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I27 Elaine Binger 

July 15, 2015 

 

I27-1 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. 
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I28 Michael Blanchard 

July 17, 2015 

 

I28-1 The project’s traffic-related impacts, including those that were determined to be significant 

and unavoidable, are addressed in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR. 

The commenter’s concern about these issues is noted. The Placer County Planning 

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

when making decisions regarding the project. The County notes, however, that the comment 

infers that the applicant prepared the DEIR. While the applicant provided certain information 

that was peer reviewed and, when considered accurate and objective, used in the DEIR, the 

document was prepared by the County and reflects the County’s independent judgement 

regarding the impacts of the project. 
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I29 Pete Blanchard 

July 17, 2015 

 

I29-1 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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I30 Spencer & Judy Bloch 

July 14, 2015 

 

I30-1 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. 

I30-2 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. No specific issues 

related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in this comment. No 

further response is provided here. 

I30-3 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, including a 

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

I30-4 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis. No specific issues related to 

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

response is provided here. 

I30-5 The comment provides a summary of comments provided above and below. See responses 

to those comments. 

 Regarding Lots 16, 17, 18, and 19, the comment asks if it is within the stipulations of the 

SVPLUO to trade lots and to trade uses of these lots (for example, HC for CP and FR). This is 

allowed with an amendment to the SVGPLUO, as described in Section 3.5.1, “Planning 

Entitlements and Approvals from Placer County,” on page 3-39 of the DEIR. As described 

therein, one of the planning entitlements the project applicant is requesting from Placer 

County is an amendment of the SVGPLUO to incorporate the Specific Plan and a rezone of 

the plan area to include the Specific Plan zoning designations. As stated on page 3-39 of the 

DEIR, 

For the most part, the rezones are provided to better align the existing and proposed 

land uses with the appropriate zoning. For example, most of the Squaw Creek 

corridor is currently zoned Village Commercial and would be rezoned to Village – 

Conservation Preservation under the proposed project. Other rezones are necessary 

for the relocation of certain land uses. For example, Mountain Maintenance would be 

moved to Lot 19, which would therefore be rezoned to Village – Heavy Commercial 

(see Exhibits 3-4 and 3-5). Additional information regarding the location of proposed 

zoning districts, and uses permitted within each district, is available in the proposed 

VSVSP. 

I30-6 Regarding Lots 17 and 18, the comment asks if it is in compliance with the SVGPLUO to 

allow these lots to encroach upon and carve into the steep hillside at an area of entry into 

the east side of the Shirley Canyon wilderness. Lots 17 and 18 are located in the Village 

Neighborhood, in the northwestern corner of the project site. This area is partially disturbed 

and a portion is currently forested. Under the SVGPLUO, these lots are primarily zoned Village 

Commercial and High Density Residential with a smaller portion zoned Forest Recreation; 

they would be rezoned to include the newly created SPL-VSVSP zoning and would designated 

Village Commercial-Neighborhood under the VSVSP. Under the existing SVGPLUO, both the 

Village Commercial and High Density Residential land use designations permit for 

development of land uses and densities that are consistent with the proposed Village 

Commercial-Neighborhood land use designation. Moreover, while a small portion of Lot 18 is 

currently designated Forest Recreation and would be rezoned to include the Village 

Commercial-Neighborhood land use designation, the plan area creates, on the whole, 4.28 
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acres more Forest Recreation zoning than currently exists. See also the Master Response 

regarding the SVGPLUO.  

I30-7 See the Master Response regarding the mountain maintenance facility. 

I30-8 See the Master Response regarding the MAC and the Master Response regarding significant 

and unavoidable impacts, which includes a discussion of Placer County General Plan Policy 

1.G.1.  

I30-9 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. 
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I31 Emily Boronkay 

July 17, 2015 

 

I31-1 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below. See responses to 

the detailed comments below. 

I31-2 The comment asserts that the project would result in silica dust that could affect the health 

of people who live along Squaw Valley Road. Without greater clarification, it is assumed this 

is in reference to the dust that results from the application of sand onto the roadway surface 

during snow and ice conditions. Some sand can contain silica, depending on the source of 

the sand. There is no simple method for determining whether more roadside dust would be 

generated due to increased traffic volumes on Squaw Valley Road as a result of the VSVSP. 

Generally, an increase in the number of vehicles traveling along the road would result in 

more frequent re-entrainment of dust into the air; but, greater traffic volumes could also 

result in slower traffic speeds, which could result in less dust being emitted into the air. 

See also response to comment I282-4 and Section 10, “Air Quality,” of the DEIR for a 

discussion of the project’s potential effects on air quality and impacts to sensitive receptors, 

including the effects of increased traffic.  

I31-3 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.  

The statement regarding widening Squaw Valley Road to four lanes is incorrect. As noted on 

pages 3-15and 3-16 of the DEIR,  

 Beginning at its intersection with Far East Road, Squaw Valley Road would be striped 

with two 12-foot travel lanes, a 12-foot two-way left-turn lane, and 10-foot shoulders 

on both sides (plus 3-foot curb and gutter sections). The two-way left-turn lane would 

be utilized as a left turn lane at Village East Road and would provide an acceleration 

lane for westbound turn movements from Village East Road onto Squaw Valley Road. 

Squaw Valley Road would then continue southward from the intersection with 

Chamonix Place, going into the Village resort core as a two-lane road. 

I31-4 See the Master Response regarding water supply for a discussion of proposed groundwater 

extraction. The effects of increased groundwater production on groundwater patterns, 

recharge, and aquifer storage in the Olympic Valley Groundwater Basin, as well as changes to 

interactions between groundwater and surface water are also addressed in Chapter 13, 

“Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR. 

I31-5 The comment relates to existing and potential traffic congestion in the project area. The 

potential impact of vehicle traffic generated by the project on roads is analyzed in Chapter 9, 

“Transportation and Circulation,” in the DEIR.  

I31-6 The comment is a conclusory statement and does not address the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR. Therefore, a response is not provided here. 
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I32 Lauren Bosche 

June 23, 2015 

 

I32-1 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. 

I32-2 The comment provides a summary of the DEIR’s significant and unavoidable impacts that are 

of concern to the commenter, specifically traffic, views, and noise. These issues are 

addressed in the DEIR and in Master Responses 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. 
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