
Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-383 

 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-384 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I121 Carole Harris 

July 16, 2015 

 

I121-1 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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I122 Andrew J. Hays 

July 17, 2015 

 

I122-1 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. The remainder of 

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. 

I122-2 The comment states that while the project would be located on private land, the vistas of the 

Valley are a shared experience. Impacts to scenic vistas are described in Chapter 8, “Visual 

Resources,” 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. 

I122-3 The comment states that the DEIR should more fully address the geological significance of 

the site. See response to comment letter I95 for a discussion regarding the geological 

qualities of Olympic Valley.  

I122-4 The comment regarding the character of the Valley 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. 

I122-5 See response to comment I52-13 regarding the two 1960s Olympic-related buildings (the 

Olympic Valley Lodge and the Far East Center). 

I122-6 See response to comment I122-5 regarding mitigation for the loss of the two historic 

resources. Also, see the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 
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I123 Daniel D. Heagerty 

June 12, 2015 

 

I123-1 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 

I123-2 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, which includes a 

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

I123-3 Traffic impacts are addressed in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR. 

Also, see the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 

I123-4 See the Master Response regarding cumulative projects. 

I123-5 See response to comment I42-2. 

I123-6 See response to comment I42-3. 

I123-7 See response to comment I42-5. 

I123-8 See response to comment letter O8c regarding impacts to Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog. 

I123-9 See response to comment I42-7 regarding impacts to the Loyalton-Truckee deer herd. With 

respect to climate change impacts, the comment provides no substantial evidence to support 

how climate change may be stressing the deer herd. It may very well be that climate change 

and resulting milder weather conditions is reducing stress on the deer herd.  

I123-10 See response to comment I3-5 regarding impacts to American black bear habitat. Also, see 

the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

I123-11 The comment summarizes the conclusions of the visual impact analysis and poses a 

rhetorical question for decision makers. 

I123-12 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for a discussion of night sky 

and light pollution.  

I123-13 Traffic impacts are addressed in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR. 

Also, see the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 

I123-14 See the Master Response regarding noise and the Master Response regarding the 25-year 

construction period. 

I123-15 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. With regard to market 

value of homes, this is an economic issue and not an environmental issue. As described in 

Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, economic effects of a project are not treated as 

significant environmental impacts. 

I123-16 The comment summarizes the project’s potential impacts related to hydrology and water 

quality. These issues are addressed in the DEIR. The comment further states that the 

planned restoration actions for Squaw Creek may not adequately mitigate for these impacts. 

However, the comment does not provide specific reasons specifying why the creek 

restoration is inadequate. Therefore, a response cannot be provided. 
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I123-17 See the Master Response regarding water supply. Groundwater in the Olympic Valley is 

sufficient to serve the project and there are no plans or needs for imported water as a result 

of the project. It is noted that the SVPSD is considering an alternative water supply as a 

means for “back-up” water for all its customers, but the need for this water (if, indeed, it is 

needed) is neither caused by the project nor would alter the impacts of the project, and is an 

independent consideration of the SVPSD. 

I123-18 See response to comment I42-13 and the Master Response regarding water supply. 

I123-19 See response to comment I42-14. 

I123-20 The comment states that the DEIR is insufficient in its analysis of cumulative impacts, water 

resources, traffic, night-sky pollution, social and real estate impacts due to 25 years of 

construction, and North Tahoe quality of life. However, the comment does not provide 

specific reasons specifying why the DEIR is insufficient. Therefore, a response cannot be 

provided. 

I123-21 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 
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I124 Lauren Heagerty 

July 16, 2015 

 

This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter I123. Therefore, the responses 

simply cross-reference to responses to this letter. 

I124-1 See response to comment I123-1. 

I124-2 See response to comment I123-2. 

I124-3 See response to comment I123-3. 

I124-4 See response to comment I123-4. 

I124-5 See response to comment I123-5 

I124-6 See response to comment I123-6. 

I124-7 See response to comment I123-7. 

I124-8 See response to comment I123-8. 

I124-9 See response to comment I123-9. 

I124-10 See response to comment I123-10. 

I124-11 See response to comment I123-11. 

I124-12 See response to comment I123-12. 

I124-13 See response to comment I123-13. 

I124-14 See response to comment I123-14. 

I124-15 See response to comment I123-15. 

I124-16 See response to comment I123-16. 

I124-17 See response to comment I123-17. 

I124-18 See response to comment I123-18. 

I124-19 See response to comment I123-19. 

I124-20 See response to comment I123-20. 

I124-21 See response to comment I123-21. 
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I125 Lee Heagerty 

July 17, 2015 

 

I125-1 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. 

 The comment also expresses concern related to population growth, increased traffic, 

availability of water given our drought, and a tram traveling over the Five Lakes Trail. These 

issues, with the exception of the tram (called the Squaw-Alpine Interconnect Project), are 

addressed in the DEIR and in Master Responses in this FEIR. See the Master Response 

regarding the cumulative analysis for discussion of the proposed Squaw-Alpine Interconnect 

Project. 
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I126 Jackson Heath 
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I126-1 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. 

  


