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June 22, 2015 

 

I21-1 Impacts to existing recreational users are addressed throughout the DEIR (see, for example, 

Chapters 8, “Visual Resources,” and 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR. The 

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, the Initial Study checklist, includes questions that address 

whether a project may have a significant on the environment, and that question is included 

in the thresholds of significance on page 14-24 of the DEIR: The project’s potential impact 

related to increased demand for parks and recreational facilities is addressed in Chapter 14, 

“Public Services and Utilities,” of the DEIR (see Impact 14-6 on pages 14-42 through 14-43). 

Would the project: 

 “increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 

would occur or be accelerated; or 

 include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the 

environment.” 

Regarding an analysis of the project’s impacts to private ski facilities at the Squaw Valley Ski 

Resort, page 14-30 of the DEIR states, 

This analysis does not consider the potential for recreational impacts to facilities at 

the Squaw Valley Ski Resort that may result from any additional skiers added by the 

project. Recreation impacts examine, among other things, whether a project would 

degrade public recreational facilities. The ski facilities at Squaw Valley are a private 

enterprise.  

This is a reasonable approach; it is reasonable to assume that, as a private enterprise, the 

ski resort would be managed to respond to demand, much like other private recreation 

enterprises (golf courses, movie theaters, etc.). However, the heavier use of a private 

recreation facility is a social impact, as such is not considered significant under CEQA (See 

Guidelines Section 15131, social (and economic) effects are not treated as significant 

effects on the environment). 
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I22 John Barnhart 

July 16, 2015 

 

I22-1 The commenter describes an existing congestion issue regarding how visitors block access at 

the intersection of Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak Road. See the Master Response 

regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak Road. 

I22-2 The project’s traffic-related impacts at the intersection of Squaw Valley Road and SR 89 are 

addressed in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR on this intersection. 

Mitigation is identified therein to reduce significant and potentially significant impacts. Some 

impacts related to this intersection, however, would be significant and unavoidable even 

after mitigation. These impacts are identified in Section 18.2, “Significant Environmental 

Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided,” of the DEIR. 
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I23-1 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. 

I23-2 The comment suggests that the impacts, together, are cumulatively more substantial than 

considered individually. All impacts are listed together in the summary chapter of the DEIR, 

Chapter 2. The significant unavoidable impacts of the project are listed together in Chapter 

18.2 of the DEIR. Also, the project’s cumulative impacts when considered with other past, 

present and future projects are addressed in Section 18.1, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the 

DEIR.  

I23-3 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider the number and magnitude of 

the significant unavoidable impacts when making decisions regarding the project. 

I23-4 See the Master Response regarding the Squaw Valley General Plan Land Use Ordinance 

(SVGPLUO) and the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. Note that 

while there may or may not be merit to revising the 1983 SVGPLUO, the SVGPLUO is 

separate and apart from the project; it is a guiding document for all of Squaw Valley; 

therefore, revising the SVGPLUO would not be an alternative to the proposed project (even if 

it were a separate proposal to fully review and amend the SVGPLUO). 

I23-5 See the Master Response regarding the SVGPLUO, as well as response to comment I23-4. 

I23-6 The financial stability of the project applicant is not related to the content, analysis, or 

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

may consider the applicant’s financial stability when deciding on the project, including 

assured financing for mitigation measures. 

I23-7 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, including a 

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

I23-8 See the Master Response regarding water supply. 

The comment states that “we did not find a mitigation measure related to the Squaw Valley 

Mutual Water Company (SVMWC) (the very first water company in the Valley) on Impact 6-13 

(Mitigation Measure 13-4).” The comment is correct in that Mitigation Measure 13-4 in the 

DEIR does not apply to SVMWC; rather, it is applicable to SVPSD. The mitigation measure 

ensures that groundwater pumping will be managed within certain criteria to avoid adverse 

effects on the groundwater basin. If SVMWC’s wells go dry, it would be as a result of actions 

from others and not the actions of SVPSD or the proposed project as Mitigation Measures in 

the EIR require monitoring of groundwater levels and maintenance of the aquifer in a manner 

that ensures sustainable withdrawals. If wells become contaminated, the entity responsible 

for the contamination would be responsible for any necessary corrective actions. There is no 

evidence that the proposed project would result in contamination of SVMWC wells. 

I23-9 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 
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impacts are included therein. Mitigation Measure 8-1 would require the installation of 

screening fences during construction; however, the DEIR concludes that even with this 

mitigation, the impact during construction would be significant and unavoidable.  

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. Nonetheless, the DEIR concludes on page 8-50 that this impact 

would remain significant and unavoidable to residents during project operation. 

The comment also states that, if the project is permitted, the total heights of the buildings 

should not exceed the heights of the Intrawest buildings. The Reduced Buildings Heights 

Alternative, which would reduce building heights to conform with the existing Intrawest 

Village (i.e., 75 feet), similar to what the comment suggests, was considered, but not 

evaluated further in the DEIR. The rationale for why this alternative was not evaluated further 

in the DEIR is described on page 17-12 of the DEIR. However, as described in Section 2.1, 

“Project Modifications,” of this FEIR, the applicant has proposed changes to the proposed 

building heights in response to concerns expressed by the Squaw Valley Design Review 

Committee and members of the public.  

I23-10 Mitigation Measure 9-8 (see page 9-67) in the DEIR requires the project applicant to prepare 

a Construction Traffic Management Plan, which will include items such as “monitoring for 

roadbed damage and timing for completing repairs.” In addition, as stated in Mitigation 

Measure 9-8, the plan must be prepared to the “satisfaction of the Placer County 

Department of Public Works and the Engineering and Surveying Division.” Therefore, the 

County will have direct input in ensuring road repair requirements are acceptable and 

implemented. Any monetary deposits for repairs would be determined though discussions 

between the applicant and the County.  

I23-11 See the Master Response regarding noise for a discussion of construction hours. Moreover, 

the commenters request for reduced construction hours will be reviewed and considered by 

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

project is rendered. 

I23-12 The comment does not provide specific reasons specifying why the assumptions in the DEIR 

are erroneous and what the correct assumptions should be. Therefore, a response cannot be 

provided. Nevertheless, see the portion of the traffic Master Response addressing use of 

2011-2012 ski season data representing existing winter conditions, the Master Response 

regarding occupancy assumptions, and the Master Response regarding the visual impact 

analysis for definition of viewer groups. 

I23-13 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. 

I23-14 See the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. 

I23-15 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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I24 Nancy J. Bartusch 

July 17, 2015 

 

I24-1 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below. See responses to 
the detailed comments below.  

The comment regarding the MAC and the size of the project 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. 

I24-2 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, including a 
discussion of Placer County General Plan Policy 1.G.1. 

I24-3 See the Master Response regarding water supply. 

Water quality impacts, including potential impacts to the aquifer from pile driving, are 
addressed in Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR (see Impact 13-2 on 
pages 13-47 through 13-49). Mitigation Measures 13-2a and 13-2b would ensure that 
construction phase, site-specific risks to water quality would be fully addressed and avoided. 

For a discussion of propane, see the Master Response regarding the mountain maintenance 
facility. 

I24-4 The comment identifies multiple issues related to the DEIR traffic analysis. See the Master 
Response regarding traffic where each of these issues is addressed. 

I24-5 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis. The impact analysis was 
based on site visits and simulations of project structures. The impacts are described from 
key viewpoints, as identified in Chapter 8 of the DEIR. It is acknowledged, however, that 
additional view blockage could occur in areas not simulated, and in particular as a viewer 
moves closer to buildings. This is an issue of visual perspective, and even a single-family 
home would block a view if the viewer is close enough to the building. However, the analysis 
in the DEIR is reasonable, and concludes visual impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

I24-6 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for definition of viewer groups. 

I24-7 The Reduced Density Alternative and its potential effects as compared with the proposed 
project are described on pages 17-24 through 17-31 of the DEIR. Specifically, visual impacts 
associated with this alternative are described on pages 17-27 through 17-28. As described 
therein, visual impacts would be similar to the project, but overall less under this alternative 
given the flexibility to site and size buildings to minimize viewshed blockages. See also the 
Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. 

I24-8 It is acknowledged that some residents may not have sufficient sound insulation, and 
additional mitigation has been added to the EIR as a result. See the Master Response 
regarding noise.  

I24-9 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. The comment also 
provides a summary of detailed comments provided above. See responses to the detailed 
comments above.  
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