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I25 Mary Bennett 

July 17, 2015 

 

I25-1 The comment requested verification that the comment letter was received. It was. Also, 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. 

I25-2 As required by CEQA, written responses are provided in this FEIR to comments on 

environmental issues received on the DEIR that were received during the public review 

period (May 18 through July 17, 2015). 

I25-3 Section 1.7, “Project Review and CEQA Process,” of the DEIR describes the CEQA process 

conducted to date for this project, including the opportunities for public involvement. 

Additionally, though not detailed in the DEIR, numerous public meetings and other outreach 

has occurred in relation to the project, both by the County and, separately, by the applicant. 

Several project modifications have been made as a result of this input process. The County 

has solicited and maximized opportunities for public participation, and has thereby satisfied 

CEQA. 

I25-4 Consistent with CEQA, the County will distribute the FEIR for a minimum of 10 days before 

any action is taken on the project, and the FEIR will be posted on the County’s website. A 

notice of availability of the FEIR will be provided to all persons and agencies that submitted 

comments on the DEIR. The County is not obligated to respond in writing to comments 

submitted after this period. 

I25-5 Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that DEIRs are circulated a minimum of 

30 days, unless state agency review is required in which case the review period must be 45 

days (with certain exceptions). The DEIR was circulated for public review and comment for a 

period of 60 days, from May 18, 2015 to July 17, 2015. The County did receive several 

comments within a week after the close of the review period, and while the County is not 

obligated under CEQA to respond to late comments, the County is nonetheless providing 

responses in this FEIR to those late comments (these are included in this FEIR under the 

category, “Late Comments”). Any comment received over a week after the close of the review 

period are not included in the FEIR, but responses will be provided in the staff report 

package that will be provided to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors. 

 The comment requests that the DEIR review period be extended for an additional 60 days. 

This request was considered by the County’s Environmental Coordinator and denied. As 

described above and in accordance with CEQA, the DEIR was circulated for public review for 

60 days, which the County deems to be sufficient to provide meaningful comments and is 

within the required timeframes specified in CEQA. Furthermore, Section 15105(a) of the 

CEQA Guidelines states that, “[T]he public review period for a draft EIR shall not be less than 

30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances.” There 

are no unusual circumstances associated with this project. 

I25-6 The commenter is expressing the right to submit subsequent comments. The County 

acknowledges the right to submit comments on the project at any time during the public 

review; however, all comments on the contents of the DEIR, to qualify as comments that 

must be responded to in the FEIR, must be provided within the 60-day review period granted 

on this project in accordance with Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. All comments 

on the FEIR should be provided in advance of the project hearings with enough time provided 
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to be thoroughly considered by the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors before a decision on the project is rendered.  

 See also response to comment I25-5. 

I25-7 This is a comment requesting additional information and does not address the contents of 

the DEIR. The County provided a letter response to this comment on July 30, 2015. 

Furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 21167.6, subdivision (e)(10), describes which 

draft documents must be included in the administrative record. 

I25-8 See the Master Response regarding the SVGPLUO. 

I25-9 This is a comment requesting additional information and does not address the contents of 

the DEIR. The County provided a letter response to this comment on July 30, 2015. 

I25-10 The draft Development Agreement (DA) will be part of the staff report package that will be 

provided to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. At the same 

time, these staff reports will be posted to the County’s website where they will be publically 

available. A DA is an agreement between a public agency and a developer that spells out the 

commitments of the developer and the development entitlement assurances. While the DA 

may be developed, in part, based on the EIR (including commitments to finance mitigation 

measures), it is a financial document and is not necessary to understand the environmental 

impacts and mitigation measures associated with a project, and CEQA does not require it to 

be released at the same time as the DEIR.  

I25-11 The comment characterizes the circumstances under which CEQA requires recirculation of a 

DEIR. These circumstances have not arisen in response to this, or other, comments. The 

comment does not provide specific reasons specifying why the DEIR is inadequate, what the 

new information is, or why that information is significant. Therefore, a response cannot be 

provided. See responses below regarding the specific comments in this letter. Also, see the 

Master Response regarding recirculation. 

I25-12 The comment contends that the DEIR is inadequate because the project is not accurately or 

consistently described. The proposed project described in Chapter 3 of the DEIR is thorough, 

and accurately represents the project as proposed at the time that the DEIR was prepared. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, some changes have been made to the project since the DEIR was 

prepared. These changes were evaluated and found not to alter the conclusions of the DEIR 

(see Chapter 2 of this FEIR). The comment does not provide any specific examples of such 

inaccuracies or inconsistencies, or of how inaccurate or inconsistent descriptions of the 

project affected the analysis of impacts such that decision makers would not have sufficient 

information to make informed decisions on the project. Therefore, a response cannot be 

provided. 

I25-13 The comment contends that the DEIR does not fulfill the intent of CEQA because the effects 

of the project are inaccurately characterized. The comment does not provide any specific 

examples of where the effects of the project were inaccurately disclosed. Therefore, a 

response cannot be provided. 

I25-14 The comment indicates that Section 15064(e) relates to use of the questions provided in 

Appendix G: Environmental Checklist Form of the State CEQA Guidelines as the thresholds of 

significance when evaluating potential effects of a proposed project. In fact, Section 

15064(e) discusses the interplay between economic and social changes resulting from a 

project and effects on the environment. However, it is acknowledged that the questions 

posed in Appendix G are guidelines outlining the topics that should typically be considered 

when considering the potential impacts of a project. The questions are part of the Initial 
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Study checklist and are used to determine if a project may have a significant impact on the 

environmental, but they are not performance standards.  

Thresholds of significance, as established in Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 

define a level of a particular environmental effect above which the lead agency would 

normally consider an effect to be significant. Thresholds can be “quantitative, qualitative or 

performance level” (see Section 15064.7(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines). Performance 

standards can be used as one form of mitigation measures formulated to reduce potential 

impacts below specified thresholds.  

Placer County considered the thresholds of significance that were used in this EIR and found 

them to represent a reasonable approach. The thresholds are based on the initial study 

checklist (Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines), a common approach used throughout 

California. As indicated throughout the DEIR, these thresholds were used to evaluate the 

proposed Specific Plan. In addition, the thresholds were augmented and refined with 

thresholds promulgated by other regulatory bodies, where appropriate (see, for example, 

Chapter 10, “Air Quality”). Thresholds considered and dismissed from detailed evaluation are 

identified in each resource evaluation under the “Issues or Potential Impacts Not Discussed 

Further” heading. 

The comment also asserts that the questions provided in Appendix G are not adequate for 

use in the DEIR because they are too general to be used for project–level approval. It is key 

to note that the subject DEIR is a program-level DEIR. As explained on page 1-2 in Chapter 1, 

“Introduction,” in the DEIR: 

In accordance with CCR Section 15168, this document is a program EIR. A program 

EIR is one type of EIR that can be prepared for planning projects, as well as a variety 

of other project types (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). A program EIR enables 

a lead agency to examine the overall effects (direct, indirect and cumulative) of a 

proposed project or course of action and to consider broad policy alternatives and 

program wide mitigation measures at an early time in the decision-making process 

when the agency has greater flexibility. The subject of the agency’s approval decision 

is the overall program addressed in the EIR. When subsequent activities in the 

program are proposed, the agency must determine whether the environmental 

effects of those activities were covered in the program EIR and whether additional 

environmental documents must be prepared. If a later activity would have effects 

that were not examined in the program EIR, a project-specific CEQA document must 

be prepared. The project-level CEQA documents may incorporate by reference 

general discussions from the broader EIR and focus on the impacts of the individual 

projects that implement the plan, program, or policy. 

Further, there is not specific evidence provided to substantiate the claim that the thresholds 

used are too general to provide a meaningful analysis, nor does the comment suggest 

additional or alternative thresholds for consideration. 

I25-15 The comment expresses general opinions about the conclusions reached in the DEIR, 

whether analysis of all feasible alternatives and mitigation measures was conducted, the 

consideration of available information, and the response to issues raised during previous 

public comment periods. No specific comments or examples of these general concerns are 

provided. Therefore, a response cannot be provided. 

I25-16 The commenter provides information regarding the National Environmental Policy Act, which 

is not applicable to the proposed project. While the comment infers that the thresholds used 

in the DEIR were not sufficient, no comments were provided on specific thresholds in the 

DEIR. For information about the use of significance thresholds under CEQA, refer to response 
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to comment I25-14. Further, thresholds containing specific quantitative values are not 

required under CEQA. 

I25-17 The comment asserts, generally, that the DEIR fails to include feasible mitigation measures 

and a range of alternatives to the project. The comment does not explain how the DEIR fails 

to provide a reasonable analysis, or how such an analysis would differ. The comment also 

fails to explain why the mitigation measures in the EIR are infeasible. Because no specific 

comments or examples of these general concerns are provided, a specific response cannot 

be provided. 

Refer to Table 2-2 in the DEIR, which summarizes the significant and potentially significant 

impacts of the project, as well as all proposed mitigation measures. The only significant and 

unavoidable effect for which mitigation has not been established is the effects on scenic 

vistas during operation (Impact 8.1). This is because no mitigation has been identified other 

than reducing the height and/or density of the buildings. This is a project description change; 

therefore the potential to limit the height and number of structures are evaluated as 

alternative projects. Refer to Chapter 17, “Alternatives,” for an evaluation of project 

alternatives. 

I25-18 The comment asserts that the analysis of effects in the DEIR is technically inadequate, which 

hinders review of the project. The comment does not specifying why the analysis of effects in 

the DEIR is inadequate. Therefore, a response cannot be provided. 

The comment, further, provides no evidence to support the claim that the document is non-

compliant with Section 21005 of CEQA, which establishes the legislative intent of CEQA 

relative to information disclosure, noncompliance, presumption, and findings, or Sections 

21168 and 21168.5 regarding prejudicial abuse of discretion. These sections of CEQA are 

relevant to legislative review of actions taken by a lead agency and are not applicable to 

public review of the draft document. The comment does not specify what type of “relevant 

information” is precluded from public review. 

For information about consideration of mitigation and alternatives in light of identified 

significant impacts, refer to response to comment I25-17.  

I25-19 The comment asserts, generally, that the mitigation measures established in the DEIR would 

not be as effective in reducing the effects of the project as suggested in the analysis, and 

that the analysis does not support the conclusions reached. The comment does not state 

which mitigation measures are supposedly unsubstantiated or would have limited 

effectiveness. Without specific examples of cases where lack of information led to incorrect 

conclusions, a detailed response to this comment cannot be provided.  

I25-20 References are noted using in-text citations throughout the DEIR. As appropriate, these 

references include page numbers. Full document citations that correspond to the in-text 

citations are provided in Chapter 20, “References.” Where referenced material is key to the 

environmental analysis, it has been included as an appendix to the document (see, for 

example, Appendix C, “Water Supply Assessment” and Appendix F, “Shadow Study”). All cited 

references are part of the administrative record and are available from the County upon 

request.  

I25-21 The comment provides a suggested page length for a DEIR and implies that because the 

DEIR is longer than this length, the comment period should have been extended. But page 

lengths differ for each EIR, and will typically be longer for program EIRs such as this one. The 

County extended the public review period from its typical 45 days to 60 days and believes 

this is sufficient to comment on the DEIR. The public review period complies with CEQA 

requirements. See response to comment I25-5 regarding the DEIR review period.  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-93 

I25-22 See the Master Response regarding the SVGPLUO regarding general plan consistency as well 

as response to comment I25-23.  

I25-23 See Section 3.5.1, “Planning Entitlements and Approvals from Placer County,” in the DEIR for 

a list of actions the applicant is requesting from Placer County, including any necessary 

amendment of the Placer County General Plan or the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land 

Use Ordinance to incorporate the Specific Plan. These actions are evaluated throughout the 

DEIR as components of the project. As indicated on page 3-39 of Chapter 3, “Project 

Description,” 

The VSVSP proposes redesignating the project site as “Specific Plan” in the SVGPLUO 

(the General Plan defers to community plans, such as the SVGPLUO, for land use 

designations and zoning). As stated in the Placer County General Plan, “Specific 

plans provide a bridge between the goals and policies in the General Plan and 

specific development proposals, and incorporate detailed land-use development 

standards and design criteria” (Placer County 2013:14). In the case of the VSVSP, a 

Specific Plan is proposed to create a single, coordinated plan for the plan area as a 

whole, providing for a well-integrated land use plan, necessary infrastructure and 

utilities, an integrated pedestrian/bicycle/skier circulation plan, protected open 

space and view corridors, and a visually cohesive village. 

In addition to revising the land use designations and zoning and adoption of the VSVSP, 

there is a proposed amendment to the text of the SVGPLUO to address avalanche hazards. 

The text of the proposed amendment is discussed in Impact 4-2 on pages 4-24 and 4-25 of 

the DEIR. With approval of the proposed policy amendments and implementation of the 

proposed development programs that are a part of the proposed project, the project would 

be consistent with relevant Placer County General Plan and SVGPLUO policies. Moreover, 

although a General Plan amendment is needed, the project and its programed land uses and 

development standards would be consistent with the overall anticipated land uses, including 

density, and policy framework of the Placer County General Plan and the SVGPLUO. For a 

detailed evaluation of the potential effects of these amendments, refer to Impact 4-2 in 

Chapter 4, “Land Use and Forest Resources,” in the DEIR. Further, it should be noted that 

the comment uses an incorrect definition of the term “buildout,” in that it interprets buildout 

to refer to the start of construction rather than completion of the project. 

The comment also asserts that the DEIR fails to accurately define the project and provide 

sufficient notice about the nature of pending entitlements, but does not explain what aspects 

of the project were inaccurately defined or how notice was inadequate, and therefore a 

detailed response cannot be provided. 

I25-24 As indicated on page 3-40 of the DEIR:  

Code and Section 15182(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines provide that no EIR or 

negative declaration is required for any residential project undertaken in conformity 

with an adopted Specific Plan for which an EIR has been certified. If it is determined 

that a development application is inconsistent with the Specific Plan and/or 

substantial evidence exists that supports the occurrence of any of the events set 

forth in Section 21166 of the Public Resources Code and Section 15183 of the State 

CEQA Guidelines, a determination will be made as to the appropriate subsequent 

environmental document. Examples of subsequent approvals include small lot 

tentative maps, Specific Plan amendments, Conditional Use Permits, Tree Permits 

and Design/Site Review applications. Chapter 8, “Implementation,” of the Specific 

Plan lays out in detail the Subsequent Conformity Review process the County will 

follow to determine whether a proposed subsequent approval is consistent with the 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-94 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

Specific Plan and EIR assumptions, and the extent to which amendments to the plan, 

and/or additional CEQA analysis are needed. 

All project phases would be subject to discretionary review in accordance with Section 8.3.4 

of the Specific Plan (Subsequent Entitlement Process) and no project phase could be 

implemented without first receiving approval of a Small Lot Tentative Map and/or Conditional 

Use Permit, both of which are discretionary approvals subject to CEQA. Examples of 

discretionary entitlements include, but are not limited to, Large Lot Tentative Maps, Small Lot 

Tentative Maps, Conditional Use Permits, Minor Use Permits.  

The comment contains questions in the last paragraph that do not address the adequacy of 

the EIR.   

I25-25 The commenter states that the VSVSP would permit by right certain land uses or activities 

that currently require approval of a conditional use permit or other discretionary action under 

the SVGPLUO. The commenter provides no specific example, so no specific response can be 

provided. However, Table 3.2 of the VSVSP lists all land uses proposed for the VSVSP. The 

majority of allowed land uses are permitted with approval of a conditional use permit, minor 

use permit, or other discretionary action, which would occur following approval of a small lot 

tentative map for a specific development phase and construction of required improvements. 

The commenter further states that project development within the plan area would be in 

accordance with the VSVSP Appendix B Development Standards and Design Guidelines, that 

adoption of this document is not included among the list of discretionary actions listed in the 

DEIR and that this results in a failure to disclose material information concerning the project. 

Under DEIR Section 3.5.1, “Planning Entitlements and Approvals from Placer County,” eight 

discretionary actions are listed as required by the County to approve the project. Amendment 

to the SVGPLUO is the third bullet point under Section 3.5.1 of the DEIR and is analyzed 

throughout the DEIR (for example, refer to Impact 4-2 in Chapter 4, “Land Use and Forest 

Resources”). In addition, under this same section, the fifth and sixth bullets state, “Adoption 

of the proposed Specific Plan and Design Guidelines” and “Adoption of the Specific Plan 

Development Standards.”  

I25-26 The comment suggests that reasonable public access to the SVGLUO was not provided. The 

plan is available at the County offices, upon request from the County, and on the County 

website via a web search (http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/Planning/CommPlans/ 

NTahoeCPs/SquawValleyGP/SquawValleyGenPlan1stPart.pdf); it can be accessed by 

reasonable means. The proposed revisions to the SVGPLUO are identified in the DEIR and 

fully analyzed in the document. As indicated in Section 3.5.1, “Planning Entitlements and 

Approvals from Placer County,” of the DEIR, these include amending land use designations 

and amendments to the text of the SVGPLUO to better reflect current avalanche risk data 

within the project boundary. 

 No evidence is provided to support recirculation of the DEIR, which CEQA requires when the 

lead agency adds “significant new information” to an EIR after public notice is given of the 

availability of a DEIR for public review, but before EIR certification (State CEQA Guidelines 

CCR Section 15088.5). Also, see the Master Response regarding recirculation. 

 The comment further states that public access to the proposed Specific Plan has been 

restricted. Going back to at least October 2013, the County has maintained a webpage 

dedicated to dissemination of information on the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan at: 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planning/villageatsquawval

leyspecificplan. Numerous resources are posted at this site including project background 

information, download links for the Specific Plan, information on public meetings, and 

contact information for County staff assigned to the project. This information is also available 
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upon request from the County Community Development Department. These resources and 

information adequately answer the comment’s questions. 

I25-27 The construction period described in the DEIR is an expression of the applicant’s proposal. 

As indicated in the comment, each phase of development will undergo review to determine if 

it is within the scope of this program EIR, or if additional analysis is required under CEQA 

before the County approves project level entitlements, which would be required for each 

phase of project implementation.  

I25-28 The comment states that the DEIR fails to address Executive Order B-30-15 in its analysis of 

the project’s greenhouse gas emissions. See response to comment O9-153 which addresses 

Executive Order S-3-05 and B-30-15. Please note that the executive order was released 

around the same time the DEIR was also released. Also note that, while the act was intended 

to “set the stage” for Legislative action, the bill that would have legislated the executive order 

(Senate Bill 32) did not have sufficient votes to pass in the 2015 Legislative session. 

Regardless, the DEIR addresses the need to target GHG thresholds to meet adopted targets, 

even those not currently known, if it is feasible to do so. The EIR has been revised, in Section 

2.3, “Revisions to the DEIR,” to add in this executive order. See the discussions on pages 16-

17 and 16-18 and Mitigation Measure 16-2 on page 16-19 of the DEIR. See also the Master 

Response regarding the GHG analysis. 

I25-29 The comment states, “Placer County needs to describe the net effect of tree loss (over 800 

trees) since trees reduce carbon dioxide in the air, thereby reducing the warming 

‘greenhouse’ effect of the gas.” It is unclear how the commenter derived the estimate of over 

800 trees removed as the DEIR expresses tree removal in terms of acreage of forest habitat 

types removed (see Chapter 4, “Land Use and Forest Resources,” and Chapter 6, “Biological 

Resources”). Regardless, the loss in carbon sequestration from the removal of trees and 

other vegetation is accounted for under Impact 16-2, which begins on page 16-15 of the 

DEIR. See the line in Table 16-2 on page 16-16 for “Loss in Carbon Sequestration from 

Vegetation Removal.” The method used to estimate the loss in sequestration is presented on 

page 16-13 of the DEIR. Also, see Mitigation Measure 16-2 on page 16-19 of the DEIR. 

I25-30 See the Master Response regarding water supply for a discussion of climate change and 

water supply.  

I25-31 The comment questions the statement in the DEIR (page 9-14) that traffic control personnel 

are “occasionally stationed” at the SR 89/Alpine Meadows Road intersection.” This 

statement from the DEIR is consistent with the commenter’s statement that “on heavy traffic 

days there are at least four (4) Highway Patrol officers directing traffic out of Alpine 

Meadows.” Both the DEIR and the commenter’s statement are in agreement that persons 

directing traffic at the SR 89/Alpine Meadows Road intersection are not present at all times, 

or every day, but “occasionally” or on “heavy traffic days.” Although the DEIR does not 

identify a specific number of traffic control personnel at the intersection, this information is 

not necessary for the DEIR as it would not influence the characterization of traffic conditions 

(e.g., operational parameters, LOS) and would not influence the analysis of traffic impacts. 

Additionally, direct coordination with local CHP officers to gather data they may have on 

intersection and roadway conditions, as suggested by the commenter, would not further the 

impact analysis in the DEIR. As described in various locations in Section 9.1, “Environmental 

Setting,” (DEIR pages 9-1 through 9-25) multiple well-established methods were employed to 

collect data on existing traffic conditions in the analysis study area, including direct traffic 

counts (i.e., tube traffic counters placed across roadway segments), review of reports and 

materials prepared by Caltrans, and field observations by the traffic engineers and others. 

Although local CHP officers would be expected to have an intimate understanding of local 

roadway conditions, available data (e.g., numbers of citations, days providing traffic control 

services, accident data) would not be compatible with vehicle count and similar data 
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incorporated into traffic modelling. However, CHP (Truckee Area) did provide comments on 

the DEIR. See comment letter S3 in this FEIR for the CHP comments and responses to those 

comments. 

Regarding the effects of the proposed project on the SR 89/Alpine Meadows Road 

intersection, Impact 9-3 in the DEIR (page 9-59) identifies that vehicle trips generated by the 

proposed project would have a significant adverse effect on operation of this intersection. 

When the DEIR was prepared, the intersection operated at LOS F during the peak hours 

included in the DEIR traffic analysis, and the proposed project would increase delays above 

significance thresholds. As indicated in the DEIR, projected increases in delay would be 96 

seconds or larger. This impact discussion applies to all roadway approaches to the 

intersection, including eastbound travel on Alpine Meadows Road. However, Mitigation 

Measure 9-3, constructing the planned traffic signal at the SR 89/Alpine Meadows 

intersection, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. As identified in the 

discussion of Mitigation Measure 9-3, installation of this signal would improve the level of 

service at this intersection to LOS D, with vehicle trips from the VSVSP included. Therefore, 

with the signal, and with project generated vehicle trips, intersection operations during peak 

periods would be better than existing conditions, where the intersection operates at LOS F. 

Since publication of the DEIR, the signal has been installed and is operational. Therefore, the 

significant and unavoidable conclusion for Impact 9-3 in the DEIR, because it could not be 

assured that the signalization project would be completed before the identified delays 

occurred, no longer applies. The impact is now less than significant because traffic 

generated by the proposed project would not result in significant delays at the SR 89/Alpine 

Road intersection. 

These LOS projections are derived from well-established traffic models approved by both 

Placer County and Caltrans. A County traffic engineer did review and provide input on the 

DEIR traffic analysis; see Chapter 19, “Report Preparers,” Placer County (Lead Agency), 

Richard Moorehead, Department of Public Works. The results of the traffic modeling 

constitute substantial evidence sufficient to support the impact analysis and conclusions in 

the EIR. In regards to traffic analyses, as well as all elements of environmental impact 

evaluation, residence in the vicinity of a project site is not a prerequisite or necessary to 

providing a comprehensive and accurate analysis of environmental effects. 

I25-32 The comment expresses a misunderstanding of the analysis of potential aesthetic impacts in 

Chapter 8, “Visual Resources” of the DEIR, particularly in regard to the selection of criteria 

used for that analysis. As indicated on page 8-45, the significance criterions are based on 

the Placer County CEQA checklist and Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. To evaluate 

the project pursuant to these thresholds, the DEIR uses general terms and methodologies 

developed by the U.S. Forest Service and Federal Highway Administration, as described on 

page 8-46. Therefore, these methodologies were used to evaluate the project pursuant to 

established CEQA thresholds; they were not used as substitutes for the thresholds 

themselves.  

I25-33 As described in detail on page 8-46 of the DEIR, the visual simulations included in the 

document were all based on three-dimensional computer modeling, and the modeling results 

are adequately captured in the DEIR exhibits. Please see the relevant discussion, as well as 

the simulated depictions of the project on Exhibits 8-9 through 8-20. Eleven different 

viewpoints and one nighttime view are simulated. 

I25-34 The analysis in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources” of the DEIR makes no effort to compare the 

project to a development that could occur without project implementation. Instead, pursuant 

to CEQA, project effects are presented relative to baseline conditions (i.e., site conditions at 

the time the NOP was released).  
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The relative visual quality of development under the project compared to existing zoning is, 

however, addressed in Chapter 17, “Alternatives,” as part of the discussion of the No 

Project—SVGPLUO Development Alternative (see page 17-21 of the DEIR). 

I25-35 The comment contains an observation relative to visual effects and viewing distance. This 

statement is noted and consistent with the analysis in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources” of the 

DEIR. 

I25-36 The comment contends that signage is not evaluated in the visual analysis. This is incorrect. 

Impact 8-2 acknowledges that development in the main Village “that includes buildings, 

landscaping, and signs that are incongruous with the natural setting and inconsistent in design 

could reduce the quality of views,” and that “signage along the Squaw Valley Road frontage 

[of the East Parcel] would reduce visual quality by partially blocking views of forested areas 

to the north.” These effects are mitigated through Mitigation Measure 8-2b, which would 

ensure that all project phases are compatible with the Plan Area Development Standards 

prescribed in Appendix B of the VSVSP by requiring that the project applicant obtain Design 

Review approval from the Placer County Design/Site Review Committee prior to submittal of 

Improvement Plans or Building Permits. Review and approval by the County would apply to 

such project components as: colors, materials, and textures of all structures; landscaping; 

signs; exterior lighting; and entry features. 

I25-37 The commenter asks if additional alternatives or mitigation have been added to the EIR in 

response to comments. No additional alternatives have been added to the EIR. Mitigation 

has been modified where appropriate in response to various comments and suggestions. 

Please see Section 2.3, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR. As described therein, many of 

the modifications would result in the reduction of impacts.  

I25-38 No specific examples could be identified in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR where 

construction impacts were determined to be less than significant based solely on their 

temporary nature, as contended by the comment. Rather, construction impacts were 

determined to be significant or potentially significant during construction before mitigation 

for all impacts evaluated except shadowing (which is an issue related to operation). Refer to 

pages 8-47 through 8-60 of the DEIR. The DEIR concludes these impacts are, for the most 

part, significant and unavoidable. 

I25-39 The shadow study (Appendix F to the DEIR) reflects full build-out of the project, and is used in 

Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR to determine potential environmental effects 

compared to baseline conditions. The baseline used to determine potential impacts is the 

condition at the time the NOP was released (as described in the “Environmental Setting” for 

each resource). This practice is consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15125 

[a]). Use of a future baseline for evaluations (e.g., conditions anticipated at the time of build-

out) has not generally been considered an appropriate practice by the courts (see, for 

example, Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Associated v. City of Sunnyvale City Council). 

The cumulative effects of the project (i.e., the effect of the project when considered in 

conjunction with anticipated future development) are discussed in Chapter 18, “Other CEQA 

Sections.” Refer to page 18-16 of the DEIR for an evaluation of the project’s cumulative 

contribution to additional shadowing on existing structures or facilities during a substantial 

portion of the day. The comment asks at what maximum height limit would no adverse shade 

or shadow impacts occur. Because the analysis of the buildings as proposed concludes that 

there would not be a significant impact from project-generated shadows, it is not necessary 

to determine the height at which shadow impacts would be avoided entirely. 

I25-40 See response to comment I42-4 regarding tree removal. 
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The comment states that the DEIR fails to analyze potential aesthetic impacts associated 

with tree removal. Removal of trees was considered in the analysis of the project’s potential 

impacts to visual resources. As described in Section 8.3.2, “Methods and Assumptions,” of 

Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” in the DEIR (page 8-46), “[b]uildings, trees, and other existing 

features that would be removed by the proposed project were removed from the 3D model 

and from the source image/photo used for the simulation.” These simulations were the basis 

of the subsequent evaluation, particularly with regard to Impact 8-3 (Substantially damage 

scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 

buildings within a scenic highway). 

The comment also states that payment into the Placer County Tree Preservation Fund does 

not constitute in-kind compensation for the loss of trees associated with the project. This 

comment misinterprets the impacts. Impact 6-9 (Tree removal) is related to the following 

significance criteria: conflict with any local policies or ordinances that protect biological 

resources, including oak woodland resources (see page 6-35 of the DEIR). As discussed 

under Impact 6-9, construction associated with the Specific Plan would result in the removal 

or damage of trees for project facilities and the Squaw Creek restoration. The removal of 

protected trees within riparian zones or where 50 percent of trees are removed in a parcel 

would require a tree removal permit per Placer County Ordinance 12.16. The removal of 

trees greater than 6 inches diameter at breast height (dbh) to achieve a land conversion 

would require a tree cutting permit per Placer County Ordinance 12.20. To reduce these 

impacts, Mitigation Measure 6-9 (see page 6-71 of the DEIR) contains requirements set 

under Placer County Code of Ordinances 12.16.080, which states that  

the County may condition any tree permit or discretionary approval involving removal 

of a protected tree upon (a) the replacement of trees in kind, (b) implementation of a 

revegetation plan, or (c) payment into the County’s tree preservation fund. Because a 

project site may not support installation of all replacement trees or the 

implementation of a revegetation plan, the project applicant or its selected vendor 

could either replace trees at an off-site location or contribute to the County’s tree 

preservation fund; this will be determined by the County. 

As further stated in Mitigation Measure 6-9, a tree replacement mitigation fee of $100 per 

diameter inch at breast height for each tree removed or impacted or the current market 

value, as established by an Arborist, Forester or Registered Landscape Architect, of the 

replacement trees, including the cost of installation, shall be paid to the Placer County Tree 

Preservation Fund. See also response to comment I25-42. 

I25-41 See response to comment S1-1 regarding the need for a Timber Harvest Plan (THP). Tree 

surveys were performed for the project by Under the Trees Forestry and Environmental 

Services in 2011 and 2012. Results of these surveys are described in Chapter 6, “Biological 

Resources,” of the DEIR (see Impact 6-9 in particular). The reports documenting the results 

of the surveys were cited in the DEIR and included in the DEIR reference materials available 

from the County. These reports identify the species, diameter at breast height (dbh), and 

health and condition of all the surveyed trees. This information can be used to identify 

potential commercial-grade trees. The tree surveys show multiple healthy trees, of species 

suitable for lumber, with dbh greater than 20 inches. Therefore, there are marketable trees 

on the project site. 

I25-42 The use of in-lieu fees associated with tree removal is discussed in response to comment 

I25-40. The Placer County Tree Preservation Fund is described in Placer County Ordinance 

12.16.080(I) as follows: 

A tree preservation fund is established for Placer County. The moneys received in lieu 

of replacement of illegally removed or damaged trees shall be forwarded to the 
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county treasurer for deposit in the tree preservation fund. Under no circumstances 

shall the funds collected by the county treasurer for deposit into the tree preservation 

fund be directed to any other fund to be used for any other purposes other than the 

planting of or maintenance of trees on publicly owned property, easements of rights-

of-way, or used for educational programs or materials. A certain percentage of the 

fund (as determined by the board of supervisors) may be used for enforcement of the 

article and/or land acquisition. 

This measure includes elements that rectify the impact, reduce the impact by preservation 

actions, and compensate for the impact by providing replacement resources. As stated in 

response to comment I25-40, implementation of Mitigation Measure 6-9 would ensure that 

the project is consistent with Placer County Ordinances, and reduce Impact 6-9 (Tree 

removal) to a less-than-significant level. The commenter’s questions regarding the use of 

funds to reduce historical, aesthetic and ecological resource impacts do not address specific 

mitigation measures in the DEIR. 

I25-43 Although the Placer County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (Placer County 2010: Annex M) 

indicates that one of the four unnamed faults crossing the Olympic Valley floor has 

documented evidence of “recent” movement, without specifically defining the term “recent,” 

as discussed on page 12-5 of the DEIR, the concepts of recency and recurrence are 

commonly used when characterizing the potential risk of fault rupture. The more recently a 

particular fault has ruptured, the more likely it will rupture again. In geologic terms, “recent” 

refers to the Quaternary time period, which extends from approximately 2.5 million years ago 

to present.  

As discussed on page 12-14 of the DEIR, the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

defines “active” faults as having one or more segments or strands showing evidence of 

surface displacement during Holocene time (defined for purposes of the act as within the 

last 11,000 years). A fault that has not had activity during the Holocene epoch, or pre-

Holocene faults, are considered inactive. As further described on page 12-5, two Fault 

Evaluation Reports have been prepared to supplement the information available from the 

County. These reports identified two fault traces that are considered pre-Holocene and 

inactive, and two additional fault traces believed to cross the site that may also be pre-

Holocene but require still further evaluation. A final fault evaluation would be prepared with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure 12-1, as described in the DEIR. The focused study 

would determine whether the on-site traces are active and provide recommendations, 

including setbacks, or reconfigurations of building layouts if needed. The recommendations 

of the fault evaluation would be implemented during preparation of proposed Improvement 

Plans. 

I25-44 Wildland fire hazards are addressed in Chapter 15, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” of 

the DEIR. Refer, specifically to the evaluation of Impact 15-6 (Expose people of structures to 

a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildfires). In addition, an Emergency 

Preparedness and Evacuation Plan (EPEP) for the VSVSP is being prepared and will be 

provided to the County Board of Supervisors prior to their consideration of project approval. 

The EPEP will characterize existing and future wildfire risk, existing actions and mechanisms 

to reduce wildfire risk (e.g., fuels management requirements), additional measures to reduce 

wildfire risk, and wildfire response actions such as mechanisms for agency coordination and 

evacuation measures. Information on the EPEP has been added to the discussion of Impact 

15-4, as shown in FEIR Section 2.3, “Revisions to the DEIR.” Also, the EPEP is discussed in 

the Master Response regarding traffic. 
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I26 Julie Bernyk 

July 17, 2015 

 

I26-1 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below. See responses to 

the detailed comments below. 

 Also, 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. 

I26-2 See the Master Response regarding water supply. 

I26-3 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

I26-4 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. 

  


