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I12 Stephen Azzi 

July 17, 2015 

 

I12-1 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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I13 Victoria Azzi 

July 16, 2015 

 

I13-1 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. Also, see the Master Response 

regarding the MAC. 
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I14 Thomas Baird 

July 15, 2015 

 

I14-1 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 

The comment provides a summary of the DEIR’s significant and unavoidable 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. 

I14-2 See response to comment I14-1 and the Master Response regarding the 25-year 

construction period. 

I14-3 See response to comment I14-1. 

I14-4 See the Master Response regarding water supply. As described therein, the updated 2015 

WSA incorporated data from 2012 through 2014, which includes several of the recent 

drought years (2015 data are not yet available because the 2015 water year did not end 

until September 30, 2015, after the July 2015 WSA Update was prepared). 
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I15 Doris & Mik Bajka 

no date 

 

I15-1 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below related to health 

and safety. See responses to the detailed comments below. 

I15-2 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 

Road and response to comment letter O10. 

I15-3 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 

Road and response to comment letter O10. Regarding the comment that delivery entrances 

and a designated unloading/loading space along Squaw Peak Road should be provided for 

the Squaw Valley Lodge and Plump Jack, these facilities are not part of the project. 

I15-4 See the Master Response regarding the mountain maintenance facility. The mountain 

maintenance facility proposed on Lot 19 is a component of the project that is fully evaluated 

for effects to resources throughout the DEIR, including effects on visual resources, noise, 

and air quality. An evaluation of potential changes to property values is not required by CEQA 

because it is not an impact to the natural or physical environment. As stated in Section 

15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, the economic and social effects of a project shall not be 

treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR can trace a path between a social 

or economic effect (such as blight) to determine if there is a cause and effect between a 

social or economic effect and a change in the environment. However, no information has 

been provided to suggest that a reduction in property values, if it were to occur, would result 

in a significant change to the physical environment. 

I15-5 The comment is specific to the design of the proposed project and references text in the 

Specific Plan regarding the potential use of reclaimed water for irrigation. Note that the DEIR 

assumes no reclaimed water would be used for irrigation. Using this assumption, no 

significant effects on water supply were identified (provided that the pumping system is 

managed in a manner consistent with the WSA). Because 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, no further response is necessary. The Placer County 

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

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. Further, there is no 

infrastructure in Olympic Valley or at Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation’s wastewater treatment 

facility to generate reclaimed water suitable for irrigation, and the project would not increase 

snowmaking. 

I15-6 See responses to comment letter O12b-2 regarding growth inducing effects of the proposed 

project. Also, note that the traffic and related analysis (air quality) considered the locations 

where employees would live in the analysis of impacts. See Tables 9-13 and 9-14 in the 

DEIR, for instance.  

I15-7 As described in the DEIR (see page 3-13 in Chapter 3, “Project Description”), the East Parcel 

would include a 5,000-square-foot market. This community market is intended to provide 

groceries and sundry items to employees and visitors, thereby reducing vehicle trips to the 

Basin and Truckee. Please see response to comment I15-6.  

Traffic, including additional trip generated by the new occupants of the proposed project, is 

addressed in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR. 
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I15-8 See response to comment I15-7. 

I15-9 Water supply is addressed in Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities,” of the DEIR (see 

Impact 14-1). Implementation of Mitigation Measure 13-4 would ensure that that there is 

adequate water supply to serve the project. Regarding water pressure, the Squaw Valley 

Public Service District would ensure that infrastructure would be designed to ensure 

adequate water delivery pressures are maintained. As to costs, it is beyond the scope of an 

EIR to address the potential for a project to increase costs to existing residents resulting from 

infrastructure, although it is common that applicants pay their fair share to compensate for 

any increases in infrastructure costs.  

I15-10 The DEIR evaluates the effects of project construction, including transportation and 

circulation, air quality, noise, and public services and utilities. Please refer to the impact 

evaluation contained in chapters 4 through 16 of the DEIR for additional information. Also, 

see the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

I15-11 The project applicant has prepared a Dry Utility Master Plan to identify the utilities (including 

telephone/broadband and cable television/broadband facilities) that would be needed to 

accommodate the proposed VSVSP. Within the resort, Squaw Valley maintains a private 

phone and broadband system. This system would be upgraded as necessary to 

accommodate the proposed project, as future buildings on each of the development parcels 

are constructed. It would consist of backbone conduit with boxes or manholes in the 

roadways supporting copper and fiber systems. Improvements required by other service 

providers would include extension of the underground AT&T telecom facilities and 

Suddenlink cable television lines that run along the north side of Squaw Valley Road onto the 

East Parcel. No capacity improvements are proposed for AT&T or Suddenlink facilities.  

Upgrades to fiber optic and cell service are planned, designed, and implemented by the 

service providers in response to demand. These utility providers can generally upgrade 

service lines with minimal interruption to existing users.  

I15-12 Signage is proposed in the northwest and southeast corners of Lot 22. These directional 

signs are intended to assist navigation to ski facilities, natural features, and other amenities 

in the Plan Area. Examples of typical designs and applicable development standards and 

design guidelines are provided in Appendix B, “Development Standards and Design 

Guidelines,” of the VSVSP. The exact content of the signs has not yet been determined. 

As established in the VSVSP, Lots 20 and 22 would be zoned Village – Forest Recreation (see 

Figure 3.1 in the Specific Plan). Allowed uses within this designation are limited to: public 

water supply wells; accessory buildings (not to exceed 200 square feet of floor area); public 

restrooms; linear parks and trails; riding, hiking, and cross-county ski trails; and picnic areas. 

Outdoor amphitheaters, playgrounds and parks, and stables and corrals could be developed 

with issuance of a minor use permit. Ski lifts, ski trails, mountain amenities, and trailhead 

parking (maximum of 20 spaces) would require a conditional use permit. Development of 

tennis courts would require zoning clearance. Residential, commercial, and office uses are 

not allowed. 

Specific proposals for the area include improvements to the access point for the Granite 

Chief and Shirley Canyon trails, such as new directional and interpretive signage, restrooms, 

and car and bike parking. Note also that Lots 20 and 22 are located in areas that have a 

high potential for avalanche (see Chapter 12, “Soils, Geology, and Seismicity,” of the DEIR). 

This hazard condition makes these lots improbable locations to develop any uses designed 

for extended human occupancy. 
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Proposed improvements would be subject to Design Review approval, and the public will 

have an opportunity to provide comments on the proposed improvements at the Design 

Review Committee meeting. 

I15-13 The comment states that with KSL promoting the hiking trail at the end of Squaw Peak Road, 

there is an increase in foot and vehicular traffic, which has led to increased traffic, parking, 

noise, pollution, etc. The comment further states that these issues would increase with 

continued promotion. This comment appears to describe an existing condition. To the extent 

that the project would exacerbate an existing condition, these effects—including, as the 

comment suggests, traffic (including parking), noise, and air quality—are evaluated 

throughout the DEIR. These issues are also addressed in this FEIR as part of the Master 

Responses on these topics. Also, see response to comment letter F2 regarding a range of 

comments concerning trail use. 

I15-14 The comment states that the project would exacerbate an existing condition regarding pet 

waste on the hiking trail at the end of Squaw Peak Road (Lots 20, 21, and 22), and, 

therefore, should include the provision and maintenance of pet waste stations and waste 

receptacles. As part of the proposed trailhead signage, verbiage will be included about pet 

waste and waste receptacles will be provided.  

The comment also suggests that a dog park be considered near the Village area. A provision 

for a dog park has recently been included in the proposed Park and Recreation 

improvements, however, the design and location have not been determined yet. 

I15-15 See responses to comments F2-3 and F2-10 regarding trail maintenance Also, see response 

to comment I15-14 regarding pet waste receptacles and signage.  

I15-16 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 

Road and response to comment letter O10. Many of the DEIR exhibits include the text “Not a 

Part” to delineate those areas that are adjacent to but not located within the plan area. 

These areas are not proposed for development as part of the project. 

I15-17 As discussed in Chapter 15, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” access to Squaw Valley is 

limited by the configuration of the Valley and the Truckee River canyon; there is only one 

means of ingress and egress (Squaw Valley Road), and a single road (SR 89) connects 

Squaw Valley to adjoining communities. The Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan, which applies to 

all development in Squaw Valley, includes evacuation protocols, guidance for preparing 

homes for evacuation, and evacuation routes. The plan calls for evacuating via Squaw Valley 

Road to SR 89; or, if it is not possible to leave the Valley, driving to the Squaw Valley Ski 

Resort parking lot. The existing surface parking lots at the Squaw Valley Ski Resort (and, 

eventually, the new parking structures on Lots 11 and 12) would continue to be used as the 

emergency rally point if it is not possible to evacuate via Squaw Valley Road. Helicopter 

evacuations would occur from this location. There is no plan at this time to create an EVA to 

Alpine Meadows. Also, see the portion of the traffic Master Response regarding emergency 

vehicle access/wildland fire evacuation plan for details about the Emergency Preparedness 

and Evacuation Plan that is being prepared for the project. 

I15-18 See the Master Response regarding traffic. 

I15-19 The comment suggests that the project include funding for a County position to issue parking 

and traffic citations. At this time, such a position is not part of the project. However, the 

project applicant would pay property taxes and transient occupancy taxes, and the County 

could decide to fund such a position at a later time. 
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I16 Terry R. Baker, MD 

June 14, 2015 

 

I16-1 See the Master Response regarding traffic. 
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I17 Jeff Ball 

June 16, 2015 

 

I17-1 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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I18 Marleen Barnett 

July 17, 2015 

 

I18-1 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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I19 Marcia Barnett 

July 13, 2015 

 

I19-1 The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR. See responses to the detailed comments below. 

 Also, see the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, including a 

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

I19-2 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for definition of viewer groups. 

I19-3 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for a discussion of the height 

of the proposed buildings. 

I19-4 The project’s potential to create an adverse effect on a scenic vista is described under 

Impact 8-1 in the DEIR (see pages 8-47 through 8-50). Both construction and operational 

impacts are included therein. Regarding operational impacts, the project would adhere to the 

VSVSP Development Standards and Design Guidelines, which include architectural design, 

exterior treatments and colors, and landscaping. As described in Section 2.1, “Project 

Modifications,” the VSVSP Development Standards and Design Guidelines have been revised 

since issuance of the DEIR with respect to building height, separation, architectural 

elements, etc. Nonetheless, the DEIR concludes on page 8-50 that this impact would remain 

significant and unavoidable. 

I19-5 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for a discussion of night sky 

views/light pollution.  

I19-6 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for a discussion of shadowing. 

The comment also refers to the Reduced Density Alternative, which would not include 

Buildings 1A and 1B (see Exhibit 17-2 in the DEIR). The visual effects of this alternative are 

analyzed in the DEIR on pages 17-27 and 17-28.  

I19-7 The DEIR includes detailed evaluation of the No Project – SVGPLUO Development Alternative 

and Reduced Density Alternative, which would reduce the project size by approximately 50 

percent. See Chapter 17, “Alternatives,” of the DEIR for a full discussion of these 

alternatives. As indicated in the DEIR (page 17-45):  

“The Reduced Density Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative … With 

this alternative, significant impacts to housing, biological resources, cultural 

resources, visual resources, traffic, air quality (operations), noise, and greenhouse 

gases would be reduced or avoided, when compared to the project. However, this 

alternative would not meet several project objectives, and its financial feasibility is 

not known.”  

See also the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for further discussion of 

the Reduced Building Heights Alternative, which was dismissed from detailed analysis in the 

DEIR. 

I19-8 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 
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and considered by the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors before 

a decision on the project is rendered. 
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I20 Robert Barnett 

July 12, 2015 

 

I20-1 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. 

I20-2 The comment indicates concern related to the effect of the construction period on visual 

resources. Please refer to the evaluation of the effect of construction in Chapter 8, “Visual 

Resources,” of the DEIR. 

I20-3 The comment provides opinions regarding the adequacy of view corridors afforded to 

pedestrians internal to the village. CEQA requires analysis of the project’s effects on views of 

the project site, and offsite effects such as light and glare. Future visitors are part of the 

project, rather than the existing condition, and therefore would not experience changed 

conditions if a view is not adequate. This would not be an environmental impact. However, 

the commenter’s opinions regarding the viewing opportunities from the project site are 

noted. Further, as described in Section 2.1, “Project Modifications,” the VSVSP Development 

Standards and Design Guidelines have been revised since issuance of the DEIR with respect 

to building height, separation, etc. in response to concerns about view corridors. 

I20-4 See response to comment I20-3 and the Master Response regarding the visual impact 

analysis for information about building heights and density. 

I20-5 See response to comment I20-3. 

I20-6 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for a discussion of the 

shadowing analysis. 

I20-7 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for a discussion of night sky 

views. 

I20-8 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis. 

I20-9 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for information about building 

heights and density. 

I20-10 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis and the Master Response 

regarding significant and unavoidable impacts for a discussion of Placer County General Plan 

Policy 1.G.1. 


