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I61 Mark Childress 

July 17, 2015 

 

I61-1 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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I62 Sam Clark 

June 18, 2015 

 

I62-1 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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I63 Kathleen Cohen 

July 9, 2015 

 

I63-1 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 comment also 

provides a summary of detailed comments provided below. See responses to the detailed 

comments below. 

I63-2 See the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative, which includes an 

introduction about the DEIR alternatives analysis. As described therein, CEQA requires that “An 

EIR shall include a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 

project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid 

or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6[a]). The DEIR evaluated a number of alternatives to the project (see Chapter 17, 

“Alternatives,” of the DEIR), as well as provided mitigation measures for the proposed project 

for all significant and potentially significant impacts in an effort to “substantially lessen the 

significant effects of the project.” These mitigation measures, many of which are applicable to, 

or pertain directly to, the East Parcel, are identified throughout the DEIR and compiled in Table 

2-2 of the DEIR’s Executive Summary. Further, as described in Section 2.1, “Project 

Modifications,” of this FEIR and the Master Response regarding the East Parcel, the applicant 

has proposed changes to the East Parcel layout in response to concerns expressed by the 

Squaw Valley Design Review Committee and members of the public. 

With the exception of acquiring additional land, there are no other viable locations for the 

shipping & receiving facility that achieve the project objectives of reducing large truck traffic 

to the western portion of Olympic Valley. 

I63-3 See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel.  

I63-4 See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel.  

I63-5 The potential air quality impacts associated with the East Parcel are addressed in Chapter 

10, “Air Quality,” 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. 

Also, see the Master Response regarding the East Parcel. 

I63-6 The potential traffic impacts associated with the East Parcel 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. 

I63-7 See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel. Also see response to comment I63-2 

regarding the alternative locations that were considered for the shipping & receiving facility. 

I63-8 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided above. See responses to 

the detailed comments above. 

 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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I64 Ed Colloff MD 

July 15, 2015 

 

I64-1 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. 

I64-2 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. 

I64-3 The project’s potential effects related to traffic and public utilities (including water supply and 

wastewater removal/treatment) are addressed in Chapters 9, “Transportation and 

Circulation,” and 14, “Public Utilities and Services,” respectively, 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. 

I64-4 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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I65 Lee Copeland 

July 15, 2015 

 

I65-1 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 3.2.5-239 

 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-240 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I66 Alysson Coulter 

July 17, 2015 

 

I66-1 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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I67 Peter J. Crosby 

June 21, 2015 

 

I67-1 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. 

I67-2 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. The DEIR analyses of 

parking (see Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” and the Master Response on this 

topic), noise (see Chapter 11, “Noise,” and the Master Response on this topic), and air 

quality (see Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” and Master Response on this topic) are similarly 

adequate and no changes to the DEIR are necessary. 

 In response to the comment regarding the source of data used in the DEIR, all information 

provided by the applicant was reviewed by County staff and the County’s EIR consultant to 

verify that the methods and techniques used to collect and analyze the information were 

credible. None of the information was accepted without analysis of its veracity, to the degree 

needed to provide for an independent review. The traffic analysis is based on data collected 

by the applicant’s consultant and the County’s EIR consultant; and published data from the 

Institute of Traffic Engineers, Transportation Research Board, Caltrans, and Placer County. 

Before considering approval of the project, the lead agency’s decision-making body, the 

Placer County Board of Supervisors, is required to certify that the EIR has been completed in 

compliance with CEQA, that it has reviewed and considered the information in the EIR, and 

that the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency. 

I67-3 See the portion of the traffic Master Response regarding the adequacy of parking supply. 

Parking turnover was identified based upon observations of arrivals and departures over a 

busy ski day in the primary day skier parking area. It reflects factors such as season pass ski 

holders that choose to ski in the morning, departing prior to the peak day skier parking 

period in early afternoon. For additional discussion of the 22 percent parking turnover cited 

in the DEIR, as referenced in the comment, see Table 5 of the Village at Squaw Valley 

Parking Analysis (LSC Transportation Consultants 2014). 

I67-4 The project’s potential impacts related to visual resources are addressed in Chapter 8, 

“Visual Resources,” of the DEIR. 

I67-5 See the Master Response regarding water supply. 

I67-6 The comment states that the applicant should be required to submit an alternative plan that 

reduces density by 50 percent and maximum building heights to 72 feet to reduce or 

eliminate the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the DEIR. Alternatives to the 

proposed project are described and evaluated in Chapter 17, “Alternatives,” of the DEIR. As 

described therein, the Reduced Density Alternative would reduce the overall size of the 

project by approximately 50 percent, as the comment suggests; this alternative is described 

and evaluated on pages 17-24 through 17-31 of the DEIR. See also the Master Response 

regarding the Reduced Density Alternative, including a discussion of why this alternative may 

not be feasible. The DEIR also includes a discussion of the Reduced Buildings Heights 

Alternative, which was considered, but not evaluated further in the DEIR. This alternative 

would reduce building heights to conform with the existing Intrawest Village (i.e., 75 feet), 

similar to what the comment suggests. The rationale for why this alternative was not 

evaluated further in the DEIR is described on page 17-12 of the DEIR. All feasible 
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alternatives have been described and evaluated to the level needed to provide a 

comparative analysis of impact to the project, which conforms to CEQA’s requirements of 

alternatives analysis (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). Detailed design is not 

necessary; rather, the description of the alternatives needs to be sufficient to allow for a 

reasonable analysis of impacts compared to those associated with the project. 

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. Specifically,  

 All 108-feet-tall building heights have been reduced to a maximum height of 96 feet, with 

the exception of about 50 percent of the MAC; 

 A large portion of Building 8-A has been reduced in height from 108 feet to 84 feet;  

 Buildings 13 A-C have been reduced in height, with the maximum height being 84 feet;  

 Building 15 has been reduced in height, with the maximum height being 84 feet, and a 

portion of the southwest wing has been reduced to 66 feet; and 

 Building 6 has been reduced to a height of 56 feet. 

No changes in density are proposed. See Table 3-1 on page 3-10 of the DEIR for information 

regarding the project’s proposed number of units and bedrooms by land use type. 

Ultimately, it is up to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 

whether or not to approve the proposed project (as modified by Section 2.1 of this FEIR) or 

an alternative.  

I67-7 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, including a 

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

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-245 

 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-246 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I68 Marnie Dam 

July 15, 2015 

 

I68-1 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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I69 Elizabeth Danel 

July 17, 2015 

 

I69-1 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. 

I69-2 The comment summarizes General Plan Policy 9.A.9 related to new transportation noise 

sources and construction noise. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR are raised in this comment. No further response is provided here. 

I69-3 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period and the Master 

Response regarding noise. The commenter states that there is no way to mitigate the 

construction noise. This is not correct. Mitigation Measure 11-1a (Implement construction-

noise reduction measures), Mitigation Measure 11-1b (Implement construction-noise 

reduction measures during noise-sensitive time periods), Mitigation Measure 11-2a 

(Implement vibration noise reduction measures) and Mitigation Measure 11-2b (Develop and 

implement a vibration control plan) are included in the DEIR, and would reduce the effects of 

construction noise and vibration associated with plan area construction. However, due to the 

relatively long period of time over which project construction would take place, off and on for 

25 years, the effects of construction noise were determined to be significant and 

unavoidable.  

I69-4 See the portions of the traffic Master Response regarding use of the 2011-2012 ski season 

data to represent existing winter conditions and adequacy of the parking supply.  

I69-5 See the Master Response regarding the mountain maintenance facility and the Master 

Response regarding water supply. 

I69-6 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, including a 

discussion of Placer County General Plan Policy 1.G.1. 
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I70 Patrick Davis 

July 15, 2015 

 

I70-1 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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I71 Daniel Day 

July 17, 2015 

 

I71-1 No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in 

this comment. No further response is provided here. 
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I72 Tom Day 

July 15, 2015 

 

I72-1 See the Master Response regarding significant unavoidable impacts, which includes a 

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

I72-2 See the Master Response regarding water supply. Also, see the Master Response regarding 

the mountain maintenance facility. 

I72-3 Parking is 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. 

I72-4 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. 

I72-5 The project’s noise impacts are addressed in Chapter 11, “Noise,” 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. 

I72-6 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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I73 Howard DeBow & Dennis Markus 

July 12, 2015 

 

I73-1 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 comment also 

provides a summary of other comments raised below. See responses to the detailed 

comments below. 

I73-2 The comment focuses on the applicant and potential project profitability. No specific issues 

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

further response is provided here. 

I73-3 The comment does not provide specific reasons specifying why the mitigation measures 

identified in the DEIR to reduce the project’s noise and traffic impacts are inadequate. 

Therefore, a response cannot be provided. The comment also states that these impacts will 

change the nature of the valley. This is not a specific comment on the contents of the DEIR. 

 Regarding the height of project buildings, 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 visual impact would remain significant and unavoidable to residents during project 

operation. 

I73-4 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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I74 Joan Dedo 

July 15, 2015 

 

I74-1 The project’s traffic-related impacts 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. 

I74-2 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). 

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

this comment. No further response is provided here. 

I74-3 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. 

I74-4 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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I75 Gaetano DeMattei MD 

July 1, 2015 

 

I75-1 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. 

I75-2 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. 

I75-3 The comment suggests that the project be revised to limit the number of units in the areas 

zoned as VC and VC-N to 450-500 and the number of bedrooms to 700-800. As described in 

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the DEIR (see Table 3-1), the project includes a maximum 

of 1,493 bedrooms (up to 850 units).  

 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. The Reduced Density Alternative and its potential effects as 

compared with the proposed project are described on pages 17-24 through 17-31 of the 

DEIR. This alternative would reduce the amount of development by approximately 50 

percent, which equates to a maximum of 747 bedrooms (up to 425 units). However, as 

stated on page 17-45 of the DEIR, 

The Reduced Density Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative of the 

other alternatives considered. With this alternative, significant impacts to housing, 

biological resources, cultural resources, visual resources, traffic, air quality 

(operations), noise, and greenhouse gases would be reduced or avoided, when 

compared to the project. However, this alternative would not meet several project 

objectives, and its financial feasibility is not known. 

 Further, see also the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. 

I75-4 A Reduced Building Heights Alternative that would limit building heights to the existing 

Intrawest Village (i.e., 75 feet) is described in Chapter 17, “Alternatives,” of the DEIR (see 

page 17-12). Potential impacts of this alternative are described therein, and it was not 

evaluated further in the DEIR because it would not meet project objectives.  

I75-5 Alternatives to the proposed project are described and evaluated in Chapter 17, 

“Alternatives,” of the DEIR. For those alternatives selected for detailed analysis in the DEIR, 

their potential effects—including those related to water supply as mentioned in the 

comment—are compared with the proposed project. It is unclear to which alternative the 

comment refers. Therefore, a further response is not provided here. 

I75-6 Alternatives to the proposed project are described and evaluated in Chapter 17, 

“Alternatives,” of the DEIR. For those alternatives selected for detailed analysis in the DEIR, 

their potential effects—including those related to greenhouse gas emissions, waste, and 

noise as mentioned in the comment—are compared with the proposed project. It is unclear to 

which alternative the comment refers. Therefore, a further response is not provided here. 

I75-7 The Widened Squaw Valley Road Alternative and its potential effects as compared with the 

proposed project are described on pages 17-31 through 17-35 of the DEIR.   
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I76 Mary Devore 

July 17, 2015 

 

I76-1 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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I77 Bret de Zordo 

July 17, 2015 

 

I77-1 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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I78 Nada Djordjevich 

July 16, 2015 

 

I78-1 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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I79 David Doherty 

July 17, 2015 

 

I79-1 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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I80 Caryn Dombroski 

July 11, 2015 

 

I80-1 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). 

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

this comment. No further response is provided here. 

I80-2 The project’s traffic-related impacts 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. 

I80-3 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. 

 


