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O5 Mountain Area Preservation 

Alexis Ollar, MS/GISP 

July 17, 2015 

 

O5-1 Comments related to the Mountain Area Preservation’s history and concerns related to EIR 

adequacy are noted. See responses to the detailed comments below. 

O5-2 The comment correctly states that the project would not meet employee housing 

requirements set by the County’s General Plan (see Impact 5-3: Displace substantial 

numbers of housing or people). As summarized on page 5-12 of the DEIR: 

The project is expected to generate an additional 574 new FTE employees annually. 

To be consistent with Placer County General Plan policies, the project would be 

required to provide housing for 287 employees (one half of the FTE total). In addition, 

the project includes removal of existing structures in the main Village area (Courtside 

and Hostel) that currently provide employee housing for up to 99 staff. With the 

removal of these existing employee housing facilities, the project would need to 

provide housing for 386 employees (287 new employees plus 99 replacement 

housing facilities) to meet the Placer County policy. Under the current illustrative 

plan, employee housing units (in different bedroom and dormitory configurations) 

would be constructed on the East Parcel to house a maximum of 300 employees. 

This would be sufficient to replace the housing for 99 employees removed by the 

project, but would be less than the required number of beds to meet Placer County 

General Plan policies for new employee housing. Therefore, this impact would be 

potentially significant. 

Mitigation proposed to reduce this impact is consistent with Policy C-2 in the County’s 

General Plan that requires employee housing or support for employee housing to be provided 

in one of the following ways: construction of on-site employee housing; construction of off-

site employee housing; dedication of land for needed units; and/or payment of an in-lieu fee 

such that the project provides housing for 50 percent of FTE employees.  

Under the proposed project, development would occur over a period of approximately 25 

years. The employee housing would be built at a rate that would accommodate employee 

generation. The VSVSP Employee Workforce Housing Plan required by Mitigation Measure 5-

3 would be submitted with recordation of the first Small Lot Tentative Map or approval of a 

building permit for any new-employee generating project that does not require a Small Lot 

Final Map and must be updated concurrent with review and implementation of each project 

or project phase that generates new FTE employees. It is important to note that issues 

directly associated with provision of employee housing, including the volume of employee 

housing to be provided by a project, is a socio-economic and local policy issue and is not 

considered to be of environmental significance, except as it relates to compliance with a 

county policy adopted for the purposes of avoiding or reducing an environmental impact, 

pursuant to CEQA requirements. Because this mitigation measure is consistent with Placer 

County General Plan Policy C-2, it is not considered to be deferred mitigation as it meets the 

requirements set therein and the options for a final outcome are defined in the Policy. The 

potential environmental issues associated with induced population (i.e., indirect effects of 

employee housing demand) are discussed in Chapter 5, “Population, Employment, and 

Housing” and Section 18.4, “Growth-Inducing Impacts of the Proposed Project.”  

 Regarding the comment that the project should provide for 100 percent of employee 

housing, in part to reduce impacts associated with traffic and GHGs, this would require the 

project to provide double the amount of employee housing mandated by General Plan policy. 
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This request will be reviewed by the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 

in their deliberations over the project. Regarding the comment that provision of this housing 

would reduce traffic and GHG impacts, if additional housing was constructed in proximity to 

the project, it would likely reduce traffic and GHG emissions in the long term (although 

construction of this additional housing could generate additional construction traffic and 

GHG emissions), but only that portion associated with employees who would otherwise 

commute from outside of Olympic Valley. It is not known if an additional housing site is 

available proximate to the project site; given the difficulty in locating enough property near 

the site to construct the proposed employee housing, it is unlikely that additional parcels 

would be available in proximity to the site that could accommodate this housing unless it was 

provided within the Main Village in place of other project facilities. 

O5-3 As described in response to comment O5-2, the project, including employee housing, would 

be built over a period of approximately 25 years and employee housing obligations would be 

required to be met concurrent with each phase of project development. Because the 

proposed mitigation would be consistent with established County policy, it is anticipated to 

adequately mitigate potential impacts.  

O5-4 See responses to comment O5-2 for discussions related to employee housing associated 

with the project. 

O5-5 Cumulative impacts associated with displacement of housing or people are discussed under 

Impact 18-5 (Cumulative displacement of a substantial number of housing or people). 

Impacts related to off-site employee housing are discussed in Section 18.4, “Growth-Inducing 

Impacts of the Project.” As stated therein: 

In addition to providing employee housing on the East Parcel, the project would 

employ other methods consistent with the County’s employee housing policy to meet 

the County employee housing standards (see Chapter 5, “Population, Employment, 

and Housing”), possibly including provision of off-site employee housing (including 

outside of Olympic Valley), dedication of land for needed units, and/or payment of an 

in-lieu fee to the County. If the project applicant builds additional housing, or if in-lieu 

fees are used for additional housing, the construction would result in potential 

impacts, depending on where it is located. Additional traffic, air emissions, noise, and 

other resources could be affected as a result of this indirect population growth. 

 Thus, these issues have been addressed and the DEIR does not need to be revised. See, 

also, responses to comment letter L6 from the Town of Truckee, which discusses the effects 

off-site employee housing, including the distribution of employee-generated vehicle trips 

throughout the study area. 

O5-6 See the portion of the traffic Master Response that addresses LOS standards. It is noted that 

the comment raises objections to traffic conditions described in the DEIR, but the comment 

does not disagree with the analysis of the DEIR. 

O5-7 The comment suggests that Mitigation Measure 9-5 recommends widening portions of SR 89 

and SR 28 to a four-lane highway. This is not correct. Mitigation Measure 9-5 describes how 

the “concept facility” for SR 89 between Deerfield Drive and West River Street is a four-lane 

conventional highway and that such a widening is not currently included in any adopted 

planning documents or fee programs. The comment also suggests that it is not “acceptable 

to claim an impact is significant and unavoidable.” CEQA requires the identification of 

feasible mitigation measures for significant project impacts. If no feasible mitigation is 

available, then the impact is considered “significant and unavoidable.” In this instance, while 

Caltrans has conducted a study regarding widening SR 89 and SR 28, these are regional 

roadways and are predominantly affected by other traffic, with the project exacerbating 
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conditions. A fair share contribution of the project to financing improvements to these 

roadways, if such improvements are feasible (i.e., sufficient right of way available without 

adversely affecting sensitive resources), would not be sufficient to effectuate the 

improvements. See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 

O5-8 See the portion of the traffic Master Response that addresses the construction impact 

analysis. 

O5-9 See the portion of the traffic Master Response that addresses I-80. 

O5-10 The comment states that the DEIR overestimates the annual precipitation on the surrounding 

mountains, which could create incorrect analysis in the watershed modeling. See the Master 

Response regarding water supply. 

O5-11 The comment requests maps of drawdown in the aquifer as a result of future increases in 

groundwater production. The groundwater model used in the DEIR covers a time period of 19 

years with monthly time steps. This means that the model simulates 228 unique 

groundwater elevation conditions throughout the aquifer. Drawdown is a term relating to the 

change induced in groundwater as the result of pumping. Because pumping occurs 

throughout the model at varying volumes, no single time period represents the most severe 

drawdown condition for all areas of the model. As a result, maximum drawdowns in specific 

areas occur at different times, thereby necessitating preparation of such a number of maps 

as to render them unusable. Accordingly, the DEIR identified the areas and environmental 

resources likely to be affected by decreased groundwater elevations and assessed the 

provided groundwater elevation hydrographs at specific locations including refugia pools and 

selected sites along the creek, areas with riparian vegetation, and existing production wells. 

These hydrographs show the effects of drawdown for the entire model time period in the 

identified sensitive locations. 

Regarding the potential for the SVPSD to develop a supplemental water supply source from 

Martis Valley, see the Master Response regarding water supply. 

O5-12 The comment states that the DEIR fails to analyze impacts to the Truckee River watershed. 

See the Master Response regarding water supply. 

O5-13 The comment states that the 45,403 metric tons of carbon dioxide-equivalent per year (MT 

CO2e/year) estimated for the proposed project under full buildout clearly exceeds the 

threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e/year. Indeed, as stated on page 16-16 of the DEIR, the project’s 

operational greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would exceed the Tier I mass emission 

threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e/year recommended by Placer County Air Pollution Control 

District (PCAPCD), as well as other air districts in the region. This is a significant effect. While 

the DEIR concluded that the relative efficiency of the project appeared to be consistent with 

state goals expressed in AB 32, the discussion of this issue has been revised, in the Master 

Response regarding GHG emissions, to reflect a recent California Supreme Court case on 

this issue. The same Master Response also provides updated GHG emissions projections, as 

well as quantification of mitigation. 

The comment also states that “utilizing assumptions on future project GHG emissions with 

standards in the unforeseen future is appalling analysis for a project of this scale.” However, 

the commenter does not provide reasoning or evidence to support this claim. As explained 

under Impact 16-2 starting on page 16-4, the state, including CARB, has not identified 

reduction targets beyond the target of reducing statewide GHG levels to 1990 levels by 

2020. (See Health & Safety Code Section 38551.) On pages 16-5 and 16-17, the DEIR 

explains the likelihood that the state will develop a post-2020 reduction target. (As described 

in the aforementioned Master Response, an update to ARB’s Scoping Plan is expected to 
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address this, and new regulations would also be expected.) The ability of this project—and all 

land use development—to achieve any goals beyond 2020 is partially out of the control of the 

project and its developer because, as has been the course of action in the past, the ability to 

attain goals will, in part, rely on regulations. For instance, new State legislation passed and 

signed by the Governor in October 2015, following circulation of the DEIR. SB 350 (De Leon), 

mandates that 50 percent of electricity in California be provided by renewable resources by 

the year 2030, an increase from the 33 percent renewable energy standard required by 

2020. This change, signed into law, will further reduce GHG emissions from the project that 

are attributable to electricity consumption and will support further electrification of the 

transportation sector. (See SB 350, amendments to Pub. Utilities Code, Section 740.12.). As 

shown in Table 16-2 and 16-3 of the DEIR, electricity consumption is responsible for nearly 

one quarter of the GHG emissions associated with the project.  

Other legislation was proposed in the 2015 State legislative session that would also reduce 

GHG emissions and establish new GHG targets upon which new regulations would be based. 

The relevant bill, SB 32, did not pass, but is likely to be re-proposed in the 2016 session 

(Capital Public Radio 2015). These pieces of legislation were mentioned by inference in the 

DEIR, page 16-17: “New legislation is proposed to establish post-2020 goals, but no action 

on the legislation has been taken, as of this writing (May 2015).”  

This information is not provided as a means to suggest any certainty with respect to 

regulations; rather, it is provided as further evidence that the ability to predict future 

emissions is speculative because the regulatory environment, which has the potential to 

dramatically alter GHG emissions, is in a state of flux. Additionally, new regulations are a 

virtual certainty. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) published the First Update to the 

Climate Change Scoping Plan in May 2014 and has indicated it will update this plan to 

reflect 2030 GHG goals established in Executive Order B-30-15, which sets a target to 

reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (ARB 2014). With this 

information as a backdrop, it can be seen that the accuracy to which emissions in years 

beyond 2020 can be estimated is limited. Nonetheless, because the project would generate 

substantial GHG emissions, and because it is not known if the project would be consistent 

with future GHG reduction targets, the impact would be potentially significant. Thus, the DEIR 

includes Mitigation Measure 16-2 (modified in the Master Response), which requires VSVSP 

projects processed by the County after 2020 to reduce GHG emissions, to the extent needed 

and feasible, such that the projects would operate in a GHG-efficient manner that is 

consistent with the applicable post-2020 reduction target established by the state or Placer 

County. Mitigation Measure 16-2 lists a variety of ways GHG reductions can be achieved but 

also acknowledges that other reduction measures may become feasible as future 

technologies are developed. However, because it is too speculative to know whether the 

project could operate in a GHG-efficient manner that is consistent with state-established 

GHG targets beyond 2020, the residual impact was determined to be potentially significant 

and unavoidable.  

The comment also lists some of the benefits of the County developing a Climate Action Plan 

(CAP). An overall County CAP is beyond the scope of the project. This is a comment on County 

processes and regulations, but does not address the content of the DEIR. 

O5-14 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 16-2 is inadequate. However, the comment 

provides no reasoning or evidence to support this statement or suggestions about what level 

of mitigation would be both feasible and adequate. See response to comment O5-13. 

O5-15 The comment states that the DEIR fails to identify project alternatives that would have lower 

operational GHG emissions. The Reduced Density Alternative (page 17-31 in Section 17.3.4 

of the DEIR) and the Preservation of Historical and Wetlands Resources Alternative (page 17-
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41 in Section 17.3.6 of the DEIR) both would result in less GHG emissions than the project 

because they propose smaller versions of the specific plan. 

The comment also states that the DEIR should identify initiatives for GHG reduction within 

the development plans. Mitigation Measure 16-2 requires individual projects developed 

under the VSVSP to implement any and all GHG reduction measures and GHG efficiency 

measures to align GHG reduction targets that would be consistent with State goals. 

References to specific measures in the VSVSP are addressed in this measure, such as 

mandating certain GHG reduction measures instead of these measures being discretionary 

(changing “should” to “shall” in the VSVSP). The Master Response regarding GHG emissions 

provides more detailed information. 

The comment also implies that the County is ignoring the changing climate of the Truckee-

Tahoe region. Project-generated GHG emissions are addressed in Impacts 16-1 and 16-2 of 

the DEIR. Impacts of climate change on the proposed project are also addressed under 

Impact 16-3, beginning on page 16-19 of the DEIR. 

O5-16 See the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. 

O5-17 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, including a 

discussion of Placer County General Plan Policy 1.G.1. 
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O6 North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 

Ann Nichols 

July 15, 2015 

 

O6-1 The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR. Therefore, a response is not provided here.  

The comment also states that comments from the following organizations are incorporated: 

Tahoe Area Sierra Club and Friends of the West Shore. See responses to comment letters O7 

and O3, respectively. 

O6-2 The comment states that the DEIR fails to examine additional and meaningful options to 

reduce the project’s traffic impacts to the Tahoe Basin (SR 28 east of SR 89). See response 

to comment letter O3 regarding impacts to SR 28 east of SR 89. Also see the Master 

Response regarding traffic. 

O6-3 See the Master Response regarding TRPA thresholds.  

O6-4 The comment states that for the reasons above, the County should submit a technically and 

legally adequate EIS/EIR for public review and comment that fully complies with the law and 

is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. However, for the reasons 

discussed under responses to comments O6-1 through O6-3 and in other responses to 

comments provided in this FEIR, the analysis is adequate and no changes to the DEIR are 

necessary. The proposed Specific Plan does not require approval of a federal agency, so an 

EIS (environmental impact study under the National Environmental Policy Act or NEPA) is not 

required. 
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O7 Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter 

Barbara Rivenes, Chapter Conservation Committee 

July 14, 2015 

 

O7-1 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, which includes a 

discussion of Placer County General Plan Policy 1.G.1. 

O7-2 The project’s potential to adversely affect a scenic vista is addressed in Impact 8-1 in the 

DEIR (see pages 8-47 through 8-50). No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR are raised in this comment. No further response is provided here. 

O7-3 See the Master Response regarding water supply. 

O7-4 The comment references the conclusion of DEIR Impact 16-1, which describes the project’s 

operational GHG emissions and concludes that the impact would be potentially significant 

without mitigation (see pages 16-15 through 16-19). The DEIR provides mitigation, but 

nonetheless concludes that even with mitigation the project’s contribution to GHG emissions 

would be significant and unavoidable. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR are raised in this comment. No further response is provided here.  

O7-5 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. The comment is 

directed towards the project approval process and does not address the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR. Therefore, no further response is provided here. All comment letters 

submitted during the DEIR public review period will be reviewed and considered by the Placer 

County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors before a decision on the project is 

rendered. 
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O8 Sierra Watch 

Tom Mooers, Executive Director 

July 17, 2015 

 

This comment letter (letter O8) summarizes the detailed comments contained in the letter prepared by 

Shute, Mihaly, & Weinberger LLP on behalf of Sierra Watch (letter O9). Cross-references to the 

corresponding detailed comments and responses for Letter 09 are provided below. 

O8-1 This individual comment (Comment O8-1) provides a summary of detailed comments 

provided in this letter and in letter O9. See responses to the detailed comments below and in 

letter O9. 

O8-2 See response to comment O8d-2 

O8-3 See responses to comment O8d-3 

O8-4 See response to comment O8-d8 

O8-5 See response to comment O8d-9 

O8-6 See responses to comments 9O9-122 through O9-124 

O8-7 See responses to comments O9-184 through O9-189. 

O8-8 See response to comment O9-166. 

O8-9 See responses to comments O9-191 through O9-199. 

O8-10 See responses to comments O9-135 through O9-138. 

O8-11 See responses to comments O9-200 through O9-206. 

O8-12 See response to comment O9-18. 

O8-13 See responses to comments O9-16 and O9-17. 

O8-14 See response to comment O9-34. 

O8-15 See responses to comments O9-34 through O9-36. 

O8-16 See response to comment O9-39. 

O8-17 See responses to comments O9-28 through O9-30. 

O8-18 See response to comment O9-20. 

O8-19 See response to comment O9-61. 

O8-20 See response to comment O9-33. 

O8-21 See response to comment O9-74. 
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O8-22 See response to comment O9-84. 

O8-23 See response to comment O9-85. 

O8-24 See response to comment O9-140. 

O8-25 See response to comment O9-140. 

O8-26 See response to comment O9-152. 

O8-27 See responses to comments O9-209 through O9-215. 

O8-28 See responses to comments O9-216 through O9-219. 

O8-29 See responses to comments O9-4 through O9-6. 

O8-30 See responses to comments O9-269 through O9-276. 

O8-31 See responses to comments O9-297 through O9-305. 

O8-32 The comment states that because of the arguments expressed in this letter, the DEIR is 

inadequate and the project should not be approved. However, for the reasons discussed 

under the cross-referenced responses to comments O8-1 through O8-31 and O8-33 through 

O8-40, the analysis is adequate and no changes to the DEIR reflecting “significant new 

information” triggering the need for recirculation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 

15088.5 are necessary. See also the Master Response regarding recirculation. 

 The second part of the comment is directed towards the project approval process and does 

not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. Therefore, no further response 

is provided here. All comment letters submitted during the DEIR public review period will be 

reviewed and considered by the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors before a decision on the project is rendered. 

 Regarding the project’s consistency with the General Plan, see responses to detailed 

comments cross referenced below. 

O8-33 See response to comment O9-223. 

O8-34 See response to comment O9-225. 

O8-35 See response to comment O9-236. 

O8-36 See response to comment O9-243. 

O8-37 See response to comment O9-250. 

O8-38 See response to comment O9-253. 

O8-39 See response to comment O9-255. 

O8-40 See response to comment O9-308. 

O8-41 See response to comment O8-32 regarding the adequacy of the DEIR and the project 

approval process. 


