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I53 Judy Carini 

June 25, 2015 

 

I53-1 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. See responses to the 

detailed comments below. 

I53-2 See response to comment PH-20 regarding how the peak overnight population was 

calculated. 

I53-3 The project’s potential to create an adverse effect on a scenic vista is described under 

Impact 8-1 in the DEIR (see pages 8-47 through 8-50). Both construction and operational 

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

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

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

Regarding operational impacts, the project would adhere to the VSVSP Development 

Standards and Design Guidelines, which include architectural design, exterior treatments 

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

would remain significant and unavoidable to residents during project operation. See also the 

Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for further information on the 

evaluation of visual resources, including the definition of viewer groups. 
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July 16, 2015 

 

I54-1 The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR. See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable 

impacts. See Impact 4-5 on pages 4-29 through 4-31 regarding economic or social changes 

resulting in physical environmental changes. 

I54-2 The commenter states that although the proposed Specific Plan claims that it is designed to 

be consistent with the overall development intensity, goals, objectives, and policies of the 

SVGPLUO, implementation of the project would require amendments to the Squaw Valley 

General Plan, project area rezoning, and amendments to the County Zoning Ordinance in 

order to make the project consistent with the SVGPLUO. The commenter goes on to state 

that the amendments would result in impacts and that the developer should be required to 

resubmit the project as a Planned Unit Development to avoid those impacts. The commenter 

does not specify what impacts would be caused by the proposed amendments to the Squaw 

Valley General Plan, rezoning of the project area or amendments to the County Zoning 

Ordinance necessary to implement the project. Therefore, this response is based on 

discussions and analyses of impacts resulting from specific policy amendments described 

and analyzed in the DEIR. See the Master Response regarding the SVGPLUO for a response 

to this comment. 

I54-3 See the Master Response regarding the SVGPLUO for a discussion of the PUD process. 

I54-4 See the Master Response regarding the SVGPLUO. 

I54-5 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period.  

This comment, and subsequent comments, references the need to protect the community 

against the impacts from the financial failure of the project. Financial issues such as these 

are not an environmental effect under CEQA and need not be included in an EIR or other 

CEQA analysis. 

I54-6 Impacts of climate change on the project are discussed in Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gases 

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

I54-7 Economic or social changes resulting in physical environmental changes are discussed in 

Chapter 4, “Land Use and Forest Resources,” of the DEIR (see Impact 4-5 on pages 4-29 

through 4-31). See response I54-5. 

I54-8 See the Master Response regarding the SVGPLUO. 

I54-9 Proposed relocation of the Heavy Commercial land use district is described in Chapter 4, 

“Land Use and Forest Resources,” of the DEIR (see Impacts 4-2 through 4-4 on pages 4-21 

through 4-29). Potential noise and traffic impacts associated with this land use relocation 

are evaluated in Chapters 11, “Noise,” and 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” respectively, 

of the DEIR. Potential impacts related to contamination of Squaw Creek are evaluated in 

Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR. Also, see the Master Response 

regarding the mountain maintenance facility. 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-207 

I54-10 See the Master Response regarding the mountain maintenance facility. In addition, since 

publication of the DEIR, the applicant has proposed a modified propane storage scenario. 

See Section 2.1 of this FEIR for description and analysis of this modified scenario. 

I54-11 The comment states that five of the parcels listed in the Specific Plan and in the NOP are not 

shown in the DEIR as being in the plan area. The comment is correct, and this error has been 

corrected. As described in Section 1.7.2, “Revised Notice of Preparation,” of the DEIR, the 

project was revised by the applicant after the October 2012 NOP was released; overall 

development was reduced by approximately one-third. Nonetheless, the April 2015 Specific 

Plan still listed some parcels as being in the plan area from when the project boundaries 

encompassed more area. The parcels in question are located just outside the current project 

boundaries and are owned by either Squaw Valley Real Estate, LLC or Squaw Valley Resort, 

LLC. Table D.1 of the Specific Plan has been corrected accordingly.  

I54-12 See the Master Response regarding the MAC. 

I54-13 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.  

Appendix K of the DEIR contains a Competitive Marketing Analysis that was prepared for 

Squaw Valley/Alpine Meadows to compare the types of facilities/experiences available at 

other world class North American ski destinations. 

I54-14 The comment states that the DEIR does not address the impact from the loss of the surface 

parking lots that could be used for lift maintenance, [staging of construction for] vegetation 

and erosion control on the mountain, and installation of new lifts and towers. Further, the 

comment states that these parking lots provide valuable open space for events such as the 

Ironman Competition, Wanderlust, the Tough Mudder, the Kids Adventure, and others; the 

loss of these events would result in a financial and recreational impact not addressed in the 

DEIR. The upper and/or lower levels of the parking structures may be utilized, when 

appropriate, for resort operations/project staging. Other locations would be on-mountain or 

at the base of the mountain. The resort could continue to host the events listed in the 

comment. Staging could occur on the upper levels of the parking structures, especially on Lot 

11 wherein the upper level would be connected to the plaza; much like how preferred 

parking is utilized during events like Wunderlust today. 

I54-15 The project’s potential impacts to existing views, including those of the proposed parking 

structures, are addressed in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR (see Impacts 8-1, 8-

2, and 8-3 on pages 8-47 through 8-56). The proposed height of parking structures is 

described on page 3-11 of the DEIR: 

The parking structures on Lots 11 and 12 and the East Parcel would consist of one 

level of structured parking over surface parking; the deck height of the structured 

parking would be approximately 14 feet, with railings and architectural elements 

extending to 20 feet and 30 feet, respectively. 

Since publication of the DEIR, the project applicant has provided a modified layout for 

development, in the East Parcel. The modifications were in response to input from the Squaw 

Valley Design Review Committee and members of the public. Part of the modified layout 

includes a smaller footprint for the East Parcel parking structure, but an increase to two 

levels of parking above ground level. The proposed East Parcel modifications are described 

and analyzed in Section 2.1 of this FEIR.  
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I54-16 See response to comment I52-13 regarding the two 1960s Olympic-related buildings (the 

Olympic Valley Lodge and the Far East Center). 

I54-17 See response to comment I53-3 regarding visual impacts. 

I54-18 See response to comment I54-3 regarding visual impacts. Also, as described in Section 2.1, 

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

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

Review Committee and members of the public, to the degree feasible while still attaining the 

underlying purpose of the project. 

I54-19 See the Master Response regarding the SVGPLUO. With respect to current peak population, 

see Chapter 5, “Population, Employment, and Housing,” of the DEIR, the Master Response 

regarding occupancy assumptions, and response to comment PH-20. With respect to current 

traffic trends, see Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” and the Master Response 

regarding traffic. Overall, this DEIR and FEIR provide an updated evaluation of current traffic 

conditions as requested by the commenter. The comment provides no details or evidence 

regarding the perceived deficiency in the traffic analysis, therefore no further response on 

this topic is possible. 

I54-20 Regarding “coning” Squaw Valley Road and providing three lanes during peak traffic periods, 

note that Mitigation Measures 9-1a, 9-1b, and 9-2a through 9-2b codify the need for coning 

and supplementing the current approach, including the provision of additional traffic control 

personnel to direct traffic. Implementation of these mitigation measures would address 

many of the concerns expressed by the commenter regarding the current traffic control 

methodology. The transportation impact analysis in the DEIR included a comprehensive 

analysis of the roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit systems. Existing traffic volumes are 

reported both in figure and tabular format.  

I54-21 The methodology used to conduct the traffic analysis provided in Chapter 9 of the DEIR is 

described on pages 9-1 through 9-25 (description of existing traffic conditions), and 9-32 

through 9-55 (project generated traffic effects). Trips generated by the sources cited in the 

comment are included in the traffic analysis. By using traffic counts of all vehicles on study 

segments of SR 89 and Squaw Valley Road, the transportation impact analysis in the DEIR 

considered all roadway users ranging from skiers, overnight visitors, employers, and 

recreational trips, through trips, transit vehicles, taxis, heavy vehicles, and other vehicles. In 

fact, the summer Friday PM peak hour analysis considers all trips other than skier trips, 

which obviously are not made during summer.  

Further, nowhere does the DEIR identify transit as a mechanism to mitigate all traffic effects. 

Several significant and unavoidable traffic impacts are identified in the DEIR, and the only 

mitigation measure involving the provision of transit is Mitigation Measure 9-7, which is 

intended to specifically address transit impacts and not overall traffic impacts. See also the 

Master Response regarding noise. 

I54-22 The comment states that roundabouts should be considered on Squaw Valley Road at Squaw 

Creek Road and Christy Lane. Roundabouts were considered for these two intersections, but 

rejected for several reasons. First, they would have right-of-way impacts (which could cause 

secondary environmental impacts by removing vegetation, structures, bike paths, etc.) due to 

their size (inscribed diameter is typically at least 120 feet). Second, they would not function 

well with the three-lane coning program unless designed with two circulating lanes, which 

would have even greater right-of-way impacts. Finally, an alternative and less-expensive 

means of effectively mitigating project impacts was identified (extension of the northbound 

left-turn lane). For these reasons, roundabouts were removed from further consideration at 

these two intersections. 
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I54-23 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period and the Master 

Response regarding noise. 

I54-24 See the Master Response regarding noise.  

I54-25 See the Master Response regarding the SVGPLUO. With respect to current peak population, 

see Chapter 5, “Population, Employment, and Housing,” of the DEIR, the Master Response 

regarding occupancy assumptions, and response to comment PH-20 regarding peak 

overnight population. 

I54-26 The comment states that the DEIR did not address major weather related catastrophes. The 

comment then describes past events in the Valley, including a snow and rainstorm event in 

1997/1998, and asks how this type of event would be handled if the specific plan is 

approved. The project’s potential to interfere with an adopted emergency evacuation plan is 

addressed in Chapter 15, “Hazardous Materials and Hazards,” of the DEIR (see Impact 

15-4). Also, see the Master Response regarding traffic for a discussion of emergency vehicle 

access. 

In the case of a major weather event in Squaw Valley, existing procedures would be followed 

with or without project implementation. People would stay in a safe location until the storm 

passes, and then dig out for snow events or clear the roadways and drive out for flood 

events. With project implementation, the Valley would likely be better prepared for these 

major weather events. There would be sufficient lodging to accommodate people while they 

wait for the storm to pass, propane storage, and parking structures above a flood elevation 

(as opposed to the current surface lots). Restoration of Squaw Creek would allow the creek 

to better pass flood flows. And there would be a continued presence of snow removal 

equipment associated with resort operations. 

I54-27 See responses to comments I34-1 and O2-65 and the Master Response regarding the 

mountain maintenance facility and the Master Response regarding water supply. 

I54-28 Chapter 5, “Population, Employment, and Housing,” of the DEIR describes the project’s 

potential impacts related to population growth and housing demand during construction 

(Impact 5-1) and operation (Impact 5-2). These impacts were determined to be less than 

significant. Other physical impacts of the project, including population growth, are evaluated 

throughout the DEIR in chapters 4 through 16, and mitigation is identified where appropriate. 

Also, see the Master Response regarding occupancy assumptions and response to comment 

PH-20 regarding peak overnight population. 
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I55 Andrew A. Carrier 

June 25, 2015 

 

I55-1 The commenter provides a summary of the DEIR’s significant and unavoidable impacts as 

well as a list of issue areas of concern to the commenter. No specific issues related to the 

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

is provided here. 

I55-2 Alternatives to the proposed project are described and evaluated in Chapter 17, 

“Alternatives,” 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. 

I55-3 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. 
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I56 Casey 

July 12, 2015 

 

I56-1 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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I57 Gerri Cassinelli 

June 21, 2015 

 

I57-1 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.  

Also, 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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I58 Carolyn J. Chambers 

July 17, 2015 

 

I58-1 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. See the Master 

Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 

I58-2 Changes to the visual character of the project site and its surroundings resulting from project 

implementation are addressed in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR (see Impact 8-2 

on pages 8-50 through 8-54). Regarding effects on North Lake Tahoe businesses, please see 

response to comment letter O12b, particularly response O12b-2 and Impact 4-5 of the DEIR. 

I58-3 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

I58-4 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 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. 

I58-5 See the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. 

I58-6 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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I59 Allison Chapas 

July 16, 2015 

 

I59-1 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. 

I59-2 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. 

I59-3 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period.  

The project’s potential impacts related to views and light pollution are addressed in Chapter 

8, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR (see Impact 8-1 on pages 8-47 through 8-50, and Impact 

8-5 on pages 8-57 through 8-60).  

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. 

I59-4 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. 
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I60 Debora E. Chapman 

July 15, 2015 

 

I60-1 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. 

 


