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I41 Sally (Alice) Brew 

July 1, 2015 

 

I41-1 The project’s potential socioeconomic impacts are addressed in Chapter 4, “Land Use and 

Forest Resources,” of the DEIR (see Impact 4-5 on pages 4-29 through 4-31). 

I41-2 Impacts of climate change on the project are addressed in Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gases 

and Climate Change,” of the DEIR (see Impact 16-3 on pages 16-20 through 16-21). As 

discussed therein, climate change is projected to result in a variety of effects that would 

influence conditions in the Specific Plan area including increased temperatures, leading to 

increased risk of wildfire, flooding, and avalanches. A reduction in the sierra snowpack as it 

relates to the number of visitors to Squaw Valley and the economic vitality of the valley is a 

business issue and not an environmental impact in the context of CEQA. As stated in the 

State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15131), the economic or social effects of a project shall not 

be treated as significant effects on the environment. Further, the project applicant is seeking 

to make the Village at Squaw Valley a more attractive summer destination by adding 

amenities that are not reliant on snowfall (e.g., the MAC). 

The comment also refers to Table 9-1 in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the 

DEIR as evidence that the number of skier visits has dramatically decreased due to the 

effects of climate change. While it is true that this table shows an overall reduction in skier 

visits from the 2010-2011 season to the 2013-2014 season, it also shows an increase in 

skier visits from the 2011-2012 season to the 2012-2013 season. As described in the 

introductory text on page 9-4 of the DEIR, “Visitor levels in the study area during the winter 

season are dependent on weather and snow conditions.” As such, skier visits increase and 

decrease depending on the amount and quality of snow in any given ski season, among other 

factors. Visitor levels in the study area are also dependent on other factors such as the 

timing of fresh snow fall (i.e., weekend vs. weekday) whether holidays fall on or near 

weekends. Further, Table 9-1 presents four years of travel data, which makes it difficult to 

generalize as to the reasons for the year-to-year fluctuations in skier visits in the context of 

longer time scale trends, such as climate change. Ultimately, Table 9-1 is meant to provide 

some context as to why the 2011-2012 ski season was selected as the most appropriate 

winter season data set for establishing the existing setting. 

I41-3 See response to comments I41- and I41-2. Also, see the Master Response regarding 

occupancy assumptions. 

I41-4 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. Also, see the Master 

Response regarding occupancy assumptions.  

I41-5 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. 

 Alternatives to the proposed project, including a Reduced Density Alternative that would 

reduce some but not all of the project’s impacts, are described and evaluated in Chapter 17, 

“Alternatives,” of the DEIR. See also the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density 

Alternative. 

I41-6 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for definition of viewer groups. 
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I41-7 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. 

 As described in the DEIR (on pages 8-53 through 8-54), the project would be developed 

using the Development Standards and Design Guidelines, which include architectural design, 

exterior treatments and colors, and landscaping (see Appendix B of the Specific Plan). 

Further, Mitigation Measure 8-2b in the DEIR requires the project applicant to obtain Design 

Review approval from the Placer County Design/Site Review Committee (D/SRC) prior to 

submittal of Improvement Plans or Building Permits. Mitigation Measure 8-2b requires review 

and approval by the County to such project components as: colors, materials, and textures of 

all structures; landscaping; signs; exterior lighting; and entry features. The Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), included as Chapter 4 of this FEIR, identifies the 

specific funding, timing, and monitoring requirements for implementation of all mitigation 

measures identified in the DEIR. All of the mitigation measures would be monitored through 

the County’s implementation of the MMRP. As indicated in the text of each mitigation 

measure, compliance with each would be verified by County staff prior to issuance of 

required approvals and permits. 

I41-8 See the Master Response regarding the MAC. 

I41-9 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. See also responses to comment 

letter F2 regarding trails. 

I41-10 See the Master Response regarding traffic and response to comment O8d-14 regarding 

effectiveness of traffic mitigation measures, and the Master Response regarding occupancy 

assumptions. 

I41-11 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. See also the Master Response regarding significant 

and unavoidable impacts. 
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I42 Judy & Mike Bruner 

June 14, 2015 

 

I42-1 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below. See responses to 

the detailed comments below. 

I42-2 The secondary effects of population growth resulting from the project are addressed 

throughout the DEIR. For example, for increased street and pedestrian traffic see Chapter 9, 

“Transportation and Circulation,” for increased water usage and increased waste production 

and treatment see Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities,” for air quality see Chapter 10, 

“Air Quality,” and for noise pollution see Chapter 11, “Noise.” 

I42-3 As described in the DEIR (Impact 5-3 on pages 5-12 through 5-13), the project includes the 

construction of fewer employee housing units than the required number of beds to meet 

Placer County General Plan policies for new employee housing. Therefore, this impact was 

determined to be potentially significant. Mitigation Measure 5-3 requires the project 

applicant to develop a detailed “VSVSP Employee/Workforce Housing Plan” for Placer County 

review and approval prior to recordation of each Small Lot Final Map or approval of a building 

permit for any new-employee generating project that does not require a Small Lot Final Map, 

whichever occurs first. As stated therein, to comply with Placer County General Plan 

requirements, the project could employ other methods to meet the County employee housing 

standards, possibly including provision of off-site employee housing (including outside of 

Olympic Valley), dedication of land for needed units, and/or payment of an in-lieu fee to the 

County (which could be used to support development of employee housing, to provide rent 

subsidies to assist in making existing housing affordable, or other purposes). Implementation 

of this mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level because it 

would ensure that sufficient employee/workforce housing (i.e., sufficient to meet County 

requirements) is provided on-site and/or off-site for at least half of the expected new FTE 

employees generated, consistent with Placer County General Plan Housing Element Policy 

C-2. Also, see response to comment O12b-14 regarding this issue. 

I42-4 Mitigation Measure 6-9 in the DEIR is consistent with the County Tree Ordinance. The 

conditions of the ordinance, as expressed in Mitigation Measure 6-9 for tree replacement, 

are implemented throughout the County. Mitigation Measure 6-9 does not provide a 

mitigation approach exclusive to the VSVSP. 

The “inch-for-inch” replacement basis identified by the commenter would result in a net gain 

in the number of trees, offsetting over time the temporary loss of larger diameter trees. As 

stated on page 6-71 of the DEIR:  

For each diameter inch of tree removed, replacement shall be on an inch-for-inch 

basis. For example, if 100 diameter inches are proposed to be removed, the 

replacement trees would equal 100 diameter inches (aggregate). 

As an example scenario of how this requirement would be implemented, assume that the 

100 diameter inches of tree removed consist of four 25 inch dbh trees. The project 

applicant, in coordination with the County, has multiple options on how to provide 

replacement trees. Although unrealistic, the replacement trees could consist of four 25-inch 

diameter trees placed in a new location. This would result in no net gain or loss in 25-inch 

diameter trees and is unlikely to result in a net change in forest acreage. It is more realistic 

to expect that the compensatory tree planting would consist of multiple smaller trees totaling 

a dbh of 100 inches; for example, 33 trees each at 3 inches dbh. At planting, there would be 

a net increase in the number of trees, but a reduction in the number of large diameter trees 
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(i.e., trees of 25 dbh). However, over time, as the planted trees grow, they would approach, 

and eventually meet and exceed the 25 inch dbh measurement of the removed 

trees. Although this may take several decades, the eventual net increase in the number of 

large diameter trees compared to the number originally removed trees provides 

compensation for the temporary loss of large diameter trees. 

In addition, for the scenario described above, for 25 new trees to survive and thrive, they would 

likely need to be planted over an area larger than occupied by the original four trees that were 

removed. Therefore, the compensation for loss of larger trees via the planting of multiple smaller 

trees, in most instances, will result in a net gain in the acreage of forested habitat. Exceptions 

could result if the original trees that were removed were spread over a large area and the 

planting of the compensatory trees could be accommodated in a location of similar size. 

Animal populations, particularly those associated with trees and forested habitats, typically 

occur over a large area. Although removal of trees in one area may adversely affect individuals 

of a particular species utilizing that location, unless the amount of tree/habitat removal is 

large, seldom would the overall regional population of the species be adversely affected. This is 

particularly true in situations such as the proposed project, where trees/habitat to be removed 

are in close proximity to existing development and therefore provide limited habitat value 

relative to forest acreage occurring far from existing development. In addition, implementation 

of a tree replacement program, as described above, would typically result in a net gain in 

overall forest acreage, further addressing the concern expressed in the comment. 

Impacts to special-status animal species that require large trees for survival and 

reproduction such as spotted owls and northern goshawks from large tree removal is 

addressed in the DEIR under Impact 6-3 (see pages 6-54 and 6-55). 

I42-5 Mitigation Measure 6-1b in the DEIR (pages 6-48 through 6-49) would be implemented to 

avoid or compensate for the loss or degradation of stream or riparian habitat, ensure 

consistency with Fish and Game Code Section 1602 and County Policies, and further reduce 

potential adverse effects on riparian habitats. The comment does not provide specific reasons 

specifying why the above mitigation is unclear. Therefore, no further response can be provided. 

I42-6 See response to comment letter O8c regarding impacts to Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog 

habitat. 

I42-7 The commenter provides no additional studies or substantial evidence to support that the 

DEIR did not use the best available information to determine impacts to the Loyalton-Truckee 

deer herd. The DEIR does not rely exclusively on the 1982 Loyalton-Truckee Deer Herd 

Management Plan for information. Most importantly, the DEIR cites the 2010 update to the 

1982 Loyalton-Truckee Deer Herd Management Plan. This Plan Update is only five years old 

and includes data from radio-collared tracking of deer within the herd in 2006-2010 that 

showed current winter and summer use of the radio-collared deer that did not extend further 

than just south of Truckee, and thus not into the Specific Plan vicinity. Other tracking data 

from 2002-2005 showed minimal deer use in the Specific Plan area; highlighting again that 

the Specific Plan area does not appear important for the deer herd. The DEIR acknowledges 

that the 1982 Plan calls the Specific Plan area and vicinity summer range, but the 2010 Plan 

Update indicates that the deer in the migratory herd may no longer use this area and that the 

deer in Olympic Valley may be residential rather than migratory. Additional studies that were 

referenced included data from migratory studies from 2009 (Town of Truckee 2014) that 

showed migration patterns around the Canyon Springs Development just south of Interstate 

80 near Truckee. Additional information was gathered from surveys conducted by EDAW 

(EDAW/AECOM 2009) that documented fawning occurred in nearby Martis Valley and 

Northstar-at-Tahoe. The DEIR acknowledges the effects of development on the deer herd 

(see pages 6-64 and 6-65), and bases conclusions on the substantial evidence provided by 

the studies cited, including those mentioned above and others.  
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I42-8 See response to comment I3-5 regarding destruction of American black bear habitat. 

I42-9 The comment provides a listing of the project’s significant and unavoidable cumulative 

impacts related to visual resources. These are also identified in Section 18.2, “Significant 

Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided,” of 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. 

I42-10 See the Master Response regarding traffic and response to comment O8d-14 regarding 

effectiveness of traffic mitigation measures 

I42-11 See the Master Response regarding noise and the Master Response regarding the 25-year 

construction period. 

I42-12 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

I42-13 The comment summarizes some of the project’s potential impacts related to hydrology and 

water quality. These are also identified in Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the 

DEIR. The project’s increased demand for potable and irrigation water is addressed in Chapter 

14, “Public Services and Utilities,” of the DEIR (see Impact 14-1 on pages 14-31 through 14-

35). Secondary effects to local wildlife related to water supply shortages are addressed in 

Chapters 6, “Biological Resources,” and 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR.  

The commenter states that the project’s increased demand for water could lead to a shortage of 

water for the purpose of fighting forest fires. There is no evidence to suggest that this would 

occur. Forest fires cannot be predicted; however, if one were to occur, it is unknown how much 

water would ultimately be taken from the valley floor groundwater aquifer to fight the forest fire. It 

is also unknown how much water would be added to the watershed if it is brought in via truck 

and plane from other locations to fight the forest fire. Other unknowns include the nature of the 

fire scenario (e.g., size, location, severity), how it is fought (e.g., cut fire line vs. direct application 

of water or retardant), etc. Therefore, this issue is too speculative to assess.  

Also see the Master Response regarding water supply.  

I42-14 Mitigation Measure 6-3 in the DEIR (pages 6-56 through 6-57) would be implemented to 

avoid and minimize effects on nesting raptors and special-status birds, including yellow 

warbler. The comment does not provide specific reasons specifying why the above mitigation 

is not sufficient. Therefore, no further response can be provided. 

I42-15 The project’s potential to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or 

death involving wildfires is addressed in Chapter 15, “Hazardous Materials and Hazards,” of 

the DEIR (see Impact 15-6 on page 15-20). Mitigation Measures 15-6a and 15-6b would be 

implemented to ensure the appropriate precautions are in place to reduce the risk of wildfires.  

 During project construction, the project applicant would comply with regulations and 

requirements of the Squaw Valley Fire Department and Placer County Environmental Health 

Services to reduce the risk of wildfires as a result of construction activities. All construction 

equipment—including welding torches as well as concrete, tile, and masonry saws—would be 

operated in accordance with California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

requirements and manufacturer’s instructions. Additionally, the project applicant would be 

required to prepare an emergency response plan as part of the Hazardous Materials 

Business Plan that would be required pursuant to the State of California Hazardous Materials 

Release Response Plans and Inventory Law of 1985 (Business Plan Act, California Health 

and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.95, Article 1) (see page 15-15 of the DEIR).  

I42-16 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts.  
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I43 Steve L. Buich 

July 15, 2015 

 

I43-1 The project’s potential impacts to traffic along SR 89 are addressed in Chapter 9, 

“Transportation and Circulation,” of 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. 
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I44 Dr. Elizabeth Burch 

May 18, 2015 

 

I44-1 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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I45 Melissa Burroughs 

July 17, 2015 

 

I45-1 No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in 

this comment. No further response is provided here. 

I45-2 No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in 

this comment. No further response is provided here. 

I45-3 The Olympic Valley watershed does not flow into Lake Tahoe. The watershed, which drains 

via Squaw Creek, flows to the Truckee River, which flows towards the Town of Truckee at this 

location, not Lake Tahoe. Therefore, any construction runoff that might occur would not enter 

Lake Tahoe. The project’s potential impacts to traffic along I-80 and SR 89 are addressed in 

Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of 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. 

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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I46 Michael Bush 

July 17, 2015 

 

I46-1 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. 

I46-2 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County 

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

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

 Also, see the Master Response regarding the MAC and the Master Response regarding 

occupancy assumptions. 

I46-3 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. 

I46-4 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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I47 Sandra & Tim Butler 

July 17, 2015 

 

I47-1 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. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-177 

 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-178 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I48 Troy Caldwell 

July 17, 2015 

 

I48-1 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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I49 Peter M. Callahan 

July 16, 2015 

 

I49-1 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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I50 Mary Camarillo 

July 15, 2015 

 

I50-1 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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I51 Dr. Christina R. Campbell 

July 8, 2015 

 

I51-1 The comment is an introductory statement and summary of topics addressed in subsequent 

detailed comments. It does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. 

See responses to the detailed comments below. Regarding the reference to 23 significant 

and unavoidable impacts, see the Master Response addressing this topic. 

I51-2 See the portion of the traffic Master Response regarding use of 2011-2012 ski season data 

to represent existing winter conditions. For the reasons described therein, the DEIR traffic 

analysis is adequate and no changes to the DEIR are necessary. As such, the DEIR analyses 

of noise and GHG emissions are similarly adequate and no changes to the DEIR are 

necessary. 

I51-3 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period and the Master 

Response regarding noise. Also see the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density 

Alternative. 

I51-4 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. 

I51-5 See the previous responses to this letter. Since publication of the DEIR, the applicant has 

proposed reduced heights for several buildings. See Section 2.1 of this FEIR for information 

on these proposed project modifications. 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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I52 Michael Carabetta & Family 

no date 

 

I52-1 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.  

The commenter does not provide specifics related to how the project applicant is violating 

the County’s regulations, or what County regulations are being violated. No further response 

is provided here. 

Finally, the comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below. See 

responses to the detailed comments below. 

I52-2 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 

I52-3 See the Master Response regarding noise. 

I52-4 See the Master Response regarding noise and the Master Response regarding the 25-year 

construction period. 

I52-5 The comment requests information regarding responsibility for maintenance of the proposed 

bike path. The DEIR states on page 3-22 that, “Snow removal service on the [pedestrian 

trails/bike] paths will be funded through a maintenance agreement, or as part of an 

agreement with the SVPSD.”  

I52-6 The comment states that the proposed employee shuttle should be accessible for Valley 

residents from 2-3 designated stops on Squaw Valley Road to and from the Village. The 

proposed employee shuttle is not intended to be used by Valley residents; however, the 

project applicant is committed to providing an alternative fuel, in-Valley shuttle for Valley 

residents. This feature has been added to the master phasing plan.  

I52-7 The comment states that control of dust during construction needs to be addressed in the 

DEIR. See the discussion of Impact 10-1 on pages 10-14 and 10-15 of the DEIR, which 

states (with a correction of a grammatical error also provided): 

Fugitive dust PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would also be minimized due to implementation of 

the dust control measures required by PCAPCD Rule 228, including measures that minimize 

track-out on to paved public roadways, limiting vehicle travel on unpaved surfaces to 15 

mph, and stabilization of storage piles and disturbed areas. 

I52-8 See response to comment I41-7 for a discussion of the MMRP. 

I52-9 See response to comment I15-11 for a discussion of the Dry Utility Master Plan to identify 

the utilities (including telephone/broadband and cable television/broadband facilities) that 

would be needed to accommodate the proposed VSVSP. 

I52-10 The comment states that no offsite snow storage should be permitted. As referenced by the 

comment, this issue is addressed in the DEIR under Impact 14-5 on page 14-41. As 

indicated in the DEIR text provided in the comment, offsite snow storage is only retained as 

an option, and would be expected to be used only under extreme circumstances, due in large 

part to the cost associated with such an approach. The VSVSP includes a program for snow 

storage and removal described in the DEIR on page 3-28, shown in Exhibit 3-14, and 
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analyzed for its effectiveness under Impact 14-5. No specific issues related to the content, 

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

provided here. 

I52-11 See response to comment 09-13 regarding the issue of identifying the location of the new 

fire station.  

I52-12 See the portion of the traffic Master Response related to adequacy of parking supply. The 

comment requests that the County should post “no parking” signs on Squaw Valley Road 

from Christy Hill Road to the Queen of the Snows Church, and enforce via ticketing and 

towing. The comment is in reference to existing conditions and is not an impact of the 

project. Regardless, the County appreciates the commenter’s input and suggests that the 

commenter contact the Department of Public Works to request they evaluate the need to 

provide additional notification of parking restrictions and enforcement on public roadways in 

Olympic Valley.  

I52-13 The project’s potential impacts to cultural resources are presented in Chapter 7, “Cultural 

Resources,” of the DEIR. With respect to the demolition of the two 1960s Olympic-related 

buildings (the Olympic Valley Lodge and the Far East Center), see Impact 7-1 and Mitigation 

Measures 7-1a and 7-1b. Even with mitigation, the loss of these historic resources was found 

to be significant and unavoidable. 

 In addition to Mitigation Measures 7-1a and 7-1b, further mitigation, including relocation and 

retention, for the loss of the two historic buildings was considered and is discussed on pages 

7-19 through 7-20 of 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. 

I52-14 The project’s visual impacts are addressed in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” and water 

supply impacts are addressed in Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities,” of the DEIR. 

Further information on these topics is also provided n the Master Response regarding the 

visual impact analysis and the Master Response regarding water supply. 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. 

I52-15 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. 

  


