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Friends of the West Shore
Susan Gearhart, President and Jennifer Quashnick, Conservation Consultant
July 14, 2015

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 states that comments from the following organizations are incorporated: Sierra
Watch and Friends of Squaw Valley. See responses to comment letters O8 and O2,
respectively.

O3-2

The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below regarding the
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts on SR 28 east of SR 89. See responses to
comments O3-4 and O3-5.

O3-3

The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below regarding the
project’s impacts within the Lake Tahoe Basin. See responses to comments O3-6 through
O3-12.

O3-4

The comment states that mitigation is needed for significant and unavoidable impacts to SR
28 east of SR 89. The comment suggests that additional mitigation measures such as
preferential employee carpool parking and subsidized transit passes. The project includes
preferential parking for carpools (four or more occupants); this measure is outlined in
Chapter 5 of the VSVSP. As further described in Chapter 5 of the VSVSP, the project would
include robust transit programs, from a transit center, to shuttles that serve the project and
Olympic Valley, to participation in transit programs to serve the Tahoe and Truckee areas.
Regarding employee subsidies, Chapter 5 of the VSVSP includes:
Squaw Valley Resort will continue to subsidize transit fares on TART services for
employees not conveniently served by the shuttles. Squaw Valley Resort will also
continue to provide operational funding to TART for winter service in addition to
purchasing fares for employees. Squaw Valley Resort will continue to be an active
member in the Truckee/North Tahoe Transportation Management Association, as it
provides a forum for solving regional transportation problems through public-private
cooperation.
Mitigation Measure 9-7 will also help fund expanded transit services, which would be
expected to include services to and through Tahoe City.

O3-5

The comment expresses concern regarding the lack of comments on the NOP by Lake Tahoe
transportation agencies—the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) and the
Tahoe Transportation District (TTD)—and TRPA. TRPA (which also serves, alternatively, as the
TMPO) received the NOP and did not comment. TTD did not receive a copy of the NOP. See
response to comment O3-7.

O3-6

The comment states that the DEIR failed to adequately analyze impacts of the project to the
Lake Tahoe Basin, including vehicle miles of travel (VMT), air quality, and recreational
impacts. The DEIR addresses the reasonably foreseeable and potentially significant adverse
effects of the project in appropriate local and regional contexts, and acknowledges that some
environmental impacts extend outside the immediate project area to include the Basin.
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For example, Exhibit 9-1 in the DEIR shows the intersections and roadway segments within
the Tahoe Basin that were studied. As shown, the study area included the critical SR 89/SR
28 intersection, as well as segments of SR 89 (north of SR 28), SR 89 (south of SR 28), and
SR 28 (east of SR 89). These facilities are the regional travel routes used to access the North
and West shores of Lake Tahoe from destinations to the north. See the Master Response
regarding traffic for additional information and a discussion of how the project would change
the total VMT in the Tahoe Basin.
Regarding alleged impacts to recreational facilities, the comment generally suggests, without
identification of any specific facilities, that an impact analysis should be performed on how
the project could affect the “recreational capacity and user experience” of facilities
throughout the Basin. This is a vague comment because it does not identify specific parks or
facilities of concern to the commenter. As described in Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines, CEQA is concerned with whether a project would cause physical deterioration of
recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that
would result in physical environmental impacts. The Lake Tahoe Basin is, obviously, a muchloved tourist destination. The Tahoe Fund, an organization dedicated to providing funding
and support for the restoration and enhancement of Lake Tahoe, reports that total
population at the Lake can reach 300,000 on peak days (Tahoe Fund 2015). It would be
speculative to suggest that the incremental visitation from the project at Squaw Valley to
Lake Tahoe, even if a high proportion of the 1,493 bedrooms at Squaw were occupied and
occupants visited the lake, would translate to physical deterioration of recreational facilities
around the lake given the use already experienced.
As another example, air quality impacts, as analyzed in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” of the DEIR,
include those that could occur in the Mountain Counties Air Basin, Lake Tahoe Air Basin, and
in other areas. The air quality thresholds used in the analysis are based on the air basin that
would be directly affected by project development and traffic, the Mountain County Air Basin,
which includes the Lake Tahoe Basin. For additional discussion about the effects of the
project on the Lake Tahoe Basin, see the Master Response regarding TRPA thresholds.
O3-7

The comment indicates that the EIR needs to identify the project as having statewide,
areawide, or regional significance. Section 15206 of the State CEQA Guidelines identifies
size and location criteria that define projects as being of “statewide, regional, or areawide
significance,” as well as specific guidance related to noticing and document submittals that
apply to projects of this type. The project meets the size criteria that would define it as
meeting the standards in Section 15206. It is noted that one of the locational criteria is that
a project would be situated in the Lake Tahoe Basin. The proposed project is not located in
the Basin, but meets other criteria (i.e. size), used to determine that it is a project of
statewide, regional, or areawide significance. Once it is determined that a project meets this
criteria, the DEIR must be submitted to the State Clearinghouse and the “transportation
planning agencies and public agencies which have transportation facilities within their
jurisdictions which could be affected by the project.” Transportation facilities include: major
local arterials and public transit within five miles of the project site, and freeways, highways
and rail transit service within 10 miles of the project site” (PRC Section 21092.4). There is no
requirement to identify the project as having statewide, areawide, or regional significance
within the body of the environmental document.
CEQA requires that the lead agency consult with regional transportation agencies and public
agencies that have transportation facilities within their jurisdiction that could be affected by
projects of statewide, regional, or areawide significance in a manner consistent with the
consultation afforded to responsible agencies. The revised NOP was sent on February 21,
2014 to Caltrans (District 3), the Placer County Department of Public Works, the Truckee
North Tahoe Transportation Management Association, the Nevada County Transportation
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Commission, the Town of Truckee, and TRPA (which serves as the California Regional
Transportation Planning Agency). Comments on the NOP were received from the Town of
Truckee. These same entities were provided notice of availability of the DEIR in May 2015.
Comments on the DEIR were received from Caltrans (see comment letter S2) and the Town
of Truckee (see comment letter L6).
It is noted that there are additional transportation agencies in the Basin that may have
facilities within their jurisdiction that could be affected by the project; specifically TMPO,
which shares regional transportation planning authorities in the Lake Tahoe Region with
TRPA, and TTD, which was established in 1980 when the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact
was amended. Although these agencies work closely with TRPA, which was provided the
notice of preparation and DEIR, separate consultation with these agencies is preferable. The
County cured this oversight, in response to this comment. The DEIR was sent directly to
TMPO (although it had already been provided to TRPA) and TTD (note that the NOP is
required to be sent to “responsible agencies;” TTD is not a permitting agency, so including
them on the NOP distribution was not required) for a 45-day review period, the review period
required by CEQA. The DEIR was provided to the TMPO and TTD on October 27, 2015, and
they were allowed to comment until December 11, 2015. A joint comment letter was
received from the TMPO, the California Regional Transportation Planning Agency, and TRPA
on December 22, 2016, and is responded to in this FEIR as Letter R1. As documented in the
letter, TMPO, TRPA, and Placer County have collaborated to identify and address potential
traffic impacts in the Basin (through such means as traffic impact fees and other funding).
The DEIR analysis addresses the effects of the project within the regional context that best
suits each resource. For more information about assessment of impacts in the Basin, refer to
the Master Response regarding TRPA thresholds.
O3-8

The comment indicates that a letter submitted on the NOP requested that the DEIR evaluate
the potential for visitors of the proposed project to also visit Lake Tahoe and cause VMT and
air quality effects within the Lake Tahoe Basin. The comment subsequently identifies
locations in the DEIR where the potential for increased travel in the Basin was disclosed.
Refer to the portion of the traffic Master Response regarding added vehicle travel in the
Basin for further discussion of traffic impacts related to VMT and the thresholds used to
assess impacts in the traffic analysis.
Regarding the concern that the DEIR generally fails to consider potential impacts in the
Basin, refer to response to comment 03-6. The DEIR addresses the effects of the project
within the regional context that best suits each resource. As appropriate, effects in the Basin
have been considered. For more information about assessment of impacts in the Basin, refer
to the Master Response regarding TRPA thresholds.

O3-9

The comment states that air quality impacts resulting from the project within the Lake Tahoe
Basin need to be specifically evaluated and disclosed. See the portion of the traffic Master
Response regarding VMT, which discusses the reasonably foreseeable VMT which could
potentially be added by visitors of the project to the Tahoe Basin. As indicated in the Master
Response, the VMT projected to be added to the Tahoe Basin by the VSVSP would not result
in an exceedance of the TRPA environmental threshold carrying capacity related to VMT.
TRPA’s VMT environmental threshold carrying capacity limit is intended to also limit related
air quality impacts and other environmental effects (runoff) associated with on-road motor
vehicle use. This relationship is shown in TRPA Resolution No. 82-11, which was adopted on
December 12, 2012 and is included as Attachment 1 to the TRPA Regional Plan (TRPA
2012b). This resolution indicates that reducing VMT in the Tahoe Basin by 10 percent of the
1981 base year values is necessary to achieve TRPA’s management standard regarding
nitrate deposition into the lake (TRPA 2012b:12). Moreover, the 2011 Threshold Evaluation
states that the level of VMT in the Tahoe Basin is a proxy measure of traffic congestion, the
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production of nitrates, and entrainment of soil sediments from roads; and that, historically,
TRPA posited that more VMT would result in increased traffic congestion, increased nitrate
loading into the atmosphere (and subsequent deposition into Lake Tahoe), and an increase
in the airborne concentration of particulate matter known to impact regional and subregional visibility and human health (TRPA 2012a:3-49).Therefore, if TRPA’s environmental
threshold carrying capacity for VMT is not exceeded, then on-road motor vehicle use/VMT
generally will not make a substantial contribution to exceedances of these other
environmental threshold carrying capacities.
Also, the project’s operational emissions of ozone precursors, reactive organic gases (ROG)
and oxides of nitrogen (NOX), are analyzed under Impact 10-2 (Long-term, operation-related
(regional) emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors) in the DEIR. This analysis
estimated the levels of ROG and NOX that would be emitted in the jurisdiction of the Placer
County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), including portions of the Lake Tahoe Air Basin,
and compared them to PCAPCD’s recommended thresholds of significance. As discussed in
the DEIR and shown in Table 10-5 (pages 10-15 to 10-17), operation-related activities would
result in project-generated daily emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 that are less than the PCAPCDrecommended thresholds of significance, both at partial and full buildout. Maximum daily
emissions of ROG and NOX, ozone precursors, however, would exceed PCAPCD’s
recommended thresholds during the peak summer day of operations upon full buildout of
the Specific Plan (but not at 20 percent of buildout). Mitigation Measure 10-2 requires the
implementation of an ongoing ROG and NOX emissions review and reduction program, which
would also result in reductions in project-related emissions in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin.
O3-10

The comment expresses concern regarding the limited amount of survey data used in the
study and its representativeness of anticipated travel behaviors by project residents and
visitors. Data were collected by multiple surveys after initiation of the DEIR. This information
provides a reasonable basis, supported by substantial evidence, upon which to assess future
anticipated patterns and travel behavior. The fact that survey data were used to inform the
analysis is, itself, an indication that the detail of analysis and attention to local conditions
exceeds typical standards. Most transportation analyses rely on national publications and
models based on travel theory. The fact that the EIR uses survey data reflects a high degree
of precision in the predictive analysis because it is site specific and based on a range of
visitors. The comment does not state any specific technical concerns (e.g., high standard
deviation in data) nor does it contain any alternative survey data. It is noted that professional
engineering guidelines (e.g., standards for identifying 85th percentile vehicle speeds used to
establish vehicle speed limits, sample size for trip generation estimates) use sample sizes of
100 or fewer data points.
The surveys were conducted at the project site during the same peak time periods that were
analyzed in the DEIR. The comment speculates that the results may not be accurate because
the survey was conducted in 2011-2012 when the area had “suffered a significant reduction
in visitation due to the Great Recession.” As described in the Master Responses regarding
traffic and occupancy assumptions, the “Great Recession” lasted from December 2007
through June 2009, and while recovery may have been slow, it is not within the scope of the
EIR to determine if a correlation between this event and visitation was still in effect more
than 2 years after it ended, or if it would have affected travel behavior. The DEIR conclusions
are based on substantial evidence, including but not limited to the survey data at issue in
this comment. The comment does not provide any substantial evidence regarding the
inadequacy of the travel behavior surveys that were used. The County decision makers may
therefor rely on the survey data as supporting the conclusions in the EIR.
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O3-11

The comment states that the DEIR did not evaluate VMT generated in the Tahoe Basin,
including summer and winter guest and employee trips. Refer to the portion of the traffic
Master Response regarding added vehicle traffic in the Tahoe Basin.

O3-12

The comment states that the existing LOS for SR 28 is incorrect and also states that TRPA’s
requirements for LOS were not used. The traffic analysis did identify the correct LOS for SR
28, based on the methodology expressed in the DEIR, including footnote 4 to Table 9-10
(segment analyzed using the urban street facilities chapter of the Transportation Research
Board’s [TRB] 2010 version of the Highway Capacity Manual [HCM]). The HCM considers
roadway configurations, lanes, intervening roadways, and other factors as guides to
determining LOS. Originally developed over 50 years ago and updated every five to ten years,
the HCM is used by transportation engineers throughout the country, and provides a wellsubstantiated approach to transportation analysis. The HCM is published by the TRB, an arm
of the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering and Medicine, a national private, nonprofit institution created in 1863 by Congressional charter (TRB 2016).
TRB is one of seven program units of the National Academies of Sciences,
Engineering, and Medicine, which provides independent, objective analysis and
advice to the nation and conducts other activities to solve complex problems and
inform public policy decisions. The Academies also encourage education and
research, recognize outstanding contributions to knowledge, and increase public
understanding in matters of science, engineering, and medicine. TRB’s varied
activities…annually engage more than 7,000 engineers, scientists, and other
transportation researchers and practitioners from the public and private sectors and
academia, all of whom contribute their expertise in the public interest by participating
on TRB committees, panels, and task forces. The program is supported by state
transportation departments, federal agencies including the component
administrations of the U.S. Department of Transportation, and other organizations
and individuals interested in the development of transportation.
Table 9-10 in the DEIR shows LOS E, based on the HCM method of analysis, during the
summer Friday PM peak hour on SR 28 east of SR 89. Operations are near, but not at a LOS
F condition. We note that in some instances the “real life” difference between LOS E and LOS
F may be a few cars, so this difference may not be noticeable in reality.
Page 9-16 of the DEIR describes how downstream lane drops, pedestrian activity, and other
factors (such as those mentioned in the comment) can contribute to poorer LOS at the SR
89/SR 28 intersection during certain periods. Page 9-30 of the DEIR describes the TRPA LOS
policies. The TRPA standards (see page 9-31 and 9-32) were applied at the SR 89/SR 28
intersection and segment of SR 28 east of SR 89. The Tahoe City Mobility Plan (LSC 2015),
which was cited by the commenter and published after completion of the traffic impact
analysis in the DEIR1, states the same segment operates at LOS F. The Mobility Plan
concluded that the segment of SR 28 east of SR 89 operates at LOS F during summer
weekdays from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. However, the technical basis for this conclusion is
not supported by data or analysis. Rather, it appears to have been derived primarily through
field observations and not calculations. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15151,
“Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should
summarize the main points of disagreement among experts.” The response does that.
Moreover, the DEIR concludes that the impact of project traffic on SR 28 east of SR 89 is
significant and unavoidable. The DEIR significant thresholds use TRPA standards to analyze
project impacts.

1

Although the DEIR was published in May 2015, the traffic impact analysis was prepared beginning in 2012; the Mobility Plan was published in
February 2015.
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The comment also states “that the project is inconsistent with the TRPA Regional Plan
because it will worsen LOS on a roadway segment which already operates at LOS F during
peak summer periods.” This comment can be attributed to the disagreement cited above,
but the impact still is significant and unavoidable in the DEIR.
O3-13

The comment states that the DEIR includes inadequate mitigation to support transit. Refer to
the portion of the traffic Master Response regarding transit service. With regard to the
comment pertaining to dis-incentivizing private automobile use, the VSVSP does not include
any features that would directly dis-incentivize private automobile use in the region. However,
the project does include a transit center constructed within the Village Area and a lowemission vehicle shuttle service within the Village. The VSVSP also includes Policy CP-4
related to encouraging use of regional transit services and participation in expansion of
regional transit services through financial support, such as subsidies and/or funding
programs.
The comment indicates that mitigation for impacts to transit service should include monitoring
and a definition of what it means for ridership to be at capacity. As described in the DEIR,
pursuant to Mitigation Measure 9-7, the provisions for monitoring and determining the
appropriate fair share or the steps for forming a CSA or CFD shall be determined prior to the
recordation of the Initial Large Lot Final Map in consultation with, and to the satisfaction of,
Tahoe Area Regional Transit (TART) and County staff.
See also response to comment 03-14.

O3-14

The comment states that the DEIR includes inadequate mitigation to support transit. Refer to
the portion of the traffic Master Response regarding transit service. With regard to triggers
that result in new transit service and what factors will be used to determine when ridership
approaches capacity, it is acknowledged that this type of detail will need to be further
developed; however, the DEIR incudes commitments to meet the performance metrics to be
established by TART. For instance, if a percent occupancy or a number of rider threshold is
established in the agreement with TART, this would become the trigger upon which additional
transit would need to be provided. As stated in Mitigation Measure 9-7 (emphasis added):
The project applicant shall commit to providing fair share funding to TART or forming
a Community Service Area (CSA) or a Community Facilities District (CFD) to fund the
costs of increased transit services prior to the recordation of the Initial Large Lot
Final Map. The provisions for monitoring (discussed below), and determining the
appropriate fair share or the steps for forming a CSA or CFD shall be determined at
this time in consultation with, and to the satisfaction of TART and County staff.
Prior to recordation of the Initial Small Lot Final Map, the project applicant shall work
with TART to conduct winter and summer season monitoring of ridership on bus
routes to/from, and within Olympic Valley. Written evidence of this monitoring, its
results, and any comments from TART shall be provided to Placer County ESD and
DPW. When ridership approaches capacity, and based on the previously agreed upon
provisions, the project applicant shall make a fair share contribution to TART to
support transit service, or create a CSA or a CFD to fund the costs of increased
transit services. If and when a CSA or CFD is formed, the project applicant shall no
longer be responsible for making fair share payments to TART, and TART shall be fully
responsible for adjusting bus service.
Based on this, there is a reasonable expectation that the transit service would be expanded,
based on the requirements of the effected transit provided, to the degree needed to enable
the transit provider to meet project demand.
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The comment suggests that establishment of a CFD or CSA will transfer the obligation for
mitigation from the project to other taxpayers (presumably not a part of the project) or to
TART. This is not an accurate reflection of how a CFD or CSA would operate. In either
instance, the fair share cost for the mitigation would be borne only by the project and other
new development, if any, that joins the CFD/CSA. If the applicant pays for its fair share of
additional service, then funding would come directly from the project owner. If a CSA or CFD
is formed, then a taxing or fee mechanism would be placed on people who purchase project
properties or in some other way use the project (depending on how the CSA or CFD is
configured) with the collected funds then allocated to TART. A CFD or CSA is a valid
mechanism to ensure that the proposed project, as well as other future development in the
region, can combine funding to efficiently expand public transit services.
O3-15

Table 18-2 (pages 18-3 through 18-5) in the DEIR provides the list of probable future
projects that are in the project vicinity and that are likely, in combination with the project, to
result in cumulative impacts. The list includes 18 projects, most of which overlap with the 10
projects listed in the comment, but also including Truckee and the Tahoe Vision Plan. It does
not include projects, such as the Meyers Area Plan and several other projects on the south
and south east side of Lake Tahoe because these projects are sufficiently distant that they
are not likely to combine with the project to create cumulative impacts. Also, see Table 18-1
in the DEIR for an explanation of the geographic area of cumulative analysis, and the Master
Response regarding the cumulative analysis.
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The League to Save Lake Tahoe
Shannon Eckmeyer, Policy Analyst
July 16, 2015

O4-1

The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below. See responses to
the detailed comments below. Also, see the Master Response regarding TRPA thresholds.

O4-2

The comment provides a list of the topics addressed in subsequent detailed comments. See
responses to the detailed comments below.

O4-3

The comment consists primarily of a summary of the project. The concept of addressing
project effects is considered in more detail in the subsequent comments and the responses
below. However, as a general response, the DEIR addresses potential project effects in the
Lake Tahoe Basin in multiple areas. For example, the evaluation of traffic effects in Chapter
9, “Transportation and Circulation,” includes intersections and roadway segments in the
Lake Tahoe Basin. The analysis of air quality impacts in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” considers
effects in the air basin that encompasses Lake Tahoe.

O4-4

See the Master Response regarding TRPA thresholds.

O4-5

This comment is an introductory statement regarding comments O4-6 through O4-9 that
follow. See also response to comment O3-6 regarding the DEIR’s evaluation of traffic impacts
in the Lake Tahoe Basin.

O4-6

The comment states that the Fanny Bridge project should have been considered in the DEIR.
See the portion of the traffic Master Response that addresses the Fanny Bridge project.

O4-7

See the portion of the traffic Master Response that addresses VMT in the Tahoe Basin for a
discussion of how the project would change the total VMT in the Tahoe Basin. Also see the
Master Response regarding TRPA thresholds.
The comment states that the discussion of VMT in the DEIR’s air quality analysis is confusing.
The comment is referring to discussion on page 10-15 of the DEIR under Impact 10-2 (Longterm, operation-related (regional) emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors). On
page 10-15 of the DEIR, the analysis states that VMT estimates are based on the
transportation analysis. To clarify, Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” does not
contain any discussion of VMT because an understanding of VMT is not critical to evaluating
the transportation impacts analyzed in that chapter, which are based on LOS and other
system operation criteria. VMT levels were estimated using the same trip generation rates
used for the traffic analysis in Chapter 9, as well as visitor information of existing facilities in
Squaw Valley, including the locations from which patrons travel to visit Squaw Valley. Refer to
Appendix C of this FEIR for details about how VMT levels were estimated.

O4-8

3.2.4-128

The comment states that the DEIR should include disclosure of cumulative impacts to air
quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and water quality that could result from increased VMT in
the Basin generated by the project. See response to comment O4-7 regarding VMT in the
Basin. For the reasons described above, the DEIR analysis of transportation effects is
adequate and no changes to the DEIR are necessary. As such, the DEIR analyses of air
quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and water quality are similarly adequate and no changes
to the DEIR are necessary. For the purpose of the cumulative analysis, the geographic scope
of the analysis in the DEIR was regional and the immediate project vicinity for effects on air
quality, global for effects related to greenhouse gases, and regional and local for water
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quality (see Table 18-1 on page 18-2 of the DEIR). Therefore, the analysis of cumulative
impacts in Chapter 18, “Other CEQA Sections,” includes an analysis of cumulative impacts to
air quality, greenhouse gases, and water quality within the Basin.
Also, as described in the portion of the traffic Master Response related to VMT in the Lake
Tahoe Basin, the proposed project would not result in an exceedance of the TRPA Threshold
Carrying Capacity for VMT, and therefore, would not result in exceedance of thresholds
related to VMT. For additional discussion of potential effects of the project in the Basin, refer
to the Master Response regarding TRPA thresholds.
O4-9

The comment states that mitigation should include additional transit service. See the portion
of the traffic Master Response that addresses transit service and response to comment O314.

O4-10

The proposed project is located entirely within the lower elevations of the Olympic Valley and
is surrounded by mountains. All project elements are only visible from within the Olympic
Valley will not be visible from the Lake Tahoe Basin (see also response to comment O9-195).
See also the Master Response regarding TRPA thresholds and the Master Response
regarding the visual impact analysis for a discussion of skyglow effects.

O4-11

The commenter states that a financial feasibility analysis should be prepared for the
Reduced Density Alternative. A financial feasibility analysis is being prepared for the County
and will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to project approval. See also the
Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative.

O4-12

The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided above. See responses to
the detailed comments above.
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