Edition. Houghton Mifflin Company, 2005. 24 Nov. 2015. 

<http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/carrying-capacity>.   
23

 ñAlthough the proposed project would result in population growth in the area, the Plan area is designated 

for such growth as a Community Plan area in the General Plan. Therefore, impacts relating to population 

growth are considered less than significant.ò (MVCP DEIR, p. 4.2-16); 

ñThe transportation impact analysis focused on 2010 travel demands and needs. Travel forecasts were also 

made for 2040 conditions so that transportation corridors that would be needed beyond 2010 under the 
General Plan could be identified (these corridors are shown on the Circulation Diagram as "post-2010" 

roadways). This long-horizon evaluation is, by its nature, a less precise analysis of future travel conditions 

than the 2010 analysis. Its purpose is to give a general indication of the magnitude of travel demand and 
needs under the General Plan when Placer County is closer to its population holding capacity.ò (Placer 

County Countywide General Plan FEIR, p. 4-11). 
24 ñThe Plan area's holding capacity is the product of the permitted densities specified in the land use 

districts, and the acreage within each district. The County has adjusted this figure to reflect actual densities 

in those areas that are already fully developed. For those areas that are not fully developed, the County has 

reduced the theoretical maximum holding capacity by 20%. This reduction reflects the fact that due to 

market or environmental or other constraints, property rarely develops at the maximum theoretical density 

afforded by the applicable land use designation. In this fashion, the County calculated that the MVCP has a 

holding capacity of approximately 8,600 dwelling units.ò (MVCP, p. 30). 

http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/ecology
http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/carrying-capacity
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significant impacts on population growth because the prescribed growth was within the 

anticipated holding capacity for Martis Valley per the 1975 General Plan.
25

 In essence, it 

appears that there has been no carrying capacity analysis for at least forty years, if one 

was even performed then. Regardless, CEQA requires the significance of the 

environmental consequences of a project be evaluated against existing conditions. The 

DEIR and project applicant rely on the project being ówithin the capacityô of the MVCP 

to minimize several resource impacts (e.g. traffic
26

 and population growth
27

) and/or relies 

on the claim that this is a reduction in units compared to what zoning would allow on the 

East Parcel.
28

  

 

The EIR needs to be revised to appropriately analyze the impacts and determine 

significance of this project compared to existing conditions.   
 

Also, the impacts are minimized by looking at the situation from a broad, regional, 

ócounty-wideô perspective.
29

 In order to understand the localized implications of the 

project, impacts within the planôs boundaries must also be analyzed. Environmental 

impacts from this project will not occur in Auburn or other distant portions of Placer 

County, but rather, may have significant localized impacts (e.g. local population increase, 

traffic impacts, air quality, etc.). Evaluating the population in terms of county-wide 

changes appears to be no more than a means to minimize the local impacts. For example, 

according to the Martis Valley Community Plan, the existing full time population of the 

region in 2010 was just 1,185.
30

 As the DEIR states, the maximum potential growth rate 

                                                
25 As described in the 2002 MVCP DEIR, it appears the 1975 General Plan assigned holding capacity based 

on certain physical parameters (e.g. slope, access), but this approach again suggests a ñdensity per acreò 

assignment, rather than a true carrying capacity in terms of population and traffic: ñThe plan, adopted in 

1975, used a set of physical constraints to identify lands with development potential within Martis Valley; 

these constraints included slopes in excess of 30 percent, slopes with low stability, areas difficult to access, 

and areas of ecological value, including important wildlife habitats and open space area (Placer County, 

1975).ò (MVCP DEIR, p. 4.1-7). 
26 At the 11/19/2015 Placer County Planning Commission, applicant Blake Riva stated the project would 

result in a ñ35% reductionò in traffic; however, this is ócompared toô the maximum density allowed by the 

current MVCP on the East Parcel, not to existing conditions. 
27 ñThe anticipated population at buildout of the MVWPSP, based on 760 proposed units and 2.5 persons 

per unit, would be 1,900 persons, which would be within the holding capacity (i.e., maximum growth 

anticipated) of Martis Valley (21,500± persons) and consistent with the vision identified in the MVCP. This 

impact would be less than significant.ò (DEIR, p. 6-10). 
28 ñThe East Parcel is approximately 6,376 acres, 670 acres of which are zoned for residential and 

commercial development under the Martis Valley Community Plan. The proposed project would shift 760 

units and 6.6 acres of commercial from the allowed development of 1,360 units and 6.6 acres of 

commercial on the East Parcel to the West Parcel. The project would permanently retire 600 allowed 

units.ò (2015 NOP, p. 1). 
29

 ñBecause the MVWPSP is anticipated to have approximately 20 percent permanent residents and 

approximately 80 percent transient/seasonal visitors, the permanent population would be approximately 

380 persons, which would represent 0.1 percent of the Countyôs 2013 population, 2.4 percent of the 

Truckee 2013 population, and 2 percent of the North Tahoe 2013 population. In comparison to the 

Countyôs estimated 2040 population, 380 permanent residents represent only approximately 0.08 percent of 

the County population. The proposed MVWPSP would be well within planned population increases in 

Placer County and the Martis Valley.ò (DEIR, p. 6-10). 
30 ñThe Martis Valley Community Plan (MVCP) stated that, based on the 2000 census data, the permanent 

population in the Placer County MVCP area was approximately 1,185.ò (DEIR, p. 6-2). 
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from the project could increase the population in the Martis Valley region by 1,900 ï 

almost doubling the existing residential population in the plan area.
31

  

 

As noted elsewhere, unless Placer County limits the full time population to 20% of the 

new units, the EIR must address the maximum potential impacts from the project. 

CEQA also requires impacts to be measured compared to existing environmental 

conditions. Therefore, the EIR must consider the impact of increasing the population 

to areas within the MVWPSP boundaries. The impacts from the project are not 

comparable throughout the entire Placer County area and must be analyzed at the 

appropriate scale. Further, additional protections apply to the Lake Tahoe Basin and 

therefore impacts must be carefully analyzed and evaluated based on Basin-specific 

significance criteria.  

5. Transportation:  

 

There are numerous problems with the transportation analysis which need to be corrected 

in a revised DEIR and recirculated.  

 
A. Occupancy rate  

The EIRôs analysis must be based on the maximum development potential 

allowed by the plan. However, the DEIR is also inconsistent in its approach. The 

DEIR evaluates the maximum potential impacts ï that is, assuming 100% full 

time occupancy ï for natural gas and electricity,
32

 light pollution,
33

 water 

supply,
34

 GHGs (for non-mobile sources),
35

 and wastewater treatment services,
36

 

yet the traffic impacts are based only on 20% full-time occupancy.
37

  

 

The use of the 20% occupancy rate for transportation impacts represents one of 

the most significant flaws in the DEIR analysis, affecting the DEIRôs evaluation 

of numerous impacts, including transportation, air quality, water quality, GHGs, 

impacts to emergency services and evacuations, and other effects. Table 10-11 

(inserted below) includes the Project Trip Generation calculations. 

 

                                                
31 ñBased on the proposed MVWPSP maximum unit count of 760 and 2.5 persons per unit, the buildout 

population of the project would be 1,900 people.ò (DEIR, p. 6-8). 
32 ñEnergy (natural gas and electricity) emissions are based on Estimates for Gas and Electric Utilities 

Usage for the MVWP Project (see Chapter 16, ñUtilities,ò which conservatively assume full-time 

occupancy of all units.ò (DEIR, p. 12-13). 
33 ñThe nighttime photo simulations represented a worst-case scenario that assumed illumination in all 
windows in all buildingsò (DEIR, p. 9-30) 
34 ñThe Water Supply Assessment prepared for the MVWPSP estimates that buildout of the West Parcel 

could result in a water demand of 325 acre feet per year (afy) (see Table 15-1), assuming 100 percent 

occupancy of the 760 proposed units (Stantec 2015).ò (DEIR, p. 15-21) 
35 ñThe analysis provided herein is considered conservative because it is based on the assumption that the 

760 residential units would be occupied full-timeéò (DEIR, p. 12-10). 
36 ñHowever, these are conservative estimates because they assume 100 percent occupancy of the 

developmentéò (DEIR, p. 16-24). 
37

 E.g. ñMobile source GHG emissions are derived from the traffic analysis, which assumes that 20 percent 

of the units are permanent, year-round occupants and the remaining 80 percent are seasonally occupied.ò 

(DEIR, p. 12-13). 
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The DEIR erroneously states the analysis examines the ñhighest possible traffic 

impacts.ò
38

 However, the table assumes 20% full- and 80% part-time occupancy. 

Notably the latter generates fewer trips per unit;
39

 thus a higher makeup of part-

time residential units will translate into fewer trips from the project when 

compared to full time occupancy of the units. This assumption is inappropriate 

and skews the entire analysis. Further, it does not meet CEQAôs requirements to 

fully analyze the potential impacts of the project. Unless Placer County is going to 

require no more than 20% of the homes be occupied full-time, the EIR needs to 

analyze the impacts from the maximum occupancy that could occur as a result of 

the project. Further, even if some homes are not full-time residences, all homes 

may be occupied during peak periods (which includes most summertime 

weekends and Holidays) ï a fact noted about the region elsewhere in the 

document.
40

 Notably, this is when transportation impacts are at their greatest, and 

when the threats from wildfire (which may necessitate evacuation) are also most 

prominent.  

 

                                                
38 ñBy basing the traffic study on the unit mix with the highest aggregate trip generation rates, the analysis 

has focused on the projectôs highest possible traffic impacts.ò (DEIR, p. 10-20). 
39 ñTo accurately estimate traffic generated by the proposed residential units, the portion of homes assumed 
to be second homes was analyzed using the Recreational Homes (ITE Code 260) trip generation rates [3.61 

daily trips], while the portion of homes that would be occupied full-time were analyzed using their 

corresponding trip generation rates (i.e., Single Family Housing ï 210 [9.52 daily trips], Residential 

Condo/Townhouse ï 230 [5.81 daily trips]).ò (p. 10-21). 
40 ñU.S. Census data indicate that the total number of housing units in the Town of Truckee increased by 

approximately 151 units from 12,803 in 2010 to 12,954 in 2013. Truckee has a high proportion of second 

units and vacation homes whose residents are not counted among the Townôs total population in the 

Census. In 2010, approximately 49.5 percent of units were occupied, while approximately 50.5 percent 

were vacant housing units (U.S. Census Bureau 2010 Census). During peak tourism periods in the summer 

and winter, the Townôs population can effectively double on a temporary basis.ò (p. 6-6). [Emphasis 

added]. 
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In fact, the EIR for the Martis Valley Community Plan analyzed the maximum 

occupancy scenario (Table 4.2-11 below; MVCP DEIR, p. 4.2-16), although the 

EIR stated that full-time occupancy would be less:
41

 

 

 
A simple multiplication bringing the 20% full-time occupancy to 100% would 

result in the following estimated trips from the MVWPSP: 

 

    

External Trips - Revised Assumptions & Comparison 

  Individual Counts 
Difference 

(underestimate) 

  
DEIR: 20% 

FT / 80% PT
a
 

100 % FT
b
 

Traffic with 100% FT 

Occupancy minus 

Traffic in DEIR 

(20/80% split) 

Single Family Homes       

Daily 2298 4285 1987 

p.m. 194 450 256 

p.m. In/Out 100/94 285/165 185/71 

Sunday Daily 1948 3880 1932 

Sunday Peak 221 385 164 

Sunday Peak In/Out 107/114 205/180 98/66 

        

Townhomes       

Daily 787 1045 258 

p.m. 61 95 34 

p.m. In/Out 30/31 65/30 35/-1 

Sunday Daily 643 870 227 

Sunday Peak 74 80 6 

Sunday Peak In/Out 34/39 40/40 6/1 
a Table 10-11, DEIR p. 10-23. FT = Full-time Occupancy; PT = Part-time Occupancy 

b Estimates for 20% FT are multiplied by 5 to represent 100% at FT. 

c Provided to give idea of the importance of the underestimate in the DEIR. 

                                                
41

 ñProjected permanent occupancy for the project would be less than anticipated in the Placer County 

General Plan, ranging from 43.7 to 64.2 percent of the General Plan holding capacity for Martis Valley.ò 

(MVCP DEIR, p. 4.2-16). 
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The DEIRôs selective evaluation of variable occupancy rates not only represents 

inconsistency in the analysis, but also results in a significant underestimate of the 

potential traffic impacts. 

 
B. Underestimated impacts of ñcabins:ò 

The DEIRôs traffic analysis assumes 100% of the ñcabinsò will be occupied only 

part-time, and that there will be fewer trips per unit from the proposed cabins 

compared to the single family homes.
42

 However, it is unclear what the physical 

and land use differences are between the single family homes and the cabins. The 

draft MVWPSP does not include separate standards for the cabins,
43

 however, the 

coverage limits for the cabins are actually higher,
44

 suggesting larger units that 

may accommodate at least the same number of people if not more compared to a 

single family home. As the proposed MVWPSP does not suggest regulating the 

use of cabins, there is nothing to suggest that those staying in the cabins on a peak 

summer weekend (or any time) will not exhibit the same behavior ï including 

driving ï as those in the single family homes. Notably, the cabins may comprise 

up to 200 units
45

 ï over 1/4
th
 of the new units. The DEIRôs underestimate of the 

impacts of the cabins results in a potentially significant number of uncounted trips 

and VMT. 

 

These inconsistencies appear to result in the EIR avoiding full consideration and 

disclosure of the true extent of the transportation impacts of the project. As a 

result, additional mitigation measures that may be necessary to mitigate 

transportation and related GHG emissions are not considered as required by 

CEQA.
46

  

 

In order to analyze and disclose the full potential impacts of the project to all 

affected resources, including transportation systems and GHGs, emissions from 

100% full -time occupancy (from all sources) in all units, including cabins,
47

 

must be analyzed and included in a revised DEIR. 
 

  

                                                
42 Estimated daily project trip generation: Cabins generate 3.61 trips/day versus 9.52 trips for full-time 

single-family housing (DEIR, p. 10-23). 
43 http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/planning/west-parcel-specific-plan/oct2015publicdraftsp/k%20-

%20appendix%20b%20-%2010-16-15.pdf?la=en 
44

 Table 5-2 Estimated Maximum Ground Disturbance : Single Family Residential: 40%; 

Multifamily/residential cabins: 50% (DEIR, p. 5-15) 
45 ñéthe number of cabins may range from 40 to 200 units;ò (DEIR, p. 3-13). 
46 Additionally, an EIR must identify feasible mitigation measures to mitigate significant environmental 

impacts. CEQA Guidelines $15126.4. Under CEQA, "public agencies should not approve projects as 

proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 

substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects. . . ." Pub. Res. Code $ 21002. 
47 Unless the MVWPSP will regulate the use of cabins such that it will be different than the use of homes or 

condos, and the size/accommodation potential for cabins will be the same or greater, it makes little sense to 

separate these. Cabins should simply be evaluated as single- or multi-family homes, depending on what 

they will be constructed as (which is currently not delineated). 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/planning/west-parcel-specific-plan/oct2015publicdraftsp/k%20-%20appendix%20b%20-%2010-16-15.pdf?la=en
http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/planning/west-parcel-specific-plan/oct2015publicdraftsp/k%20-%20appendix%20b%20-%2010-16-15.pdf?la=en
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C. Insufficient Project Study Area  

Notably, previous environmental analyses in the same area recognized that 

impacts from projects and plans would affect the larger region. For example, the 

EIR for the Town of Truckee General Plan
48

 analyzed the transportation impacts 

to the entire ñresort triangle,ò as noted in the figure below.  

                                                
48 Town of Truckee 2025 General Plan. Draft Environmental Impact Report. Figure 4.12-2. 

http://www.townoftruckee.com/home/showdocument?id=1271  

http://www.townoftruckee.com/home/showdocument?id=1271
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Although the source of the assumptions and methods used to estimate the VMT 

listed in Appendix K (p. 9-10) are not provided, the tables do include estimates 

for trips to Tahoe City, Emerald Bay, and South Lake Tahoe. However, the 

transportation analysis limits its assessment of in-Basin impacts to LOS on SR 

267 and at the SR 267/28 intersection in Kings Beach (see Chapter 10).  

 

The EIR must examine the full regional impacts of the proposed project. The 

project study area must, at a minimum, include the entire resort triangle.  

 
D. VMT generated beyond Kings Beach: 

According to a recent NLTRA survey, 47% of visitors to the region state that they 

visit Emerald Bay.
49

 The DEIR currently states that just 5% of the 1,395 visits to 

the Basin will drive to Emerald Bay.
50

 The DEIR includes no discussion 

regarding where this assumption came from, however the NLTRA survey 

suggests the number of visits to Emerald Bay may be higher than 5%. Although 

some of the homes will be second homes with the same homeowners staying in 

them, some are also likely to be rented out as vacation rentals (this is not 

prohibited by the MVWPSP). While regular visitors are not apt to drive to 

Emerald Bay each weekend or summer, if homes are rented to different visitors, 

the NLTRA survey suggests almost half of them are likely to visit Emerald Bay 

(let alone drive around Lake Tahoe). Unless Placer County intends to limit 

vacation rentals, the EIR needs to assess the potential traffic impacts to the Lake 

Tahoe Basin associated with increased visitors in the MVWPSP area.  

 

Accordingly, as the NLTRA findings indicate 47% of the visitors to the area 

spend time at Emerald Bay, the EIR must assess the impacts from 47% of the 

visitors to the MVWPSP area driving on SR 28 and SR 89 to Emerald Bay. In 

addition, the EIR must evaluate how many visitors may also drive around Lake 

Tahoe. In-Basin impacts to LOS and VMT must be adequately examined.  

 

The significance conclusions for all of these impacts are based on a flawed traffic 

analysis. As noted previously, the EIR cannot rely on a 20% full-time occupancy 

rate unless Placer County will limit the new homes to this occupancy rate. As a 

result, the potential impacts of the project must be examined and disclosed 

assuming 100% occupancy, as was done in Placer Countyôs 2002 EIR for the 

MVCP. It is of concern that the project is currently estimated to generate 

significant and unavoidable impacts to current and cumulative roadway and 

intersection operations, including within the Lake Tahoe Basin. However, even 

worse, these impacts may reflect only 1/5
th
 of the potential impacts from this 

project, increasing the magnitude of the already significant and unavoidable 

impacts.  

 

                                                
49 ñThe most popular attraction was Emerald Bay, with 47 percent of survey respondents indicating 

spending time during their visit there.ò North Lake Tahoe Resort Associate Visitor Research, p. 6. 

http://nltra.org/documents/pdfs/RRC%20Summary%20NLTRA%20Summer%202014.pdf  
50 To develop the total number of trips into the Basin, the total daily trips identified as going east and west 

on SR 28 in Appendix Kôs analysis of in-Basin trips (p. 9-10) were added together. 

http://nltra.org/documents/pdfs/RRC%20Summary%20NLTRA%20Summer%202014.pdf
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The EIR for the Town of Truckeeôs 2025 General Plan (adopted in 2006) 

identified the cumulative impacts to include the entire ñResort Triangle.ò In other 

words, the impacts to State Routes 89, 28, and 267 were assessed.
51

 As noted in 

Truckeeôs EIR, developments in the Truckee/Martis Valley area will clearly have 

an impact to multiple intersections and roadways in the Tahoe Basin.   

 

The MVWSP needs to incorporate and analyze these same Lake Tahoe Basin 

areas in the DEIR.  

 
E. Failure to analyze regional VMT generated by project  

 

The transportation analysis also fails to include any analysis and significance 

determination related to regional VMT impacts. Californiaôs Office of Planning and 

Research has recommended using VMT as a metric for CEQA analyses in all projects.
52

  
 

The projectôs VMT impacts to all roadways should be examined and disclosed 

(Tahoe-specific VMT needs are discussed below). 

 
F. Regional Traffic implications for Lake Tahoe: 

Lake Tahoe is a federally-designated Outstanding National Resource Water 

(ONRW).
53

 The Lake Tahoe Bistate Compact (cited previously) recognizes 

Tahoeôs unique beauty, and the importance of protecting its fragile environmental 

resources. Placer Countyôs policies also include the requirement to consider the 

regional implications of proposed projects: 

 
Consider the regional implications of development in the Martis Valley on resources outside 

of the Valley (i.e., Truckee River, Lake Tahoe Basin, Carson Range, and Sierra Nevada). 

(Policy 1.A.7).  

 

The proposed project will be located approximately four miles from Kings Beach 

and Tahoe Vista (DEIR, p. 3-2). There is no doubt that visitors and residents of 

the new project will drive into the Lake Tahoe Basin, not only to visit the Lake 

(and often, drive around it), but also because the closest grocery store and other 

personal needs stores are located in Kings Beach. Although Truckee has these 

types of stores, Truckee is over six miles away from the proposed project.  

 

FOWS and TASC comments on the 2015 NOP stated that the DEIR/S must 

sufficiently analyze the increased traffic, including trips, VMT, and congestion, in 

the Lake Tahoe Basin as a result of this project. According to TRPA Code Section 

65.4.2, the traffic analysis shall include:  

1. Trip generation rates of the proposed project;  

                                                
51 ñThe traffic study area includes the Town of Truckee, its proposed Sphere of Influence, and an area south 

of Truckee encompassing Martis Valley, Alpine Meadows and Squaw Valley ski resorts, and the entire area 

between SR 267 and SR 89 South.ò (Truckee 2015 GP DEIR, p. 4.12-1). 
52 SB 743 CEQA Guidelines Transportation Metric Update. August 2014. 

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/SB_743_CEQA_Guidelines_Update_Local_Government_Roundtable_8_18_14.pdf; 

Current information on proposal is available at: http://opr.ca.gov/s_sb743.php   
53 http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/watershed/tahoe/  

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/SB_743_CEQA_Guidelines_Update_Local_Government_Roundtable_8_18_14.pdf
http://opr.ca.gov/s_sb743.php
http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/watershed/tahoe/
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2. Impacts of the proposed project on the level of service at any impact 

intersections;  

3. Impacts of the proposed project on regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT);  

4. Impacts of the proposed project on regional and subregional air quality;  

5. Ingress and egress characteristics of the proposed project, and their impacts 

on traffic flow adjacent to the project area;  

6. Measures necessary to mitigate all traffic and air quality impacts to a level 

consistent with the environmental thresholds, the Goals and Policies, the 

Regional Transportation Plan, and the 1992 Air Quality Plan; and  

7. Additional information that TRPA may require. 

 

However, with regards to transportation the DEIR fails to examine the LOS 

impacts to all affected intersections (e.g. including Tahoe City) [#2 above; see our 

comments on project area], impacts to regional VMT (although the GHG analysis 

estimates this for the Tahoe Basin, it is unclear where the data come from and the 

transportation section does not address VMT impacts) [#3 above], and mitigation 

measures necessary to be consistent with TRPAôs Regional Plan and threshold 

standards [#6 above].  

 

G. TRPA VMT threshold standard:
54

 

As the DEIR acknowledges,
55

 there are TRPA standards for peak hour traffic and 

VMT for the entire Basin. Oddly, the transportation analysis does not address the 

significance of VMT, nor evaluate the potential VMT in the Basin. We question 

why Placer County did not include this analysis, especially when it was addressed 

as a potential impact in Placer Countyôs 2013 Northstar Mountain Master Plan 

(NMMP) Amendment EIR.
56

 Interestingly, we did locate estimates of in-Basin 

VMT in the GHG technical appendix (App. K, p. 9-10). These estimates reveal 

significant increases in in-Basin VMT: 31,117 summertime daily VMT and 

27,469 wintertime VMT (miles within the Basin
57

 were added up as indicated by 

the red boxes below and then doubled because the estimates in the table represent 

only one way of each trip).  

 

                                                
54 http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/TEVAL2011_Ch3_Air-Quality_Oct2012_Final.pdf  
55 ñTRPA maintains several environmental threshold carrying capacities pertaining to traffic, including 

peak-hour delays at intersections, daily traffic on certain key roadways, and vehicle miles travelled (VMT) 

for the entire basin. The TRPA standards for signalized intersections include operation at LOS D or better, 

or LOS E or LOS F for no more than 4 hours per day.ò (DEIR, p. 10-18). 
56 See ñIMPACT 9.3: Increase Vehicle Miles Traveled in the Tahoe Basinò (NMMP DEIR, p. 9-40). 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/ecs/eir/northstarmmp/northstardeir9-traffic.pdf?la=en   
57 Totals include Trips West and East on SR 28 with destinations in Kings Beach, Carnelian Bay, Tahoe 

City, Emerald Bay, Incline Village, and South Lake Tahoe. 

http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/TEVAL2011_Ch3_Air-Quality_Oct2012_Final.pdf
http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/ecs/eir/northstarmmp/northstardeir9-traffic.pdf?la=en
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Tahoe Basin Summer VMT (one way): 15,558.5 

Tahoe Basin Winter VMT (one way): 13,734.5 
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We therefore focus our comments regarding the transportation and GHG impacts 

on the VMT estimates presented in Appendix K. 

 

The VMT estimates are based on the 20% and 80% occupancy rates (and 100% 

part-time occupancy of ñcabinsò); as a result, potential additional in-Basin VMT 

is underestimated by roughly five times or more. As noted in our comments on 

this subject, the MVWPSP would not limit occupancy to 20% full-time 

residences. Therefore, through a rough approximation of VMT based on the EIRôs 

estimates for full-time resident trips, the project could generate five times more 

traffic in the Lake Tahoe Basin than disclosed in the DEIR ï an additional 

155,585 new VMT on a peak summer day based on the estimates in Appendix 

K.
58

 Per TRPAôs most recent Threshold Evaluation Report in 2011 (TER),
59

 the 

basin was just 1.5% below the threshold standard (which equates to 30,958 

VMT). Estimates involving the 20/80% occupancy split indicate the project could 

cause TRPAôs threshold to be exceeded by adding 31,117 VMT to the Basin on a 

peak summer day. This is already a significant impact. However, 100% full 

occupancy could mean an additional 155,585 VMT or more in the Basin on a 

peak summer day - an even more significant impact. 

 

To put this in perspective, the project could generate over five times the amount of 

VMT it would take to violate TRPAôs VMT threshold. The 2011 TER also notes 

that the average decrease in daily VMT as of 2011 was 13,711 VMT/peak 

day/year.
60

 This project could add VMT back into the Basin equal to almost 

twelve yearsô worth of decreases.   

 

In addition, these estimates do not take into account the cumulative increases 

resulting from other approved but not-yet-built projects (e.g. Boulder Bay), 

proposed projects (i.e. Squaw Valley Village expansion), proposed Plans (such as 

Placer Countyôs Tahoe Basin Area Plan), and the general increase in travel in the 

area
61

 resulting from recovery from the economic recession and other factors. 

 

The EIR must analyze the potential VMT impacts to the Tahoe Basin. Notably, 

homes that are not occupied full-time are likely to be occupied by renters, 

vacationers, or second-homeowners during peak times. The impacts of the 

greatest possible occupancy must be assessed in order to evaluate the potential 

impacts of the project. 

 

                                                
58 The total VMT, round trip, for summer local trips, as listed in App. K., was multiplied by five to estimate 

the VMT associated with a 100% full-time occupancy rather than 20% full time occupancy. We understand 

this is a rough generalization. 
59

 ñAdopted Standards ï TRPA: Reduce vehicle miles traveled in the Basin by 10% of the 1981 base year 

values (equivalent to 2,067,600 VMT)éStatus ï The most recent vehicle miles traveled estimate (2011) 

was 2,036,642 VMT per day or about 1.5% better than the standard, resulting in an ñat or somewhat better 
than targetò status determination. The Tahoe Region has been in compliance with this standard since 2007.ò 

(2011 TER, p. 3-49 & -50). 
60

 ñTrend ï The estimated long-term (1981-2011) trend shows a decrease in daily VMT in the Tahoe 

Basin, at rate of -13,711 VMT/peak day/year (or -0.66%/year) relative to the standard (P<0.01), resulting in 

a trend determination of ñmoderate improvement.ò (2011 TER, p. 3-53). 
61 http://www.tahoedailytribune.com/news/18735420-113/opinion-its-been-a-very-good-year-for  

http://www.tahoedailytribune.com/news/18735420-113/opinion-its-been-a-very-good-year-for
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Although it may be appropriate to consider the peak Friday traffic impacts to the 

LOS for affected roadway segments and intersections, the VMT impacts to 

TRPAôs Air Quality threshold standard for VMT must reflect the time period 

called for by the standard. As noted in the most recent Threshold Evaluation 

Report (2011 TER), VMT is an estimated number based on the peak daily traffic 

volumes from the 2
nd

 weekend of August.
62

  

 

The EIR needs to clearly analyze and disclose the VMT impacts in light of 

TRPAôs VMT threshold standard and indicator. 
 

H. Wintertime peak LOS impacts: 

Given the projectôs proximity to Northstar Mountain Resort, impacts to peak 

traffic volumes during the winter months should be carefully examined. The 

DEIR has selected the 30
th
 highest peak hour

63
 for examining the wintertime 

impacts on LOS. This is inappropriate for examining the projectôs wintertime 

transportation impacts. Although roadway capacity should not be expanded based 

on peak congestion, the DEIR must still evaluate and disclose the projectôs 

impacts.  

 

The recirculated EIR needs to examine the impacts of the MVWSP on peak 

hour congestion. In addition, the LOS standards applicable in the Lake Tahoe 

Basin
64

 are based on peak congestion, not the 30
th
 highest peak. 

 

The summer peak-hour intersection movement counts were taken during 2013,
65

 

when traffic was still lower after the Great Recession. As weôve seen in 2015 (and 

noted in the previously cited TRPA column), traffic in our region is back on the 

rise (and numerous approved but not-yet-built projects will add even more traffic 

in future years), and 2013 counts may no longer represent existing conditions. In 

order to assess the cumulative impacts of the project on LOS, the 2013 traffic 

counts in the region need to be compared to historical counts in order to ensure a 

representation of the traffic that could be supported by existing infrastructure.  

 

                                                
62

 ñVMT presented here is an estimated number based on peak daily traffic volumes from the 2nd weekend 

of August each year. Traffic volume data are collected daily at 20 monitoring stations in the Tahoe Basin 

by California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and Nevada Department of Transportation. Peak 

traffic volumes were multiplied by a VMT constant (4.77) that represents average number of trips per 
person per day, average trip length, and average vehicle occupancy to provide an estimate of daily VMT.ò 

(2011 TER, p. 3-50).  
63

 For winter conditions, the 30th highest peak hour of the ski season was analyzed. The 30th highest hour 

is often cited in transportation literature (such as A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Street, 

4th Edition, American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 2001) and is used to 

establish the ñdesign hourly volume.ò It is meant to represent a busy, but not absolute peak period of travel. 

The 30th highest peak hour was calculated by applying a numerical factor to the actual counts that were 
taken for the project on March 9, 2014 (see below under ñWinterò). (DEIR, p. 10-4). 
64 http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/TEVAL2011_Ch3_Air-Quality_Oct2012_Final.pdf  
65

 ñSummer peak-hour intersection turning movement counts were conducted at the study intersections on 

Friday, August 23, 2013 from 2:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. Friday p.m. peak-hour counts were conducted because 

this is the peak travel period during the summer season. Existing data show that the Friday peak hour for 

the study intersections is generally from 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.ò (DEIR, p. 10-4). 

http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/TEVAL2011_Ch3_Air-Quality_Oct2012_Final.pdf
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As noted for the summertime analysis, the winter peak hour conditions taken on 

one day in March 2014
66

 also need to be compared to historical counts to ensure 

they adequately represent peak traffic conditions. This is especially important as 

the drought left relatively poor ski conditions at Tahoe area resorts beginning in 

2012, and visitation has been down.
67

  

 

The EIR must compare the 2013 counts to 2015 counts, as well as historical 

traffic counts, in order to evaluate the cumulative plus project conditions, which 

must account for the extent of traffic that can be supported by the existing 

infrastructure in our region.  

 

I.  Cumulative Transportation Im pacts: 

The cumulative transportation impacts were estimated based on the Truckee and 

TRPA TransCAD models.
68

 However, it is unclear whether either model took into 

account the potential impacts of expansions at Squaw Valley. Additionally, 

neither model included estimates for the proposed Brockway Campground.  

 

The EIR needs to revise the cumulative transportation analysis to address the 

impacts of all known potential projects in the region, including but not limited 

to the Brockway Campground, which is proposed immediately adjacent to the 

MVWPSP and will thus generate traffic impacts to similar areas. 

 

  

                                                
66 ñWinter peak-hour intersection turning movement counts were conducted at the study intersections on 

Sunday, March 9, 2014 from 3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. Sunday p.m. peak-hour counts were conducted because 

this is generally the peak travel period during the winter season, especially adjacent to ski resorts. Existing 

data show that the Sunday peak hour varied by intersection but most consistently fell between 3:45 p.m. 

and 4:45 p.m.ò (DEIR, p. 10-4). 
67 ñHowever, those numbers, Katz said, are ñpartially offsetò by a 16.4 percent decline in Tahoe-area visits 

due to ñthe impact of challenging conditions in Tahoe throughout the season,ò considering four consecutive 

poor winters aided by the Western drought.ò http://www.sierrasun.com/news/18509483-113/vail-resorts-
revenue-tops-11-billion-despite-low  
68

 ñAccording to the Truckee TransCAD traffic model documentation, build-out of the Town of Truckee 

General Plan is conservatively assumed to occur by 2025, with minimal development expected thereafter. 

Therefore, the cumulative no project traffic volumes presented herein conservatively represents year 2034 

conditions.  

The TransCAD future model was used to determine the volume and distribution of traffic generated by the 

project. The resulting daily and peak-hour turning movement project trips were then subtracted from the 
year 2034 traffic forecasts produced by the model to represent year 2034 No Project conditions. Other 

minimal adjustments were made to the traffic forecasts to balance traffic volumes between intersections. 

The resulting 2034 summer peak-hour turning movement volumes without the proposed project are shown 

in Exhibit 10-7.  

Future year 2034 winter peak-hour traffic volumes at the SR267 intersections at Schaffer Mill 

Road/Truckee Airport Road intersection, Northstar Drive, and Highlands View Road were developed by 

LSC Transportation Consultants as part of the Northstar Mountain Master Plan project. Year 2034 winter 

traffic volumes at the SR 267/SR 28 intersection were estimated by applying a growth rate to the existing 

winter volumes, based on the traffic growth predicted by the TRPA TransCAD model for each leg of the 

intersection. The resulting 2034 winter peak-hour traffic volumes without the project are shown in Exhibit 

10-8.ò (DEIR, p. 10-37). 

http://www.sierrasun.com/news/18509483-113/vail-resorts-revenue-tops-11-billion-despite-low
http://www.sierrasun.com/news/18509483-113/vail-resorts-revenue-tops-11-billion-despite-low
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J. Adequacy of transportation impact fees: 

 

During the 11/19/2015 Planning Commission meeting, Commissioners expressed 

concern that the proposed transportation impact fee (around $3.7 million) 

wouldnôt really ñput a dentò in the work that would be needed on SR 267, as well 

as the traffic that would be generated by the project. If there is no feasible 

mitigation plan and/or the plan is not enforceable by Placer County (as is the case 

here where Caltrans would be the deciding/implementing agency), paying 

mitigation fees is not sufficient mitigation for the project. 

 

The EIR must clearly examine and disclose the projectôs impacts, and identify 

how, and to what extent, mitigation measures will mitigate those impacts. 

6. Regionally Significant Project: 

 

As noted in our comments on the NOP (which as documented elsewhere, FOWS 

comments were clearly not addressed by Placer County), the NOP failed, and the DEIR 

now fails, to note the proposed project as Regionally Significant. As required by CEQA 

(§15206(b)), a proposed project must be identified as having statewide, regional, or 

areawide significance if the project meets any of the following criteria: 

 
ñ(2)(A): A proposed residential development of more than 500;é 

(4)(A): A project for which an EIR and not a Negative Declaration was prepared which would be 

located in and would substantially impact the following areas of critical environmental 

sensitivity:éThe Lake Tahoe Basin.ò 

 

However, the NOP and the subsequent DEIR fail to designate this project as Regionally 

significant, nor discuss consultation with all transportation agencies affected by the 

project. § 21092.4.69 Transportation planning agencies within the Tahoe Basin, including 

the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO), TRPA, and the Tahoe 

Transportation District (TTD), must be consulted for this project, as the project will 

clearly generate traffic within the Tahoe Basin (notably demonstrated in both the 

transportation and the GHG analyses in the DEIR).  

 

As requested in our NOP comments, the EIR must note the project as Regionally 

Significant and include the assessment of impacts throughout the entire Lake Tahoe 

Basin (e.g. including additional visitor and residential traffic in Kings Beach, Tahoe 

                                                
69

 (a) For a project of statewide, regional, or areawide significance, the lead agency shall consult with 

transportation planning agencies and public agencies that have transportation facilities within their 

jurisdictions that could be affected by the project. Consultation shall be conducted in the same manner as 

for responsible agencies pursuant to this division, and shall be for the purpose of the lead agency obtaining 

information concerning the project's effect on major local arterials, public transit, freeways, highways, 

overpasses, on-ramps, off-ramps, and rail transit service within the jurisdiction of a transportation planning 

agency or a public agency that is consulted by the lead agency. A transportation planning agency or public 

agency that provides information to the lead agency shall be notified of, and provided with copies of, 

environmental documents pertaining to the project. 

(b) As used in this section, "transportation facilities" includes major local arterials and public transit within 

five miles of the project site and freeways, highways, overpasses, on-ramps, off-ramps, and rail transit 

service within 10 miles of the project site. 
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City, along the West Shore, at Emerald Bay, and around the Lake) as well as 

documentation of consultation with Lake Tahoe Basin transportation agencies. 

7. Need to consider additional traffic mitigation: 

 

The DEIR concludes impacts to multiple roadway segments and intersections (see 

Chapter 10), many of which cannot be mitigated to less than significant for several 

reasons. 

¶ The applicant will  pay traffic impact fees
70

 that could be used to fund CIP projects 

(e.g. widening SR 267 to four lanes from Truckee to Brockway Summit and several 

intersection improvements
71

), however, because it will be up to Caltrans, and not 

Placer County, to implement these improvements, they cannot be guaranteed;
72

 

¶ The project ñitselfò cannot fund the transportation improvements and it is unlikely 

that the lanes could be widened before the MVWPSP project is implemented;
 73

 and 

¶ Widening SR 267 within the Lake Tahoe Basin is not a viable option.
74

 

 

However, there are additional mitigation measures which can and should be included in 

the EIR: 

 

¶ As was included in Placer Countyôs EIR for the 2003 MVCP,
75

 mitigation could 

include the reduction in land use quantities in the MVWPSP. This would reduce both 

LOS and VMT impacts to transportation on a regional and local scale.  

                                                
70

 ñThe current total combined estimated [impact] fee for the entire project is $3,685,511.42 ($4,846 per 

single family residential unit).ò (DEIR, p. 2-39). 
71

 ñThe Placer County CIP, discussed above, identifies the following intersection and roadway 

improvements needed in Placer County, including:  

 

 

 

  

The Town of Truckee Traffic Impact Fee Program (TIF) identifies the following intersection and roadway 

improvements needed in the Town of Truckee, including:  

-80 Westbound Ramps ï Construct 2-lane roundabout  

-80 Eastbound Ramps ï Construct 2-lane roundabout  
ï Construct roundabout or equivalent improvement  

ï Widen to 4 lanesò  

(DEIR, p. 10-37). 
72 ñAlthough these improvements are included in the Placer County CIP and the Town of Truckee TIF, 

they are owned and operated by Caltrans. There is no assurance Caltrans will make these improvements 

within the 2034 horizon year; therefore, the cumulative conditions analysis assumes that SR 267 remains in 

its 2-lane rural highway condition.ò (DEIR, p. 10-39). 
73 ñThe mitigation measure would ensure that the project pays its fair share fee to the Placer Countywide 

Traffic Fee Program. Although the project would pay traffic fees for applicable CIP projects, including 

future widening of SR 267 to four lanes between Brockway Road and Brockway Summit, it is not feasible 

for the project itself to fund the SR 267 widening, and it is unlikely that the improvement would be 

constructed before the project is implemented. (DEIR, p. 10-32). 
74 In addition, there is no feasible mitigation to improve the adversely affected roadway segment from the 

Project Access Roadway to SR 28. Therefore, the projectôs impact on roadway segments would remain 

significant and unavoidable.ò (DEIR, p. 10-32). 
75

 ñMM 4.4.1b Reduce Land Use Quantities in Martis Valley Community Plan Area. (Optional).ò (MVCP 

DEIR, p. 8.0-4).  

4.4 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION  
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¶ As recommended by Mountain Area Preservation Foundation during the 11/19 Placer 

County Planning Commissioner hearing, the project could be designed so that project 

access is only from Highlands Drive, thereby avoiding the additional intersection on SR 

267. This will help with LOS impacts to SR 267 as well as potentially reduce the VMT 

impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin (as drivers may opt to drive to Truckee for basic 

amenities such as groceries rather than Kings Beach). 

 

The EIR must evaluate and consider all feasible mitigation options. As represented by 

its inclusion in the 2002 MVCP DEIR, a reduction in land use quantities was 

considered a feasible option by Placer County. The EIR should also investigate an 

alternative access design that would avoid the placement of a new intersection along 

SR 267.  

8. Impacts to Transit 

 

A. Impacts not fully disclosed: 

The DEIR notes that the project will add transit ridership and may result in 

potentially significant impacts,
76

 but then dismisses these impacts through vague 

mitigation measures.
77,78

 The DEIR does not examine what these impacts may be. 

                                                                                                                                            
Alternately, under any of the Alternatives, the land uses allowed under each land use Alternative could be 

reduced to eliminate the need to widen roadways, particularly SR 267, Northstar Drive, and Schaffer Mill 

RoadéUnder the Proposed Land Use Diagram, the list of roadways which have volumes that exceed LOS 

standards are shown in Table 4.4-26, as well as the reduction in land uses needed to maintain LOS 
standards. The reduction in ADT (or PM peak-hour one-way trips in the Town of Truckee) that would be 

required to avoid the need to widen particular roadways to four lanes is also shown in the table. These 

tables are meant for programmatic planning purposes only. Please note that the location of any trip 

reductions have a relatively minor impact on whether the traffic volumes would be reduced to adequate 

levels. For SR 267, the reduction shown indicates the reduction needed in traffic generation for the overall 

Martis Valley area. For Northstar Drive, the reduction required refers to the total traffic generation of 

Northstar developments. Finally, the reduction needed for Schaffer Mill Road refers to the reduction 

needed in traffic generation associated with land uses that are proposed to gain access on Schaffer Mill 

Road (Lahontan, Siller Ranch, Eaglewood, and Hopkins Ranch). (MVCP DEIR, p. 4.4-58) 
76 ñThe proposed project is anticipated to cause existing capacity to be exceeded because the site is located 

south of Northstar, and additional transit ridership from the project would be added to the peak direction. 
Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant.ò (DEIR, p. 10-33). 
77

 ñMitigation Measure 10-5a: Payment of annual transit fees  

Prior to recordation of the initial Large Lot or Small Lot Final Map, the applicant shall establish a new 

Zone of Benefit (ZOB) within an existing County Service Area (CSA) or annex into a pre-existing ZOB to 

provide adequate funding of capital and ongoing operational transit services/requirements. The applicant 

shall submit to the County for review and approval a complete and adequate engineerôs report supporting 

the level of assessments necessary for the establishment of the ZOB. The report shall be prepared by a 
registered engineer in consultation with a qualified financial consultant and shall establish the basis for the 

special benefit appurtenant to the project.  

Mitigation Measure 10-5b: Join and maintain membership in the Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation 

Management Association  

Prior to Improvement Plan approval and/or recordation of the Final Map, the commercial and homeowner 

associations shall join and maintain membership (at a rate based on the engineering report, per Mitigation 

Measure 10-5a) in perpetuity in the Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management Association 

(TNT/TMA), whose established purpose is to improve the general traffic and transportation conditions in 

the Truckee/North Tahoe area, and to address situations associated with traffic congestion and 

transportation systems.  

Significance after Mitigation  
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As the DEIR currently stands, it anticipates that the project will create some level 

of undisclosed increased demand for transit services, and then speculates that a 

bus shelter and two proposed mitigation measures will mitigate the 

(undetermined) impacts on transit. CEQA does not allow for speculation to 

replace analysis.
79

 

 

The EIR needs to assess the potential increase in ridership and the effects of the 

additional transit stop on existing systems. The evaluation should include an 

assessment of ridership with and without a bus shelter, the number of people 

expected to use transit from the MVWPSP, the parking demand for getting to 

the bus shelter, any park and ride facilities, and an assessment of how adding 

the additional stop to existing transit services will impact transit time and use.  

 

B. New Transit Stop and Bus Shelter: 

The DEIR states that ñThe proposed project would enhance existing transit 

service on SR 267 with construction of a new bus shelter within the MVWPSP 

near SR 267.ò (DEIR, p. 10-33). However, it is unclear how adding a new bus 

shelter enhances ñexistingò transit service. Currently, there are no homes or 

recreational attractions that require existing transit service to stop where the future 

bus shelter would be. Therefore, it is not correct to claim enhancement of 

ñexisting servicesò where no existing services exist. In fact, the addition of a new 

bus stop is likely to degrade existing transit services.  
 

The EIR must assess the impacts of adding a new stop on existing transit 

systems. 
 

                                                                                                                                            
Mitigation measures 10-5a (Payment of Annual Transit Fees) and 10-5b (Join and Maintain Membership in 

the TNT/TMA) would determine with specificity the projectôs fair-share annual contribution to ongoing 

operational transit services and improvements, and would require ongoing participation by the projectôs 

commercial and homeowner associations in TNT/TMA to address and improve transit and transportation 

conditions into the future. These measures would offset the project demand for additional transit services, 

thereby reducing the impact on transit to a less-than-significant level.ò (DEIR, p. 10-33) 
78

 ñCumulative Impact 10-12: Cumulative impacts to transit: As noted in the Existing Plus Project Impact 

10-5, the proposed project would enhance transit with the construction of a bus shelter onsite near SR 267. 

Because the project would result in only one additional stop, any increase in the travel time of the transit 

route would be modest. Future transit ridership capacity would be dictated by the peak transit demand 

occurring in the winter season on the TART SR 267 route between Truckee and Crystal Bay. Any 

additional transit demand generated by the project could add to the cumulative need for additional winter 
peak-hour transit capacity. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-5a (Payment of Annual Transit Fees) 

and Mitigation Measure 10-5b (Join and Maintain Membership in the TNT/TMA) would contribute to the 

increase in transit service to meet future transit demand. Therefore, the MVWPSP projectôs contribution to 

the cumulative transit impact would not be cumulatively considerableéNo mitigation is required.ò (DEIR, 

p. 10-45 & -46) 
79

 ñCEQA documents also must explicitly identify each impact the agency has determined to be significant 

(Id. at Ä 15126.2, subd. (a)). These significance determinations must be ñbased on substantial evidence in 

the recordò (Id. at Ä 15064, subd. (f)).ò www.opr.ca.gov/docs/NEPA_CEQA_Handbook_Feb2014.pdf.  
ñ(1) For the purposes of this section and this division, substantial evidence includes fact, a reasonable 

assumption predicated upon fact, or expert opinion supported by fact. 

(2) Substantial evidence is not argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence that is 

clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not contribute to, or are 

not caused by, physical impacts on the environment.ò (§ 21080 (e)) [Emphasis added] 

http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/NEPA_CEQA_Handbook_Feb2014.pdf
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C. Contributions to transit systems: 

The DEIR proposes two mitigation measures which it claims will mitigate transit 

impacts to less-than-significant: 

 
Mitigation measures 10-5a (Payment of Annual Transit Fees) and 10-5b (Join and Maintain 

Membership in the TNT/TMA) would determine with specificity the projectôs fair-share 

annual contribution to ongoing operational transit services and improvements, and would 

require ongoing participation by the projectôs commercial and homeowner associations in 

TNT/TMA to address and improve transit and transportation conditions into the future. These 

measures would offset the project demand for additional transit services, thereby reducing the 

impact on transit to a less-than-significant level. (DEIR, p. 10-33). 

 

First, the DEIR does not estimate the actual impact to transit systems in the first 

place, therefore it is impossible to determine whether they can be mitigated to less 

than significant. Second, the DEIR provides no information showing how the 

payment of annual transit fees will result in mitigation. Simply paying a fee does 

not meet the CEQA requirement to show how that fee will result in mitigation.
80

 

Third, the DEIR provides no information explaining how membership in the 

TNT/TMA will result in improved transit and transportation conditions which will 

specifically mitigate the projectôs impacts.  

 

The EIR must clearly examine and disclose the projectôs impacts, and identify 

how, and to what extent, mitigation measures will mitigate those impacts. 
 

D. Fair Share of Transit Costs: 

At a recent ñTahoe Talksò Presentation regarding public transit issues in the 

region,
81

 Sandy Evans-Hall, the Executive Director of the North Lake Tahoe 

Resort Association (NLTRA), presented information regarding current transit 

networks in the region, with most emphasis on ñthe Resort Triangleò ï Truckee to 

Northstar to North Lake Tahoe to Squaw Valley. According to Ms. Evans-Hall 

the current combined transit resources from Placer County and the Town of 

Truckee total roughly $4.5 million/year. This is based on hourly headways and 

only seasonal service from Northstar to Truckee. When the NLTRA put together 

information to reflect a more ideal transit system (which would improve 

ridership), a transit expert estimated the cost to be $18 million, which is beyond 

available funding. The NLTRA and others are currently working to implement 

improvements, including half-hour headways and regular service from Northstar 

to Truckee, to improve ridership. As the cost of implementing transit systems 

increases, so should the fair share burden on development. 

 

The EIR should clearly analyze how residents and guests of the new MVWPSP 

project area will contribute their fair share toward transit. Existing Tahoe 

Basin and Martis Valley residents should not bear any additional burden of 

funding transit in order to support the new development. 

                                                
80 http://www.sierrawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2015-SMW-Letter-to-M-Krach-re-Village-at-Squaw-

Specific-Plan-DEIR-07-16-2015.pdf; p. 51-52 
81 http://www.sierrasun.com/news/environment/19250599-113/lake-tahoe-truckee-transit-future-full -of-

hope-big  

http://www.sierrawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2015-SMW-Letter-to-M-Krach-re-Village-at-Squaw-Specific-Plan-DEIR-07-16-2015.pdf
http://www.sierrawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2015-SMW-Letter-to-M-Krach-re-Village-at-Squaw-Specific-Plan-DEIR-07-16-2015.pdf
http://www.sierrasun.com/news/environment/19250599-113/lake-tahoe-truckee-transit-future-full-of-hope-big
http://www.sierrasun.com/news/environment/19250599-113/lake-tahoe-truckee-transit-future-full-of-hope-big
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E. Funding shortfalls for transit:  

During the presentation, George Fink with the Tahoe Transportation District 

(TTD) explained that federal and state funding sources for transit are likely to 

continue to shrink. As a result, it will be up to residents to find solutions for how 

to fund transit. Jaime Wright of the TMA stated that of North Lake Tahoeôs 

existing visitors, 50-60% are day drivers that are not staying overnight within the 

Tahoe Basin (notably, MVWPSP homeowners and guests are most likely to be 

óday driversô in the Tahoe Basin as well). Day drivers to the Basin are not paying 

Tourist-Occupancy-Taxes (TOT), which is one source of funds for Placer County 

transit programs. For decades, agencies have struggled with how to fund adequate 

transit in light of the millions of visitors to the region versus the full-time 

residential population.  

 

Because MVWPSP residents and visitors will  contribute to the óday trafficô in 

the Lake Tahoe Basin, the EIR needs to clearly analyze how these visitors will 

contribute their fair share toward funding transit in North Lake Tahoe. In 

addition, transit funding should be based on the cost of the upgraded transit 

system (which improves ridership), rather than the existing system.   

9. Consistency with Regional Land Use Plans: 
 

CEQA requires an EIR to examine project impacts from both a local and regional 

perspective. CEQA further requires that: ñSpecial emphasis should also be placed on 

environmental resources that are rare or unique to that region and would be affected by 

the project:ò 
 

15125. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  

(a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of 

the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of 

preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local 

and regional perspective. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline 

physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. The 

description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an 
understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives. 

(b) When preparing an EIR for a plan for the reuse of a military base, lead agencies should refer to 

the special application of the principle of baseline conditions for determining significant 

impacts contained in Section 15229. 

(c) Knowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts. 

Special emphasis should be placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique to that 

region and would be affected by the project. The EIR must demonstrate that the significant 

environmental impacts of the proposed project were adequately investigated and discussed and 

it must permit the significant effects of the project to be considered in the full environmental 

context. 

(d) The EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general 
plans, specific plans, and regional plans. Such regional plans include, but are not limited to, the 

applicable air quality attainment or maintenance plan or State Implementation Plan, area-wide 

waste treatment and water quality control plans, regional transportation plans, regional housing 

allocation plans, regional blueprint plans, plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, 

habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans and regional land use plans 

for the protection of the Coastal Zone, Lake Tahoe Basin, San Francisco Bay, and Santa 

Monica Mountains. 
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The DEIR fails to adequately assess and disclose all project-related impacts to the Lake 

Tahoe Basin, which not only qualifies as a ñrare or uniqueò environmental resource,
82

 but 

is also specifically listed in CEQA among areas where the EIR ñshall discuss any 

inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general planséand 

regional land use plans for the protection of theéLake Tahoe Basin.ò (§15125 (d)). As a 

result, the DEIR fails to meet CEQA requirements. The DEIR also includes no analysis 

of the impacts from increased use of in-Basin recreational areas and facilities by 

MVWPSP residents. 

 

The proposed Project is also inconsistent with TRPAôs Regional Transportation Plan and 

Regional Plan Update (RTP/RPU). The RTP/RPU cumulative impact analysis did not 

include the MVWPSP.
83

  

 

The recirculated EIR needs to fully analyze and disclose all impacts to TRPA threshold 

standards, and federal, state, and local standards applicable within the Lake Tahoe 

Basin, including but not limited to transportation (including LOS and VMT increases 

on in-Basin highways and arterial roadways), air quality (e.g. pollutant emissions 

within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin), and recreation (e.g. impacts and conflicts that will 

result from additional visits to recreation areas within the Lake Tahoe Basin in 

relation to recreational capacity and user experience of these areas). Project-related 

and cumulative impacts need to be addressed.  

10. Impacts to Emergency Vehicles on 267 

 

The MVWPSP will generate ñsignificant and unavoidableò transportation impacts (i.e. 

more congestion) to SR 267, including the segment from Brockway Summit to the SR 

267/SR 28 intersection in Kings Beach.
84

 The DEIR also notes that even if SR 267 were 

to be widened, it would not likely occur before construction of the MVWPSP project 

began. This will create additional delays for emergency vehicles on SR 267. Although the 

DEIR discusses demand for emergency services from within the project, and the 

Emergency Vehicle Access Roads for the project,
85

 the DEIR includes no discussion of 

                                                
82 See TRPA Bistate Compact. http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Bistate_Compact.pdf.  

For example, Article I (A)(3) states: ña) It is found and declared that:é(3) The region exhibits unique 

environmental and ecological values which are irreplaceable.ò 
83 List of cumulative projects included in the RTP DEIR, p. 4-2 to 4-8. 

http://tahoempo.org/rtp_draft/1_Regional_Transportation_Plan_EIS/04_Cumulative_RTP.pdf  
84 ñThe mitigation measure would ensure that the project pays its fair share fee to the Placer Countywide 

Traffic Fee Program. Although the project would pay traffic fees for applicable CIP projects, including 
future widening of SR 267 to four lanes between Brockway Road and Brockway Summit, it is not feasible 

for the project itself to fund the SR 267 widening, and it is unlikely that the improvement would be 

constructed before the project is implemented. In addition, there is no feasible mitigation to improve the 

adversely affected roadway segment from the Project Access Roadway to SR 28. Therefore, the projectôs 

impact on roadway segments would remain significant and unavoidable.ò (DEIR, p. 10-32). 
85 ñAccess to the interior of the West Parcel development area would be provided via a two-lane roadway 

from SR 267. Internal streets would also have two lanes. An emergency vehicle access (EVA) road would 

be provided by connection to SR 267 at Brockway Summit. The EVA would be a paved two-lane road that 

would be accessible year-round. The EVA would provide access for emergency vehicles only, unless 

needed to evacuate residents. Fibreboard Freeway, a paved two-lane road is located south of the West 

Parcel boundary and connects to SR 267. An existing unimproved dirt road from the West Parcel that 

http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Bistate_Compact.pdf
http://tahoempo.org/rtp_draft/1_Regional_Transportation_Plan_EIS/04_Cumulative_RTP.pdf
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the impacts the additional traffic delays will have on emergency vehicles driving on SR 

267. This will affect those in need of medical assistance by delaying the arrival of the 

vehicles and/or transport time. In addition, this will interfere with emergency 

evacuations, which may involve residents and visitors to North Lake Tahoe, those within 

the MVWPSP project area and Northstar, and guests at the proposed Brockway 

Campground. Such a situation would already be a problem as North Lake Tahoe 

roadways were heavily congested in 2015 and are anticipated to get worse from growth in 

Northern California and Nevada.
86

 The major congestion experienced in 2015 also 

notably occurred during the summer months when wildfire is a significant threat to the 

area.  

 

The EIR needs to assess and clearly disclose the individual and cumulative impacts 

traffic congestion will have on delaying/interfering with emergency access and 

evacuations on SR 267. 

11. Water Supply: 

 

The DEIR states the project will have adequate water supply served through two options: 

one, the existing NCSD system could be expanded and used for the project,
87

 and/or two, 

the proponents may drill more groundwater wells.
88

 In both cases, the DEIR relies on a 

water supply assessment to claim adequate water exists for the project. The DEIR does 

recognize that overuse of groundwater poses problems,
89

 and that drought can have 

significant impacts on water supply,
90

 yet the water supply analysis fails to account for 

the potential impacts of climate change and drought on the long-term water supply in the 

area. One glaring problem with the water supply assessment is that the evaluation of 

ñlong termò impacts is based on just four years.
91

 

 

Yet we are currently experiencing the most severe drought weôve seen in nearly 120 

years:  

                                                                                                                                            
connects to Fibreboard would provide a secondary seasonal emergency access during catastrophic events 

(e.g., wildfire).ò (DEIR, p. 17-17). 
86 http://www.trpa.org/monthly-column-meeting-the-transportation-challenges-of-tomorrow/  
87 ñOne option for water supply to the West Parcel development area would be through expansion of the 

existing NCSD water supply, storage, and distribution system, which includes two springs, a reservoir, and 

two groundwater wells in the MVGB.ò (DEIR, p. 15-21) 
88 ñA second option for water supply for the MVWPSP development would be installation of groundwater 

wells on the West Parcel. By virtue of the elevation, topography, and subsurface geology of the project site, 

onsite wells would not directly access the Martis Valley Groundwater Basin.ò (DEIR, p. 15-23). 
89

 ñOveruse of groundwater resources can lead to depletion of aquifers and, in the long-term, may result in 

loss of surface water flows in associated springs and streams (USGS 2003).ò (DEIR, p. 15-21). 
90

 ñPeriods of drought can have significant impacts on water supplieséThe lowest spring flow noted 
occurred in January 2015 and was approximately 20 gpm, or approximately 32 afy on an annual basis. This 

is down from the previously observed low flow of 48 afy noted in 1992.ò (App. N, p. 6). 
91

 ñGroundwater levels rise in wet years, increasing underground storage and decline during dry years 
reducing the stored volume. The storage volume of the MVGWB is reportedly approximately 484,000 af 

(Kaufman, 2011). Because the storage volume is so large, groundwater supplies are less susceptible to 

short-term dry periods. Therefore, the groundwater and supplies are not expected to be significantly 

impacted by a single dry year or by multiple dry years (four years) and the yield estimate for a single dry 

year and for multiple dry years are assumed to equal the normal year yield. (App. N, p. 6).ò [Emphasis 

added]. 

http://www.trpa.org/monthly-column-meeting-the-transportation-challenges-of-tomorrow/
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ñThe current drought is the most severe in nearly 120 years of instrumental record.2 California has 

a Mediterranean climate, receiving very little precipitation during the summer months. 

Californiaôs ñwater yearò starts on October 1 and ends on September 30. The 2014 water year was 

the third driest on record, and 2012ï2014 was the driest three-year period in the instrumental 

record. At 25% of average, the snowpack in 2014 was then the lowest ever recorded, but even this 

record was broken in 2015, when the snowpack reached a new low of 5% of average. The drought 

has also been extraordinarily warm. Dry conditions across the state have been exacerbated by high 

temperatures, with 2014 the hottest year on record and 2012ï2014 the hottest three-year period on 

record (Mann and Gleick 2015).ò92  

 

Not only are we experiencing drought as weôve never recorded before, previous droughts 

have certainly exceeded four years: 

 
ñSeveral factors are putting pressure on the stateôs agricultural economy: California has the most 

variable climate in the United States (Dettinger et al. 2011) and is prone to extreme hydrologic 

events, including multiyear droughts. The most significant statewide droughts have occurred 
during the six-year period from 1929 to 1934, the two-year period from 1976 to 1977, and the six-

year period from 1987 to 1992 (DWR 2015a). More recently, California experienced a relatively 

modest drought from 2007 to 2009 and, as of this writing, is in the midst of a major drought that 

began in 2012.ò93 [Emphasis added]. 

 

Relying on the Truckee River Operating Agreement (TROA)
94

 is also insufficient, as the 

environmental analysis associated with the TROA was completed in 2008. Substantial 

new information regarding climate change and drought impacts, along with record-

breaking drought and groundwater drawdown in California, has come to light.
95,96

 In 

addition, CEQAôs requirement to analyze and disclose impacts is different from 

comparing whether impacts meet existing legal requirements. 

 

Further, with climate change California is expected to see less snow and more rain, 

affecting the timing and extent of the Sierra Nevada snowpack and our entire water 

supply system. 

 
ñIf heat-trapping emissions continue unabated, more precipitation will fall as rain instead of snow, 

and the snow that does fall will melt earlier, reducing the Sierra Nevada spring snowpack by as 

much as 70 to 90 percent. 

 

How much snowpack will be lost depends in part on future precipitation patterns, the projections 

for which remain uncertain. However, even under wetter climate projections, the loss of snowpack 
would pose challenges to water managers, hamper hydropower generation, and nearly eliminate 

skiing and other snow-related recreational activities.ò http://cal-adapt.org/snowpack/decadal/    

                                                
92 Impacts of Californiaôs Ongoing Drought: Agriculture. Pacific Institute. August 2015. 

http://pacinst.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/21/2015/08/ImpactsOnCaliforniaDrought-Ag.pdf  
93

 Impacts of Californiaôs Ongoing Drought: Agriculture. Pacific Institute. August 2015. 

http://pacinst.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/21/2015/08/ImpactsOnCaliforniaDrought-Ag.pdf 
94

 ñGiven that the current available resource estimate is 33,000 afy, the MVGWB is adjudicated, and there 

is no evidence suggesting widespread overdrafting, the available groundwater resource is constrained by 

the groundwater diversion rates set forth in TROA.ò (DEIR, App. N, p. 8). 
95 Californiaôs Most Significant Droughts: Comparing Historical and Recent Conditions. California 

Department of Water Resources. February 2015. 

http://www.water.ca.gov/waterconditions/docs/California_Signficant_Droughts_2015_small.pdf  
96 www.ncdc.noaa.gov 

http://cal-adapt.org/snowpack/decadal/
http://pacinst.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/21/2015/08/ImpactsOnCaliforniaDrought-Ag.pdf
http://pacinst.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/21/2015/08/ImpactsOnCaliforniaDrought-Ag.pdf
http://www.water.ca.gov/waterconditions/docs/California_Signficant_Droughts_2015_small.pdf
http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/
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It would be irresponsible to continue to develop based on assumptions from historical 

climate conditions that have now changed. 

 

Not only does the DEIR fail to adequately analyze water supply in light of existing 

conditions and information about drought and climate change, but the proposed 

mitigation measures do not suffice. First, Mitigation Measure 15-4a (ñVerify adequacy of 

groundwater supplies through modeling and supplement supplies, if necessaryò) defers 

an important analysis of groundwater supply to sometime in the future. This prevents the 

public from being able to review this information and meaningfully comment on the 

water supply analysis. Second, Mitigation Measure 15-4b (ñMonitor surface and 

groundwater resources within the project areaò) states that water supply will be 

monitored. However, monitoring the supply does not translate to proof that the impact 

can be mitigated. The DEIR needs to analyze and disclose how water demand from the 

project will be managed if water supplies are reduced. For example, will new units be 

prohibited so as to avoid increasing demand on insufficient water supplies? Will there be 

a method to supply the units with water from other sources, such as ñtrucking it inò from 

other locations? Will the HOA place restrictions on water use if supply reaches a 

designated low point?  

 

In addition, it has been revealed that project proponents have dug several test wells in 

Carnelian Bay (Ellie Waller, Pers. Comm. 2015). Notably, the TROA prohibits such 

transfers of water between the Tahoe Basin and Martis Valley watersheds. Therefore, the 

MVWPSP cannot rely on the use of any water from the Tahoe Basin watershed; all water 

must come from sources outside of the Tahoe Basin. 

 


