
Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-1 

3.2.5 Individual Responses 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-2 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

 

This page intentionally left blank.  

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-3 

 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-4 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I1 Anonymous 

June 19, 2015 

 

I1-1 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 
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I2 Anonymous 

July 12, 2015 

 

I2-1 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. See responses to the 

detailed comments below. 

I2-2 Chapter 5, “Population, Employment, and Housing,” of the DEIR describes the project’s 

potential impacts related to population growth and housing demand during construction 

(Impact 5-1) and operation (Impact 5-2). These impacts were determined to be less than 

significant. Other physical impacts of the project, including population growth, are evaluated 

throughout the DEIR in chapters 4 through 16, and mitigation is identified where appropriate. 

 The project’s potential impacts to existing views are addressed in Chapter 8, “Visual 

Resources,” of the DEIR (see Impacts 8-1, 8-2, and 8-3 on pages 8-47 through 8-56). 

I2-3 The project’s traffic-related impacts are addressed in Chapter 9, “Transportation and 

Circulation,” of the DEIR. Mitigation measures are described therein, but despite 

implementation of feasible mitigation measures, some of the project’s traffic impacts would 

be significant and unavoidable, as described in Section 18.2, “Significant Environmental 

Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided,” of the DEIR. 

 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

I2-4 The comment expresses a concern about public safety on the mountain due to the 

commenter’s perception that the project permits improvements to uphill ski-lift capacity. The 

project does not include any improvements or modifications to on-mountain ski-lift capacity. 

Nonetheless, additional information regarding mountain capacity is provided here.  

The mountain has a maximum capacity, based in large part on the capacity of the ski lifts. 

The ski lifts can only transport a certain number of people per hour, thus effectively limiting 

the number of people on the mountain at any one time. Lines at the ski lifts may increase 

based on increased visitorship resulting from the project; however, the maximum number of 

people on the mountain would not change with project implementation.  

The remainder of the comment lists reasons why Squaw Valley cannot become a destination 

ski resort. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are 

raised in this comment. No further response is provided here.  
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I3 Jennifer Absey RN 

July 11, 2015 

 

I3-1 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. 

I3-2 The comment provides a summary of the project’s impacts that are of concern to the 

commenter, specifically, traffic congestion, water, noise, air and light pollution, increased fire 

risk, water supply, impacts to Squaw Creek and the Truckee River, loss of critical wildlife 

habitat, and impacts to the Granite Chief Wilderness area. These issues are all addressed in 

the DEIR and further evaluated in this FEIR. No specific issues related to the content, 

analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in this comment. No further response is 

provided here. 

I3-3 Potential impacts to wildlife and streams and rivers resulting from project construction and 

operation are addressed in Chapters 6, “Biological Resources,” and 13, “Hydrology and 

Water Quality,” respectively, of the DEIR. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, 

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

I3-4 The comment does not provide specific reasons specifying why Mitigation Measures 6-1a 

through 6-1d (sensitive habitats) on pages 6-46 through 6-50 of the DEIR are unclear. 

Therefore, a response cannot be provided.  

 The comment does not provide specific reasons identifying why Impact 6-2 (Sierra Nevada 

yellow-legged frog habitat) or the accompanying Mitigation Measure 6-2 on pages 6-50 

through 6-53 of the DEIR are unacceptable. Therefore, a response cannot be provided. Also, 

see responses to comment letter O8c regarding impacts to Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog. 

 The comment does not provide specific reasons identifying why Impact 6-7 (animal 

movement and migratory corridors) or the accompanying Mitigation Measure 6-7 on pages 6-

64 through 6-66 of the DEIR are unacceptable. Therefore, a response cannot be provided. 

Also, see response to comment I42-7 regarding impacts to the Loyalton-Truckee deer herd. 

I3-5 Regarding American black bear habitat, the project’s potential impacts to sensitive habitats 

are addressed in Chapter 6, “Biological Resources,” of the DEIR. Specifically, Impact 6-1 (on 

pages 6-40 through 6-45 of the DEIR) discusses changes to riparian and meadow habitats, 

which would be preferred habitat types in the project area for use by the American black 

bear, a common species in California. The DEIR addresses significance criteria based on the 

Placer County Initial Study checklist and Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines (see page 

6-35 of the DEIR). Based on these criteria, effects specifically to American black bear were 

not analyzed in the DEIR because the species is not defined as a “special status species” 

locally, federally or by the state; is too common for impacts to drop it below self-sustaining 

levels; and there are no local policies or ordinances addressing impacts to bear habitat 

(Placer County Ordinances 8.16.265-8.16.268 addresses the need for bear resistant 

garbage cans and enclosures and is discussed on page 6-39 of the DEIR). 

I3-6 The comment does not provide specific reasons specifying why the DEIR is inadequate in its 

evaluation of water issues. Therefore, a response cannot be provided.  

I3-7 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 
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Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

I3-8 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

The comment does not provide specific reasons specifying why the DEIR is inadequate. 

Therefore, a response cannot be provided. 

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. 

I3-9 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 
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I4 Luca Adriani 

July 16, 2015 

 

I4-1 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. 

 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts.  

I4-2 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

 Regarding building heights, the comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or 

qualities of the proposed project and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions 

in the DEIR. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the 

commenter’s opinions into consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

I4-3 See the Master Response regarding occupancy assumptions.  

I4-4 See the Master Response regarding the MAC. 

I4-5 See response to comment O14-2 regarding the comment that creek restoration should be a 

condition of project approval.  
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I5 Lisa Alvarez 

July 16, 2015 

 

I5-1 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 
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I6 Anne Ammenti 

July 17, 2015 

 

I6-1 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. 

I6-2 See the Master Response regarding noise. 

I6-3 See the Master Response regarding noise. 

I6-4 See the Master Response regarding water supply.  

I6-5 This comment does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. Therefore, 

no further response is provided here. 

I6-6 See the Master Response regarding water supply. 

I6-7 See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel. 
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I7 Greg Archbald 

June 19, 2015 

 

I7-1 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-22 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-23 

I8 Kevin Arnold 

July 16, 2015 

 

I8-1 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 
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I9 Amy Azzi 

July 17, 2015 

 

I9-1 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. 

I9-2 See the Master Response regarding the MAC. 

I9-3 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-26 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-27 

I10 Karen Azzi 

July 17, 2015 

 

I10-1 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

I10-2 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

I10-3 See the Master Response regarding the MAC. 

I10-4 See the Master Response regarding water supply for discussions about the Martis Valley 

pipeline and the aquifer.  

I10-5 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 
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I11 Matt Azzi 

July 16, 2015 

 

I11-1 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. 

I11-2 The comment provides a summary of the DEIR’s impacts that are of concern to the 

commenter. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR 

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

 The comment does not provide specific reasons specifying why the DEIR mitigation measures 

are inadequate. Therefore, a response cannot be provided.  

I11-3 See the Master Response regarding the MAC. The comment provides an opinion regarding 

the merits or qualities of the proposed project and does not address the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 

will take the commenter’s opinions into consideration when making decisions regarding the 

project. The comment also states the project would require importation of water to serve the 

MAC. This is not correct; the DEIR concludes that there is sufficient water to serve the 

project, including the MAC, from existing groundwater resources. Please see the discussion 

of Impact 14-1 on pages 14-31 through 14-36 of the DEIR. 

I11-4 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

  


