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I101 Robb Gaffney, MD 

July 16, 2015 

 

I101-1 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for definition of viewer groups 

and further information on skyglow. 

I101-2 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis, including skyglow. 

I101-3 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 comment does 

not provide information on how the proposes project might block the physical or visual “flow” 

of the canyon. Therefore, further response on this topic cannot be provided. 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 mountain maintenance facility. 
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I102 James Gaffney 

July 17, 2015 

 

I102-1 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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I103 Lea Gamble 

June 17, 2015 

 

I103-1 The comment includes an introductory statement and does not address the content, 

analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The comment also 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. 

I103-2 See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel. 

I103-3 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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I104 Rick Ganong 

July 6, 2015 

 

I104-1 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. 

I104-2 See the Master Response regarding the mountain maintenance facility. 

I104-3 The DEIR addresses water supply, aquifer effects, sewage, and traffic flow. No specific issues 

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

further response is provided here. 

I104-4 Consistency of the VSVSP with the SVGPLUO is evaluated in various locations throughout the 

DEIR, with the primary analysis provided in the discussion of Impact 4-2 beginning on page 4-

21 of the DEIR. 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.  

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-328 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 3.2.5-329 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-330 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 3.2.5-331 

I105 J.D. & Margot W. Garcia 

June 26, 2015 

 

I105-1 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and is also directed towards the project approval process. The comment 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. 

I105-2 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 

I105-3 See the discussion of water supply in Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and 

Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities.” Also see the Master Response regarding water 

supply and the Master Response regarding the MAC. The WSA prepared for the project 

considers two sources of water supply: groundwater from the alluvial Olympic Valley 

Groundwater Basin would continue to be the primary water source, with groundwater from 

horizontal fractured bedrock wells in the mountain areas above the valley floor providing 

additional water. The 2014 WSA and the 2015 WSA Update conclude that there would be 

sufficient water supply to serve existing users, the proposed project, and non-project 

cumulative growth in normal, dry, and multiple dry years. Use of imported water, heavily-

treated water, or reclaimed effluent to meet projected water demand is, therefore, not 

proposed. 

I105-4 The comment lists areas of concern, including impacts to views of the mountains, increased 

traffic and traffic hazards, and air pollution. These issues are all addressed in the DEIR. 

Effects on property values are not an issue to be addressed in an EIR unless this effect can 

be linked to physical changes in the environment. This impact mechanism is evaluated in 

Chapter 4 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. 

I105-5 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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I106 Gerald Gates 

July 10, 2015 

 

I106-1 The comment primarily provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed 

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

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

into consideration when making decisions regarding the project. The proposed project does 

not directly encroach on the Granite Chief Wilderness. Project effects that may extend 

beyond the project boundaries are addressed in their respective chapters in the DEIR; e.g., 

Chapter 8, “Visual Resources”; Chapter 10, “Air Quality”; Chapter 11, “Noise”; Chapter 16, 

“Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change.” Further information on these topics is provided in 

this FEIR; e.g., Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis and the Master 

Response regarding noise.  

I106-2 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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I107 Gil Gaus 

July 17, 2015 

 

I107-1 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. 

 Also, see responses to comment letters O8 and O9, which were submitted by or on behalf of 

Sierra Watch. 

I107-2 No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in 

this comment. No further response is provided here. 

I107-3 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. 

I107-4 Alternatives to the proposed project, including a Reduced Density Alternative, are described 

and evaluated in Chapter 17, “Alternatives,” of the DEIR. 

 See the portion of the traffic Master Response addressing parking capacity. Also see 

response to comment I311-6. 
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I108 Patricia Gibbs 

no date 

 

I108-1 The comment summarizes elements of the project description with respect to improvements 

to trails. In response to comments from the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), the plan to provide 

new trails and improve existing trails has been modified. Most notably, the applicant no 

longer proposes a trail to connect the Squaw Valley-Alpine Meadows area through the Five 

Lakes Basin because of USFS concerns regarding bringing more people into the high use 

Granite Chief Wilderness and the Pacific Crest Trail. See response to comment F2-2 for 

details regarding this change in the project. 

I108-2 With the removal of the new trail to the Five Lakes Basin from the project, the trails plan for 

the project is focused on improving safety conditions on existing trails and provision of 

trailhead improvements. A new trail alignment, however, may be identified and constructed 

between the Granite Chief and Shirley Canyon trails, as discussed in response to comment 

F2-2. See responses to comments F2-3, F2-5, and F2-6. It is assumed that “Fig 5-2 Regional 

Trail network” referenced in the comment corresponds to “Figure 5.2-Regional Trail 

Network,” which is provided in the Specific Plan only and is not part of the EIR. This figure is 

conceptual and not meant to provide the level of detail the commenter seeks, though it 

should be noted that the commenter’s statements describing perceived inaccuracies of the 

exhibit are not correct.  

The EIR does not ignore potential trail improvements, as they are an identified component of 

the proposed project. However, confirmed details regarding the precise location and extent 

of trail improvements are not yet available (see, for example, Table 3-3 of the DEIR [page 3-

31], which indicates: “the extent and location of trail improvement/development not yet 

confirmed”). No changes to trail user restrictions on USFS trails, such as the Pacific Crest 

Trail (which prohibits bicycles and motorized travel), are proposed. In addition, trail 

improvements, when proposed or required in conjunction with a specific development phase, 

would be coordinated with the USFS to ensure that appropriate mechanisms are 

implemented to prevent trail user conflicts. The proposed trail improvements are 

conceptually illustrated and ranked by priority of implementation in Appendix F to this FEIR. 

The EIR assesses impacts from possible trail improvements using the best information 

available. The approach taken is suitable for a program EIR (see DEIR Section 1.1, “Type and 

Purpose of the Draft Environmental Impact Report” [page 1-2]). Also see response to 

comment 09-59 related to the function of the document as a program EIR. 

I108-3 The comment expresses concerns that the project would open up trails to bicycle use where 

such use is inappropriate and not currently allowed, and references a statement purportedly 

in the Specific Plan regarding providing mountain bike access to the Western States Trail. As 

indicated above in response to comment I108-2, the project would not result in changes to 

the uses permitted on existing USFS trails. The Western States Trail is open to bikes between 

SR 89 and the approximate location where it would connect to the World Cup Trail. As shown 

in Appendix F to this FEIR, the project would not include improvements to the Western States 

Trail, although the existing, approximately 4,000-foot-long, World Cup Trail connecting the 

Village to the Western States Trail would be improved and would become a new mountain 

biking trail. See also responses to comments F2-3, F2-5, and F2-6 regarding proposed trail 

improvements and intended trail users.  

It is expected that the references to multi-purpose pathways and biking trails identified by 

the commenter apply to the proposed Village Open Space Network shown in Exhibit 3-16 of 
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the DEIR, facilities shown as part of the Parks and Recreation Plan in Exhibit 3-15 of the 

DEIR, and the proposed bicycle network shown in Exhibit 3-10 of the DEIR. There is a 

distinction in the DEIR and the Specific Plan between the trail systems within the Specific 

Plan area that are clearly identified and shown in exhibits in the respective documents, and 

improvements to existing trails south and west of the plan area that are addressed in a 

programmatic manner in the DEIR because the specific locations for these improvements 

have not been established.  

I108-4 The term “Olympic Valley” and “Squaw Valley” are used synonymously in the DEIR. Both 

terms are used widely in literature related to the Valley and in the community. Where the ski 

resort is referred to, it is typically identified as the “Squaw Valley ski resort,” or a similar term, 

rather than simply “Squaw Valley”, to avoid confusion between the ski resort and the 

geography area that is Squaw/Olympic Valley. The comment requests clarification on signage 

that would be used on trails. This comment does not address the content of the DEIR, so a 

specific response is not provided. Note that the descriptions of trail signage provided in the 

DEIR pertain almost exclusively to the trail network within the Specific Plan area. All signage 

located on or pertaining to USFS trails would need to be designed to provide information in 

conformance with USFS standards. 

I108-5 The comment with regard to use of the Western States trail does not address the content of 

the DEIR, so a specific response is not provided. 

I108-6 The comment requests that an agreement is established with respect to Western States trail 

events. These events are neither a part of, nor would be affected by, the project. The project 

includes the activities proposed on the project site (see DEIR Exhibit 3-3) and the proposed 

improvements to trails in the area south and west of the project site. These activities would 

not affect the events described. See also response to comment F2-3. 

I108-7 The comment requests that stakeholders provide input to a trails master plan. The applicant 

is working with the primary stakeholder, the USFS, and the County on clarifying trails 

improvements outside the project site. See comment letter F2 and the responses thereto. As 

to additional stakeholder input (outside of the EIR comment and project approval input 

process), the request has been conveyed to the applicant and the County. This particular 

stakeholder coordination issue does not relate to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the 

DEIR and no further response is provided.  

I108-8 The comment requests equestrian parking at trail heads, and accompanying signage. This is 

not a comment on the content of the DEIR, so a specific response is not provided. However, 

the applicant will be made aware of this request through this comment and response 

process. 

I108-9 The comment requests that a funding agreement is provided regarding maintenance of trails. 

See response to comment F2-10 regarding funding for trail maintenance. 
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I109 Anonymous 

July 16, 2015 

 

I109-1 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. 

 As requested, the commenter’s name has been removed from the letter. 

I109-2 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. 

I109-3 The comment states that buildings heights should not exceed the current height of the 
Village for any units, including hotels. The comment further states that building heights 
should be staggered to minimize view impacts. Section 2.1, “Project Modifications,” of this 
FEIR describes the applicant’s proposed modifications to the project in response to concerns 
expressed by the Squaw Valley Design Review Committee and members of the public. Many 
of the modifications involve changes in building designs resulting in greater space between 
buildings or reduced building heights. 

I109-4 This is not a CEQA issue. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in 
the DEIR are raised in this comment. No further response is provided here. 

I109-5 See the Master Response regarding the MAC. 

I109-6 Provision of parking is addressed in DEIR in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation.” Also 
see response to comment I311-6 and the Master Response regarding traffic. 

I109-7 See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel.  

I109-8 The issue raised in the comment is a business operations issue and not a CEQA issue. 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 states that the project will result in community blight and a decrease in real 
estate values. See Impact 4-5 on pages 4-29 through 4-31 of the DEIR regarding economic 
or social changes resulting in physical environmental changes. 

I109-9 See response to comment I109-8. 

I109-10 This is not a CEQA issue. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in 
the DEIR are raised in this comment. No further response is provided here. See also 
response to comment I109-8. 

I109-11 This is not a CEQA issue. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in 
the DEIR are raised in this comment. No further response is provided here. 

I109-12 This is not a CEQA issue. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in 
the DEIR are raised in this comment. No further response is provided here. 

I109-13 This is not a CEQA issue. 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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I110 Alex Gignoux 

July 11, 2015 

 

I110-1 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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I111 John Gingerich 

July 15, 2015 

 

I111-1 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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