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I33-1 The comment provides an opinion that the project should not be approved based on the 

number of significant impacts identified in the DEIR, with reference to the 12 project impacts 

and 11 contributions to cumulative impacts that would potentially be significant and 

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

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

I33-2 The evaluation of cumulative effects takes into consideration the additive impacts generated 

by probable future projects identified at the time the Notice of Preparation is released (i.e., 

baseline conditions). As explained in Chapter 18, “Other CEQA Sections,” of the DEIR (page 

18-1), probable future projects are those in the project vicinity that have the possibility of 

interacting with the proposed project to generate a cumulative impact and either: are 

partially occupied or under construction; have received final discretionary approvals; have 

applications accepted as complete by local agencies and are currently undergoing 

environmental review; or are otherwise considered likely to be developed. Refer to the 

Master Response regarding the cumulative analysis for information specific to the Alpine 

Sierra, White Wolf, and Gondola projects. 

I33-3 See the Master Response reading the visual impact analysis for a discussion of the potential 

for the proposed development to change the character of the Valley. 

I33-4 See the Master Response reading the visual impact analysis for a discussion of the project’s 

contribution to degraded views of the night sky and the potential for light pollution. 

I33-5 The potential for the project to affect surface water quality is addressed in the evaluation of 

Impacts 13-1, 13-2, and 13-7 in Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR. The 

project’s contribution to cumulative effects on surface water quality are evaluated in Chapter 

18, “Other CEQA Sections,” and determined to be less-than-significant (see Impacts 18-36 

and 18-38). Refer to the DEIR for further discussion. 

I33-6 The potential for the project to effect water supply is addressed in the evaluation of Impacts 

13-4 and 13-5 in Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR. The project’s 

contribution to cumulative effects on water supply are evaluated in Chapter 18, “Other CEQA 

Sections,” and determined to be less-than-significant (see Impact 18-37). Refer to the DEIR 

for further discussion. 

I33-7 As described in the evaluation of Impact 9-5 (Impacts to Caltrans Highways) in Chapter 9, 

“Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR, the project would result in a significant and 

unavoidable impact to the operation of SR 89. This would also result in a significant and 

unavoidable cumulative impact (see Impact 18-22 in Chapter 18, “Other CEQA Sections.” 

Although the State Route 89 Transportation Corridor Concept Report (Caltrans 2012) 

identifies the segment of SR 89 between Deerfield Drive and West River Street as an area 

that may be expanded from two to four lanes, such a widening project is not currently 

included in any adopted planning documents or fee programs. Refer to the DEIR for further 

discussion. 

I33-8 As indicated on page 8-41 in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” views of the Valley floor are 

generally limited for those traveling on the trail in the Granite Chief Wilderness Area due to 

terrain and vegetation. Effects related to light pollution are addressed in the Master 

Response reading the visual impact analysis. The projects’ contribution to significant and 
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unavoidable cumulative noise effects during construction and operation are evaluated in 

Chapter 18, “Other CEQA Sections” (see Impacts 18-31 and 18-32).  

I33-9 See responses to comment letter O8c regarding impacts to Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog. 

I33-10 See response to comment I42-7 regarding impacts to the Loyalton-Truckee deer herd. 

I33-11 See response to comment I3-5 regarding impacts to American black bear habitat. 

I33-12 The comment is a listing of cumulative impacts evaluated in 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. 

I33-13 The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR. Therefore, a response is not provided here.  
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I34-1 The comment states that the DEIR does not include groundwater recharge from the sides of 

the Valley. The DEIR includes a description of this recharge source on page 13-13 along with 

a presentation of the recharge inputs to the numerical groundwater model. The comment 

also refers to recent studies that analyzed recharge mechanisms in Squaw Valley (Moran 

2013 and Hydrometrics 2013a) as they relate to recharge in the groundwater model. These 

studies provided basic information regarding the elevation at which precipitation recharging 

the aquifer occurs, but made no specific conclusions regarding the locations at which 

recharge occurs. The recharge zones referred to in Exhibit 13-7 of the DEIR provide 

appropriate representation of recharge to the aquifer. These recharge zones are used in the 

calibrated and peer reviewed numerical groundwater model. 

I34-2 See the Master Response regarding water supply for information about recharge areas.  

I34-3 See the Master Response regarding water supply for information about recharge areas.  

I34-4 The comment provides an opinion regarding the design of the proposed project and the data 

used in the analysis effects on recharge areas. See response to comment I34-1 regarding 

the geographic distribution of recharge and response to comment O2-65 regarding the 

evaluation of changes to recharge as a result of the project. See the Master Response 

regarding water supply for information about the effect of the project on recharge areas. The 

Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s 

opinions into consideration when making decisions regarding the project. No further 

response is provided here. 
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I35 David Brew, PhD 

July 12, 2015 

 

I35-1 See the Master Response regarding the mountain maintenance facility for a discussion of 

existing and proposed land use. Regarding the claim that existing uses on the parcel are 

illegal, CEQA does not require that an EIR evaluate the effects of an existing use, or that the 

project mitigate for existing conditions. The proposed project would rezone the parcel to V-

Heavy Commercial, which would allow for mountain maintenance facilities. Nonetheless, it 

should be noted that the Forest Recreation zone allows ski lifts and ski trails (page 98 of the 

SVGPLUO) and “uses and structures which are customarily accessory and clearly incidental 

to the permitted principal uses and structures shall be permitted in this district” (SVGPLUO 

Section 250.12, page 99).” 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. No 

further response is provided here. 
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I36-1 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below. See responses to 

the detailed comments below. 

I36-2 The comment suggests all GHG emissions are significant (even the commenter’s own 

“almost-zero-emission car”). While this is an understandable sentiment given overall 

concerns associated with GHG emissions and their contribution to climate change, it is an 

unrealistic measure of significance. GHG emissions are associated with everything from 

animal exhalation to automobiles to industrial operations. Even the California Supreme 

Court, in a case addressing CEQA and GHG emissions, recognizes that projects emit GHGs 

and that this is a cumulative issue; see the Master Response regarding the GHG analysis.  

I36-3 Please refer to the paragraph on page 16-19 of the DEIR under the heading, “Significance 

after Mitigation,” for discussion about why the impact was determined to be potentially 

significant and unavoidable. 

I36-4 The comment asserts that the DEIR fails to analyze air quality effects on individuals at 

ground level during construction. These topics are discussed in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” in 

the DEIR. Construction-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants, including particulate 

matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM10) and fine particulate 

matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5), contained in both 

dust and equipment exhaust, is analyzed under Impact 10-1. Operational emissions of 

criteria air pollutants and precursors are analyzed under Impact 10-2. The potential for 

project-generated vehicle trips to result in localized concentrations of carbon monoxide to 

reach unhealthy levels is analyzed under Impact 10-3. The potential for the project to expose 

nearby receptors to elevated health risk from toxic air contaminants is analyzed under 

Impact 10-4. The potential for the project to expose nearby receptors to objectionable odors 

is analyzed under Impact 10-5. 

I36-5 It is unclear if the comment is editorial in nature or a critique of the DEIR conclusions with 

respect to climate change. Please refer to the responses to comments I41-2 and O9-161. 

I36-6 “Economic viability,” as referenced in Chapter 17, “Alternatives,” of the DEIR is one of the 

factors provided by the State CEQA Guidelines that is used to determine the feasibility of an 

alternative. See the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative for more 

information about the County’s project approval process.  

I36-7 See the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative for more information 

about the adequacy of the DEIR alternatives analysis. 

I36-8 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided above. See responses to 

comments I36-1 through I36-7, above. 
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I37 David Brew, PhD 

July 15, 2015 

 

I37-1 There is no specification in the SVGPLUO to restore the creek to a particular time period, 

including pre-1960. The comment provides an opinion regarding the design of the proposed 

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

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

As detailed in the DEIR, the effects of reconfiguring Squaw Creek and the Olympic Channel 

on hydrology and water quality would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure 13-6, which would decrease the uncertainty regarding 

the potential effectiveness of the stream restoration actions and provide a funded means to 

perform necessary maintenance or adaptive response (see Impact 13-6 on pages 13-75 to 

13-76 of the DEIR). Contrary to the comment made, hydraulic and sediment transport 

analyses of the proposed restoration design indicate that the confluence area will be self-

sustaining; routine dredging is not anticipated to be required in this area. 

I37-2 See response to comment I37-1. 

I37-3 The comment provides an opinion regarding the design of the proposed project. The Placer 

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

into consideration when making decisions regarding the project. It should also be noted that 

the proposed channel planform and geometry parameters (channel width, meander 

wavelength, meander amplitude, and radius of curvature) match those visible on the 1939 

aerial photograph. See the discussion of Impact 13-8 (Exposure of people to flood hazards) 

in Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR for an analysis of effects of the 

proposed restoration. As proposed, the restoration is designed to include grade control 

structures and depressional features for water retention, groundwater recharge, and 

collection and management of sediment. Channel capacity and floodplain storage would be 

maintained. 

I37-4 The comment provides an opinion regarding the design of the proposed project. The Placer 

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

into consideration when making decisions regarding the project. As indicated above, the 

effects of the proposed restoration are analyzed in the discussion of Impact 13-6 

(Reconfiguration of Squaw Creek and the Olympic Channel) and Impact 13-8 (Exposure of 

people to flood hazards) in Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” in the DEIR. These 

impacts are determined to be less than significant with mitigation. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-143 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-144 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 3.2.5-145 

I38 David Brew, PhD 

July 15, 2015 

 

I38-1 The potential for the project to result in exposure of structures and persons to the effects of 

ground rupture and shaking (Impact 12-1) are evaluated on pages 12-20 through 12-22 of 

the DEIR. This impact is considered to be significant prior to mitigation. As provided on page 

12-21:  

The Olympic Valley is in a seismically active region and could be subject to low or 

moderate ground acceleration in the event of an earthquake in the vicinity. While 

there are no Alquist-Priolo zones on the project site, prior geologic maps and studies 

have identified fault traces that cross Olympic Valley, including potentially active fault 

traces through the main Village area. 

While Mitigation Measure 12-1 would not eliminate the hazard associated with construction 

in an area that has potentially-active faults, it would reduce the potential effects to an 

acceptable level by resulting in building locations that are potentially safer and better able to 

withstand seismic risks posed by potential fault rupture. In addition, Mitigation Measure 12-2 

would ensure that building site preparation and building foundations would be designed in a 

manner to reduce the risks of seismic shaking to project buildings to an acceptable level. 

I38-2 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below, which contend that 

Chapter 12, “Soils, Geology, and Seismicity,” of the DEIR underestimates the potential for 

damage due to an earthquake on the Sierra-Tahoe or Polaris fault systems because (1) the 

current seismicity of the Polaris fault zone is not discussed, (2) there is recent evidence that 

the inactive Tahoe-Sierra fault system could generate a large earthquake, and (3) Mitigation 

Measure 12-1 may not protect buildings from serious damage in the event of an earthquake. 

See responses to comments I38-2 through I38-4, below, for detailed responses. 

The Polaris fault zone is a 200-foot zone centered on the recently-identified Polaris Fault. As 

acknowledged in the comment, the Polaris Fault is identified as active in Table 12-1 (Active 

and Potentially Active Faults near Olympic Valley, California). In addition, the “West-Tahoe-

Dollar Point Fault” referenced by the commenter is listed on Table 12-1 of the DEIR as the 

West Tahoe – Dollar Point Fault Zone. Furthermore, the fault is listed as “Active” and the 

potential magnitude of an earthquake occurring along this fault is listed as “Large.”  

I38-3 The comment provides citations for two reference documents that are not specifically used in 

the DEIR, which indicate that one of the faults in the Valley may have moved in the last 

10,000 years. This data supports the first line of Table 12-1 (Active and Potentially Active 

Faults near Olympic Valley, California), which indicates that unnamed fault traces that may 

be associated with the Tahoe Sierra Fault Zone are located onsite. No revisions to the DEIR 

have been made in response to this comment. 

I38-4 The impact evaluation in the DEIR concludes that “the spatial uncertainty regarding the on-

site fault traces could result in structures inadvertently being constructed over or near a 

previously unknown active fault” (see page 12-21 in Chapter 12, “Soils, Geology, and 

Seismicity,” of the DEIR). Mitigation Measure 12-1 is provided to address this uncertainty. 

The measure does not, as suggested in the comment, establish a blanket setback from 

faults. Rather, prior to the recordation of each Small Lot Tentative Map for any parcel that 

proposes a habitable building or structure within 200 feet of the mapped trace of Fault 2 or 

Fault 5 (as identified in the DEIR), the project applicant shall prepare and submit a Final 

Fault Evaluation Report produced by a California Registered Civil Engineer, Registered 
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Geologist, Certified Engineering Geologist, or Geotechnical Engineer that includes: written 

text addressing existing conditions; evidence suggesting geologically recent fault activity; all 

appropriate calculations, logs, cross sections, testing, and test results, fault trace location 

map(s) overlaid with proposed on‐ and off‐site improvements; and site maps showing 

applicable building setbacks, or possible setbacks, based on various scenarios resulting from 

the final investigation. Therefore, building setbacks would be established as structures are 

proposed based on additional evaluations and would be approved by Placer County’s 

Engineering and Surveying Division. 
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I39-1 The comment suggests that the cumulative analysis was incorrectly prepared because all of 

the impacts of the proposed project should be considered collectively as a cumulative impact 

of the project alone. As described further in the Master Response regarding the cumulative 

analysis, CEQA provides guidance on what is considered a cumulative impact, which has 

typically been considered in terms of evaluating the impacts of a project collectively with 

other related projects. Regarding the cumulative effects of individual impacts considered 

together, all significant effects can be viewed, together, in two locations of the DEIR, the 

Executive Summary (Chapter 2 of the DEIR), where all impacts are listed, and the discussion 

of significant and unavoidable impacts in the DEIR (Section 18.2 of the DEIR), where all the 

impacts that remain significant after mitigation are listed. Also, seethe Master Response 

regarding significant and unavoidable impacts.  

I39-2 The comment states that Squaw Valley can never be a world-class destination resort 

because Squaw Valley is too steep, the snow is too deep, and there is not enough beginner 

and intermediate skier terrain. 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. 

I39-3 See response to comment I39-1 regarding the cumulative analysis. See also the Master 

Responses regarding the visual impact analysis, occupancy assumptions, noise, and the 25-

year construction period. 

I39-4 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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I40 David Brew, PhD 

July 16, 2015 

 

I40-1 The comment is specific to the text of the WSA. See the Master Response regarding water 

supply for information on the adequacy of the WSA. 

I40-2 See response to comment I40-1. 

I40-3 See response to comment I40-1. 

I40-4 See response to comment I40-1. 

I40-5 See response to comment I40-1. 

I40-6 See the Master Response regarding water supply for information on the groundwater 

modeling results and adequacy of the WSA.  

I40-7 The comment expresses an opinion that Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” in the 

DEIR should discuss the overall decrease in groundwater elevation shown in Exhibit 13-8. 

The text on page 13-13 in Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR discusses 

these fluctuations. As stated on page 13-13, “Historical groundwater data for the SVPSD and 

SVMWC production wells in the western wellfield demonstrate that the wells experience large 

annual fluctuations (10 to 15 feet) between the winter/spring maxima and the summer/fall 

minima (Exhibit 13-8). The year-to year fluctuations are smaller than the seasonal changes, 

typically less than five feet (Exhibit 13-8) and closely reflect year-to-year precipitation 

patterns (Exhibit 13-4). Historical groundwater elevations do not display a distinct trend of 

increase or decrease over time. Groundwater elevations recover to within ten feet of the 

ground surface (~6,200 feet) in slightly more than half (11) of the 19 years of record (i.e., the 

1992 to 2011, 19-year period of precipitation and groundwater data used for the 

groundwater model), and recover to within 15 feet in remaining years.” The “trend” 

referenced by the commenter is analyzed in the DEIR and the assertion that it is not analyzed 

is incorrect.  

I40-8 Exhibit 13-10 in the DEIR is derived from the Preliminary Design Report for Lower Squaw 

Creek Restoration Project, Olympic Valley, California that was prepared for the Placer County 

Planning Department by Sound Watershed Consulting in June of 2013. The data used in the 

analysis is derived from three flow monitoring stations (on the mainstem, north fork, and 

south fork) that were initially established by the Squaw Valley Public Utilities District in 2003 

and subsequently maintained by Sound Watershed on behalf of the Friends of Squaw Creek 

starting in 2009.  

I40-9 The potential for leaking underground storage tanks to impact water quality was included in 

the discussion to fully characterize existing conditions and notify the reader of the most 

recent water quality data results for remediation sites in the area.  

I40-10 See the Master Response regarding water supply for information on the adequacy of the WSA. 

I40-11 See the Master Response regarding water supply for information on the adequacy of the 

WSA. Project approvals are considered by the Placer County Planning Commission and Board 

of Supervisors separate from certification of the EIR. The comments with respect to the 

project approval process will be considered before a decision on the project is rendered. 


