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I112

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

Louis J. Goodman
June 19, 2015

I112-1

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.

I112-2

The comment questions the environmental impact and commercial viability of the project.
Specifically, the comment notes existing traffic, water, sewer, and other infrastructure
limitations. These issues are all addressed in the DEIR. No specific issues related to the
content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in this comment. No further response
is provided here.
With respect to the comment concerning overbuilding and commercial viability, these are not
inherently environmental impacts requiring CEQA analysis. See Impact 4-5 on pages 4-29
through 4-31 of the DEIR regarding economic or social changes resulting in physical
environmental changes. Also, see the Master Response regarding occupancy assumptions.
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Ascent Environmental

Benjamin Hatchett
July 17, 2015

This comment letter contains multiple requests for text/exhibits changes in the DEIR. While many of these
requested changes will not be made, for reasons described below, the County appreciates the commenter’s
obviously thorough review of the DEIR.
I113-1

The Widened Squaw Valley Road Alternative is described and evaluated in Chapter 17,
“Alternatives,” of the DEIR (see pages 17-31 through 17-35). It is not proposed, and
therefore the need for additional CEQA analysis has not been contemplated. As described
therein, this alternative would have similar or greater impacts compared with the proposed
project due to the additional impact area along Squaw Valley Road. However, it was carried
forward for analysis in the DEIR because it would reduce the project’s significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts. When the Placer County Board of Supervisors considers whether
or not to certify the EIR, the Board will also determine whether to approve the proposed
project or an alternative. If this alternative was selected, the County would need to determine
if the EIR contained sufficient analysis.

I113-2

The Reduced Density Alternative is described in detail in Chapter 17, “Alternatives,” of the
DEIR. Potential impacts and benefits of this alternative are described therein. Also, see the
Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative.

I113-3

The DEIR text referenced by the commenter is intended to be introductory, and cannot, by
definition address all aspects of the project or its potential consequences. Constructionrelated impacts to the lower Squaw Creek watershed are addressed in Chapters 6,
“Biological Resources,” and 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR. Other
construction impacts mentioned in the comment, including noise, air and water pollution, soil
compaction, and the addition of impermeable surfaces, are addressed in various chapters in
the DEIR. Further, increases in water use and population are also addressed in the DEIR.
Chapter 3, “Project Description,” describes the project location, study area characteristics,
and project objectives as well as presenting the proposed project components in detail.
Project impacts and mitigation measures are presented in chapters 4 through 16 of the
DEIR. No text change is warranted.

I113-4

This description is related to one of the fourteen project objectives, which are listed in
Section 3.3, “Project Objectives,” of the DEIR. Also, see Appendix K to the DEIR which
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.

I113-5

The characterization of the plan area as being previously developed and disturbed is further
described, and quantified as the comment requests, in Chapter 6, “Biological Resources,” of
the DEIR. Specifically, Table 6-1 on page 6-9 of the DEIR identifies approximately 53 acres of
developed land and 21 acres of disturbed land within the project site. These categories are
described on page 6-4 and shown in Exhibits 6-1 and 6-2.

I113-6

The comment indicates that Reno Airport’s location is misrepresented on the Regional
Location Map (Exhibit 3-1). This exhibit is meant to show the location of Squaw Valley in
relation to other regional features, such as roadways, cities, and airports. While the indicated
location may not be exact, it does not affect the analysis or conclusions in the DEIR.
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I113-7

The comment indicates that Carson City should be identified on Exhibit 3-1 to the southwest
of where it is shown in the Regional Location Map. This exhibit is meant to show the location
of Squaw Valley in relation to other regional features, such as roadways, cities, and airports.
While the indicated location may not be exact, it does not affect the analysis or conclusions
in the DEIR.

I113-8

The comment is concerned that several regional features, particularly some city and county
names are not indicated on the Regional Location Map (Exhibit 3-1). This exhibit is meant to
show the location of Squaw Valley in relation to other regional features, such as roadways,
cities, and airports. While additional regional features may be helpful in discerning the
project location, it would not affect the analysis or conclusions in the DEIR.

I113-9

See response to comment I113-5.

I113-10

The comment expresses concerns that a reader may not be able to determine the location of
the project site, based on Exhibits 3-1 and 3-2. The County appreciates concerns related to
the need for full public disclosure in a CEQA document, including the use of plain language
and appropriate graphics so that decision makers and the public can easily understand the
document. The DEIR contain several graphics that show the project location, both at a
regional scale (Exhibit 3-1) and a detailed, aerial view of the project site (Exhibit 3-2). Exhibit
3-3 depicts the site and surrounding area, Furthermore, the project location is described in
detail in Section 3.1, “Project Location,” in the DEIR. This is consistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15124(a), which states that, “[t]he precise location and boundaries of the proposed
project shall be shown on a detailed map, preferably topographic. The location of the project
shall also appear on a regional map.” While additional regional features may be helpful in
discerning the project location, it would not affect the analysis or conclusions in the DEIR.
Finally, no other comments expressed difficulty actually determining where the site is
located.

I113-11

Concern for the ability for those who experience color-blindness to differentiate between the
aerial background and the red project boundary line on Exhibit 3-2 are noted. Exhibit 3-2
shows the outline of the project boundary laid over an aerial that contains several different
colors (greens, grays, browns). While a color-blind person may have trouble with an exhibit
that contains only red and green, given that various colors are shown as a background, it is
unlikely that this exhibit would present a particular challenge. In addition, one of the senior
authors of the DEIR is color-blind, and can differentiate these colors on Exhibit 3-2.
Regardless, changing the color of the project boundary line would not affect the analysis or
conclusions in the DEIR. Finally, no commenters expressed difficulty discerning map
features.

I113-12

The comment suggests the use of the term: piedmont, rather than plain, when describing the
topography of the main Village area. While “piedmont” may accurately describe the
topography, the use of plain, in this context and for this purpose, is appropriate. Regardless,
changing this terminology would not affect the analysis or conclusions in the DEIR.

I113-13

See response to comment I113-11.

I113-14

The comment requests that a legend be added to Exhibits 3-1 and 3-2. A legend would not
provide a benefit to Exhibit 3-1, as labels are used to show relevant roads, counties, cities,
and lakes. A legend is already provided in the bottom left corner of Exhibit 3-2.

I113-15

The comment questions how extension of the natural landscape into the Village would create
a strong sense of place. A sense of place is a unique collection of qualities and
characteristics – visual, cultural, social, and environmental – that provide meaning to a
location. A sense of place is what makes a city or town unique from another, and give values
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to those who appreciate the specific qualities and characteristics of a site. While the concept
of “sense of place,” does not constitute an environmental impact, this concept is generally
addressed under Impact 4-3 (Development of incompatible uses and/or creation of land use
conflicts) in the DEIR. As described under this impact, “the proposed Specific Plan would
expand upon existing similar uses within the plan area and would not be expected to result in
any substantial, new long-term land use conflicts.” It is not necessary to quantify this
discussion because it is a qualitative concept. See Chapter 4, “Land Use and Agricultural
Resources,” in the DEIR for further details.
I113-16

The comment requests that the term “coherent” be defined, as it relates a “mix of building
masses, heights, and materials…” Here, on page 3-8 of the DEIR, the reader is directed to
“see more details below,” where the number of units, density, and height are described. The
use of the word “coherent” in this context, means that the development would not create
incompatible uses or create land uses conflicts, and is used to further describe the creation
of a strong sense of place. Also, see response to comment I113-15.

I113-17

The comment is concerned that Exhibit 3-4 does not contain a locator insert. See response
to comment I113-10.

I113-18

The comment relates concerns associated with building heights that would be inconsistent
with aesthetics and concepts of view preservation. These types of issues are discussed in
Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” in the DEIR. Chapter 8 describes existing views of the project
site and shows simulated views of the project, post-construction. Also, see Section 2.1 of this
FEIR, which describes the applicant’s proposed changes to the project, including a reduction
in some building heights and increased building separation.

I113-19

The comment makes reference to “historical Squaw Valley development behaviors, which
completely neglected to remain consistent with prior acknowledgements to established law.”
It is unclear how this comment relates to the project. Because no specific issues related to
the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in this comment, no further
response is provided here.

I113-20

The comment expresses concern related to potential channel constriction of Squaw Creek.
Reconfiguration of Squaw Creek and the Olympic Channel are discussed under Impact 13-6
in the DEIR. As discussed in this impact on page 13-75:
As part of proposed Squaw Creek Restoration, implementation of the proposed
project would reconfigure the flow lines, channel shapes, sizes, and overbank areas
along the segments of Squaw Creek and the Olympic Channel within the main Village
area. This modification of the existing surface water features and drainage will help
correct and compensate for past direct disturbances to these channels and restore
more natural geomorphic conditions and channel and floodplain functions. While
successful implementation would be a beneficial impact, without monitoring,
adaptive management, and assurances of ongoing funding to support these
activities, creek restoration efforts might not provide the anticipated benefits and
could result in greater disturbance to hydrologic conditions and water quality than
benefit. This impact would be potentially significant.
Mitigation Measure 13-6 is proposed to mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level
because it would reduce the uncertainty regarding the potential effectiveness of the stream
restoration actions, and provide a funded means to perform necessary maintenance or
adaptive response.
Chapter 6, “Biological Resources,” in the DEIR describes the project’s potential impacts
related to biological resources. Impact 6-1 addresses impacts on Squaw Creek.
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures 6-1a through 6-1d would reduce significant impacts
on sensitive habitats to a less-than-significant level because they would ensure that sensitive
habitat is avoided to the extent feasible, that groundwater wells are installed and operated
consistent with the parameters of the WSA and applicable groundwater plans, water quality
degradation is avoided, and that sensitive habitats that cannot be avoided are restored
following construction or compensated for in a manner that results in no net loss of these
habitats.
I113-21

See the Master Response regarding the MAC and the Master Response regarding water
supply.

I113-22

The comment requests data related to the number of people expected to visit the Village on
any given day. Anticipated population levels resulting from project implementation are
discussed in Chapter 5, “Population, Employment, and Housing,” in the DEIR. As discussed
under Impact 5-2, “the Olympic Valley is anticipated to have 383 new full-time residents and
an average transient population of 682 people by 2040, excluding the proposed project ... As
described above, the project would generate an average population of 1,307 additional
individuals (1,196 visitors and 111 staff).”
The level of detail requested in the comment (+/- two standard deviations of the mean
expected value) would not affect the analysis or conclusions in the DEIR and is thus not
provided as a response.
Also, see the Master Response regarding traffic, a portion of which discusses the adequacy
of parking supply.

I113-23

The comment states that the use of the term “any ski day” does not differentiate between
peak season and low season attendance at the ski resort. The sentence in question is on
page 3-16 of the DEIR: “The overall parking supply is proposed to accommodate at least
10,663 daily skiers in any ski day, through all phases of development.” Parking for 10,663
daily skiers for any ski day is a performance criterion. That is to say that any day where skiing
is available, sufficient parking for at least 10,663 day skiers must be available. Based on the
parking study, many of those day skiers ride together with multiple skiers in one car, so this
day skier number translates into a particular number of cars/parking spaces. The 10,663 is
also based on the number of skiers during the 5th busiest day of the year. The comment is
correct to state that Christmas and a Tuesday in April would reflect different attendance
numbers; however, the 10,663 performance criteria still stands, because it must be met on
all but the 5 busiest ski days. Also, see the portion of the traffic Master Response related to
parking demand for further information related to the concept of “every ski day.”

I113-24

The comment requests information related to overflow parking. The East Parcel would serve
as both employee parking and overflow day skier parking as the plan area builds out, and
would be flexibly managed to meet total project parking demand. The East Parcel would
serve as the key parking location outside the main Village area, providing a parking structure
with two levels of structured parking over grade with a maximum overall height of 35 feet
including railings and architectural elements. Also, see the Master Response regarding the
East Parcel for a list of proposed changes to the East Parcel layout since release of the DEIR.
The comment states that not providing out-of-valley parking would present an undue burden
on existing resources and contribute to traffic congestion, interference with snow removal,
environmental degradation, and adverse effects on emergency services. As noted on page 316 of the DEIR, “Additional off-site parking areas may be provided on an as-needed basis
and would primarily be used for employees and day skiers. Temporary parking outside the
Olympic Valley may be considered, but no specific sites have been identified.” It is important
to note that build-out of the project is anticipated to take approximately 25 years, thus, if
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additional parking is needed, it will be determined at a later date according to market
demand. It is likely the applicant would seek an agreement to use underutilized parking,
such as at a school on a weekend, but these details have not been established because the
demand for these facilities would occur in the future, if at all. In the case that new sites are
required, the appropriate level of CEQA review would be completed. If environmental impacts
of new sites are not acceptable, they would not be permitted.
I113-25

The comment addresses issues related to climate change and suggests considering changes
to increased overland flow and higher streamflow volumes. Impact 16-3 in the DEIR
addresses the effects of climate change on the project. In summary:
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 wildland fire risk; changes to timing and intensity of precipitation, resulting
in increased stormwater runoff and flood risk; and potentially changes to snow pack
conditions that could be more favorable to avalanche formation. However, there are
numerous programs and policies in place to protect against and respond to wildland
fire, as well as to protect new land uses and facilities from flooding and avalanche
exposure. This impact would be less than significant.
In regards to flood hazards, Impact 13-8 addresses risks related to the 100-year floodplain
boundary. This analysis is based on significance criteria derived from Appendix G of the State
CEQA Guidelines as well as flood risk management from the Federal Emergency
Management Agency and adequately addresses risks of flooding for the purposes of the
project.

I113-26

The comment expresses concerns related to increased fire risk because of building along the
urban-wildland interface and increasing population levels in the area. This issue is addressed
in the DEIR under Impact 15-6; impacts would be considered less than significant upon
implementation of mitigation. See response to comment I113-25 for the effects of climate
change on the project.

I113-27

The comment asks how the open space network would contribute to maintaining and
increasing native biodiversity along the open space network and ask if plants would be native
or non-native species. Impacts related to biological resources are discussed in Chapter 6,
“Biological Resources,” of the DEIR. While biodiversity is not specifically addressed, this
chapter examines related issues, including: degradation of sensitive habitats and individuals,
disturbance or loss of animal movement and migratory corridors, and disturbance or loss of
special-status plants. These topic areas are appropriate and consistent with the Placer
County CEQA checklist and Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. Per Mitigation Measure
6-8, a Revegetation Plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect or similar professional,
shall be submitted and approved by the Development Review Committee to ensure proper
protection from weedy or non-native species that could impact special status plant
populations if present. It would also be consistent with VSVSP policies (OS-3 and OS-6) to use
native and naturalized vegetation in landscape buffers and green spaces and protect native
vegetation in the Squaw Creek corridor.

I113-28

The comment expresses concerns related to the use of snow storage areas during snow-free
months. There are many existing snow storage areas in and around the Village, and new
snow storage areas would be treated in a similar manner during the snow-free months. Many
are landscaped areas within the development and the vegetation is dormant in the winter, as
it would be without snow storage. Compaction is not anticipated in snow storage areas
because most areas would receive the snow when snow blowers blow the snow off the roads
into the snow storage area. Long-term management of snow storage areas is discussed
under Impact 13-7 in the DEIR, where issues such as sedimentation are also discussed.
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The County appreciates suggestions associated with restoration of Squaw Creek. Impacts
related to reconfiguration of Squaw Creek and the Olympic Channel are discussed under
Impact 13-6 in the DEIR. The preliminary creek restoration design would return the Squaw
Creek trapezoidal channel to a wider corridor with a meandering alignment (also termed
“planform”) (see Exhibits 3-18 and 3-19 in Chapter 3, “Project Description”). Overall
conveyance would be increased and an inset floodplain would allow sediment deposition
upstream of the meadow and detain water in the alluvial fan reach. Installation of riffle
material in the bed and buried logs with rootwads intact in the banks would stabilize the
channel and prevent excess erosion; bioengineered step outfalls would be installed at
stormwater outfall locations to dissipate bank-eroding velocities. While successful
implementation of the creek restoration would be a beneficial impact overall, without
monitoring, adaptive management, and assurances of ongoing funding to support these
activities, creek restoration efforts might not provide the anticipated benefits, and could
ultimately result in greater disturbance to hydrologic conditions and degradation of water
quality than benefit. However, Mitigation Measures 6-1a and 6-1b are recommended, which
assure the development of performance criteria for creek restoration, monitoring and
adaptive management for the restoration, and ongoing funding to support these activities.
The comment does not provide any evidence to suggest that this conclusion is incorrect.
Thus, no changes to the project or DEIR analysis are required.

I113-30

The comment requests a scale bar for Exhibit 3-18. This exhibit shows the western
confluence restoration area, and provides a conceptual plan that depicts a representative
site plan to show the development that would occur based on the zoning and design
standards set forth in the Specific Plan. It is intended to be illustrative, as noted in the
exhibit. This exhibit provides adequate information to the public and decision makers to
understand concepts related to the western confluence restoration area. It is also adequate
for the purposes of determining environmental effects of the project. Addition of a scale bar
to this exhibit would not alter the environmental analysis or conclusions in the DEIR. No
changes are necessary.

I113-31

See response to comment I113-30 regarding the addition of a scale bar.

I113-32

See response to comment I113-30 regarding the addition of a scale bar.

I113-33

See response to comment I113-28 regarding snow storage areas.

I113-34

See responses to comments I113-15 and I113-16 regarding a connection to the mountain
environment.
With regard to birds, as shown in various visual simulations (see, for example, Exhibit 8-18),
buildings would use a combination of wood, other solid material, and glass, but would not be
dominated by the type of reflective glass that results in bird strike problems.

I113-35

The project’s potential to conflict with the Placer County General Plan, the SVGPLUO,
designations or zoning, or plan policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect is addressed under Impact 4-2 in the DEIR. As stated on page 4-21 of
the DEIR:
With approval of the proposed policy amendments and implementation of the
proposed development programs that are a part of the proposed project, the project
would be consistent with relevant Placer County General Plan and SVGPLUO policies.
Moreover, although a General Plan amendment is needed, the project and its
programed land uses and development standards would be consistent with the
overall anticipated land uses, including density, and policy framework of the Placer
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County General Plan and the SVGPLUO. The proposed Specific Plan land use
designations would be consistent with the land use designations of the Placer County
General Plan and the SVGPLUO with approval of the proposed rezone. Conflicts
would not occur if the Specific Plan is approved and implemented because land use
policies for the plan area are predominantly consistent with existing Placer County
General Plan and SVGPLUO policies, and minor adjustments to existing policies and
reorganization of where land uses would occur would achieve consistency. Therefore,
no conflicts with the overall intent of relevant plans, policies, or zoning would occur
and this impact would be less than significant.
No changes to the DEIR are required.
Regarding environmental impacts of the current scope of the plan, these are described and
evaluated throughout the DEIR and quantified where appropriate. The comment suggests
that “these losses must be more completely quantified in the next version of the present
EIR.” However, the comment does not provide specific reasons specifying why the DEIR is
inadequate. Therefore, a response cannot be provided
I113-36

The comment requests a text change to Policy CP-1. This text is used to explain why LOS F is
acceptable within the plan area, not to indicate the periods in which peak traffic occurs.
Regardless, this change would not alter the environmental analysis or conclusions presented
in the DEIR. No changes to the document are necessary.

I113-37

The geology of the plan area is described in Section 12.1.2, “Geology,” of the DEIR. As
described therein, the main Village area is sited on alluvial deposits, including some of the
coarser fan deposits (Qf) that extend along the base of the mountain front from side slope
chutes (Exhibit 12-2 in the DEIR). The northern margin of the site and the infrastructure
corridor along Squaw Valley Road is at the contact between glacial till (Qti) and the meadow
alluvium (Qa), and the East Parcel is within the glacial moraine ridges (recessional moraines)
forming the downstream boundary of the meadow. Thus, while the particular types of
volcanic rocks are not defined in Exhibit 12-2 (Tsd, Tsp, Tsha, etc.), adding these definitions
would not alter the environmental analysis or conclusions presented in the DEIR. No changes
to the document are necessary.

I113-38

The comment requests specific information related to the geologic map (Exhibit 12-2) in the
DEIR. The existing conditions (described in Section 12.1.5, “Faults and Seismicity”) and
analysis presented in the DEIR reflect the project’s Fault Evaluation Report (Holdrege & Kull
2015). The map presents information relevant to potential environmental impacts of the
project, and the text on pages 12-1 through 12-5 provide various references to information
on the exhibit. CEQA requires that information is presented in lay terms, to the degree
possible; thus, while the exhibits could be enhanced with far more technical information, they
would not provide more information relevant to the impacts of the project.
The Fault Evaluation Report (Holdrege & Kull 2015) contains additional information related
to faults and seismicity in the plan area. This report is available as part of the DEIR reference
materials at http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/envcoordsvcs/
eir/villageatsquawvalley/draft%20eir.

I113-39

See response to comment I113-38 regarding requested changes to the geologic map.

I113-40

See response to comment I113-38 regarding requested changes to the geologic map.

I113-41

The comment disagrees with the time period described for the Holocene epoch. This
comment is noted, however, it does not alter the environmental analysis or conclusions
presented in the DEIR. No changes to the document are required.
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I113-42

The comment states that data used to create the climograph (Exhibit 13-3 in the DEIR) is of
insufficient length. Squaw Valley monthly precipitation and monthly temperature averages
are shown from 1992 through 2011. The DEIR is intended to inform public agency decisions
makers and the public of the significant environmental effects of the project, as required by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15121. The environmental setting discussion, referenced in this
comment, provides enough information to allow for an understanding of the significant
effects of the project and alternatives (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[a]). As such, no
changes to the document are required.

I113-43

The comment requests a text change and the percent bias associated with the existing
conditions discussion related to groundwater. The DEIR is intended to inform public agency
decisions makers and the public of the significant environmental effects of the project, as
required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15121. The environmental setting discussion,
referenced in this comment, provides enough information to allow for an understanding of
the significant effects of the project and alternatives (see CEQA Guidelines Section
15125[a]). No changes to the document are required.
Please note that the text references Technical Memorandum: Squaw Valley Groundwater
Model 2014 Recalibration (HydroMetrics WRI 2014). Additional information related to the
groundwater can be found in this study, available as part of the DEIR reference materials at
http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/envcoordsvcs/eir/villageatsq
uawvalley/draft%20eir.

I113-44

See the Master Response regarding water supply. For the reasons described therein, the
DEIR water supply analysis is adequate and no changes to the DEIR are necessary. As such,
the DEIR analyses of climate change impacts are similarly adequate and no changes to the
DEIR are necessary.

I113-45

The comment concerns one of the voluntary actions the Squaw Valley Ski Resort has taken
to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with existing operations. This and
other GHG reduction actions are listed in the DEIR under Section 16.1.3, “Existing Squaw
Valley Ski Resort Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures.” This section was included to inform
readers about what the Squaw Valley Ski Resort is already doing to minimize GHGs. The
DEIR, however, is not analyzing the impacts of existing operations or these existing GHG
reduction measures. The DEIR is analyzing the impacts of the proposed VSVSP.
Of note, a substantial portion of the electricity consumed in California is from renewable (i.e.,
GHG-neutral) sources and the portion of renewable electricity will continue to grow due to the
requirements of the California Renewable Energy Resources Act of 2011, which is
summarized on page 16-6 of the DEIR. The Advanced Clean Cars Program is also
summarized on page 16-6 of the DEIR. This program aims to limit GHG emission from cars by
requiring greater numbers of zero emission vehicles (ZEVs) and electric vehicles quality as
ZEVs under this program.

I113-46

The comment states that the WSA does not adequately address climate change. As
discussed on page 14-35:
While the model period included a single dry year (2007) and multiple year dry period
(1999-2001), ongoing drought conditions in the Tahoe region and throughout
California may produce a more severe multiple year drought than any within the
available historical dataset or model study period (Farr West Engineering et al.
2014). A change in snowmelt in the Squaw Creek watershed due to climate change
would result in a relatively small decrease in groundwater recharge in the Basin, as in
current conditions only a small portion of the snowmelt is captured as groundwater
recharge while most of the snowmelt runs off as overland flow. It would be
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speculative to consider this and other scenarios beyond the 25-year horizon (which is
beyond the 20-year projection requirements of WSAs). In addition, demand for water
may be reduced as fewer people visit the resorts due to reduced amenity quality and
availability (i.e., less snow to attract skiers).
See also the Master Response regarding water supply. The comment does not provide
substantial evidence that would suggest that facts or conclusions presented in the WSA are
not accurate.
I113-47
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See the Master Response regarding water supply.
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Layne C. Hackett
July 2, 2015

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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3.2.5-371

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

I115

I115-1

3.2.5-372

Ascent Environmental

Becca Hall
July 16, 2015

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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3.2.5-373
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I116

Ascent Environmental

Sands Hall
June 22, 2015

I116-1

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.

I116-2

Water supply is addressed in Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities,” of the DEIR (see
Impact 14-1). Also please see the Master Response regarding water supply.

I116-3

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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3.2.5-375

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

I117

I117-1

3.2.5-376

Ascent Environmental

Chris Hanna
no date

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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I118

I118-1

3.2.5-378

Ascent Environmental

Kelli Hare
June 22, 2015

Traffic, including traffic along SR 89, is addressed in Chapter 9, “Transportation and
Circulation,” of the DEIR. See also the Master Response regarding traffic. 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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I119-1

3.2.5-380

Ascent Environmental

Mary Ann Harper
July 15, 2015

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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3.2.5-381

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

I120

Ascent Environmental

Hilliard Harper
July 15, 2015

I120-1

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

I120-2

The project’s potential impacts to visual resources are addressed in Chapter 8, “Visual
Resources,” of the DEIR.

I120-3

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.

I120-4

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.

3.2.5-382

Placer County
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