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I136 Gail and Ken High 

June 16, 2015 

 

I136-1 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 notes concerns related to traffic and air pollution in the area. These issues are 

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. 
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I137 Dan Hikel 

June 10, 2015 

 

I137-1 The comment expresses concern that State Historical Designated Site No. 724, Pioneer Ski 

Area, is not mentioned in the DEIR. The comment is correct that the historical landmark is 

not mentioned in the DEIR. As a “Pioneer Ski Area,” Squaw Valley is designated as a 

California Historical Landmark for its role in the VIII Olympic Winter Games of 1960, which 

commemorated a century of sport skiing in California beginning in 1860. The reason for the 

designation, the Winter Olympics of 1960, is best expressed by the remaining 1960s 

Olympic-related buildings (the Olympic Valley Lodge and the Far East Center). In addition, 

Pioneer Ski Area is designated site No. 724, and the Office of Historic Preservation has made 

the decision that any site numbered 1 through 769 needs to be reevaluated for its eligibility 

as a California Historical Landmark using current standards (California State Office of 

Historic Preservation 2004). The marker itself, located near the tram building, is not eligible 

for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the California Register of 

Historical Resources (CRHR). As described in Chapter 7, “Cultural Resources,” of the DEIR, 

the historic significance of these buildings were evaluated using NRHP and CRHR criteria. 

Mention of Site No. 724 would not change this analysis because impacts to historic 

resources, including the two 1960s Olympics-related buildings located within the plan area, 

have been adequately addressed in the DEIR under Impact 7-1 (Demolition of historically 

significant buildings) and mitigation measures have been provided. Even with mitigation, the 

loss of these historic resources was found to be significant and unavoidable. 

I137-2 The comment quotes the definition of the Pioneer Ski Area and text from the State CEQA 

Guidelines regarding historic resources and energy conservation. 

 See response to comment I137-1 regarding State Historical Designated Site No. 724, 

Pioneer Ski Area and response to comment I137-4 regarding the Northstar DEIR. 

I137-3 Energy usage in the context of Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines is addressed in 

Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities,” of the DEIR (see Impact 14-4 [Result in inefficient 

and wasteful consumption of energy] on pages 14-39 through 14-41). As described therein, 

the project would be designed to incorporate modern building code energy efficiency 

requirements and would include additional energy conservation and efficiency 

improvements. Energy efficient policies of the proposed VSVSP are listed in the DEIR on 

pages 14-26 through 14-27. Mitigation Measures 10-2 and 16-2, which address air and 

greenhouse gas emissions, also include elements that could reduce project energy use. The 

comment suggests energy conservation is feasible with a smaller development, but offers no 

support for this proposition. The DEIR does evaluate two alternatives that are smaller than 

the proposed project, and these will be considered by the Board of Supervisors. The 

comment also states it is “historically proven” that similar-size projects experience full 

occupancy for 8 weeks of the year, but cites no evidence in support. The comment also fails 

to explain, with any proof, how this occupancy rate would result in wasteful energy 

consumption or fall outside of Appendix F. 

I137-4 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided above. See responses to 

the detailed comments above. The comment is incorrect that failure to mention Pioneer Ski 

Area No. 724 renders the EIR incomplete or flawed, as its inclusion was not required by CEQA, 

nor would its inclusion have changed the EIR’s conclusions; loss of historic resources was 

found to be significant and unavoidable. 
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The comment also includes, as an attachment, the Northstar DEIR from November 2013 for 

reference to the State Historical Designated site of Pioneer Ski Area No. 724. The only 

mention of Pioneer Ski Area in the Northstar DEIR is in the setting section, defining the area 

as follows, 

No.724 Pioneer Ski Area of America, Squaw Valley: The VIII Olympic Games of 1960 

commemorated a century of sport skiing in California and took place at Squaw Valley 

Sports Center, northeast corner of Blyth Olympic Arena Building, Squaw Valley Road, 

Squaw Valley. By 1860, the Sierra Nevada, particularly at the mining towns of 

Whiskey Diggings, Poker Flat, Port Wine, Onion Valley, LaPorte, and Johnsville, some 

60 miles north of Squaw Valley, saw the first organized ski clubs and competition in 

the western hemisphere. 

As noted in response to comment I137-1, the reason for the historical designation of the site, 

the Winter Olympics of 1960, is best expressed by the remaining 1960s Olympic-related 

buildings (the Olympic Valley Lodge and the Far East Center). The historic significance of 

these buildings was evaluated in the VSVSP DEIR. The marker itself, located near the tram 

building, is not eligible for listing in the NRHP or the CRHR. 
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I138 Dan Hikel 

June 25, 2015 

 

I138-1 See response to comment I137-1 regarding State Historical Designated Site No. 724, 

Pioneer Ski Area. The comment also states that the “original intent of the designation was to 

preserve the natural beauty of Squaw Valley and prevent gross over development.” 

Designation as a California Historical Landmark has no correlation to preventing 

development.  

According to the California Office of Historic Preservation, California Historical Landmarks are 

buildings, structures, sites, or places that have been determined to have statewide historical 

significance by meeting at least one of the criteria listed below: 

 The first, last, only, or most significant of its type in the state or within a large geographic 

region (Northern, Central, or Southern California). 

 Associated with an individual or group having a profound influence on the history of 

California. 

 A prototype of, or an outstanding example of, a period, style, architectural movement or 

construction or is one of the more notable works or the best surviving work in a region of 

a pioneer architect, designer or master builder. 

As described in response to comment I137-1, the reason for the historical landmark 

designation at Squaw Valley is the Winter Olympics of 1960, which is best expressed by the 

remaining 1960s Olympic-related buildings (e.g., the Olympic Valley Lodge, the Far East 

Center, and the Member’s Locker Room). These characteristics are most closely related to 

the second and third Historical Landmark criteria. The marker itself, located near the tram 

building, is not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the 

California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).  

As stated above, designation of a California Historical Landmark has no correlation to 

preventing development. As stated by the California Office of Historic Preservation, an effect 

of landmark designation is “Limited protection: Environmental review may be required under 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) if property is threatened by a project.” 

(http://www.ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=21747). 

CEQA review of cultural resources related to the Historical Landmark criteria (i.e., buildings 

associated with the 1960 Winter Olympics) has been conducted. As described in Chapter 7, 

“Cultural Resources,” of the DEIR, the historic significance of eligible historic buildings were 

evaluated using NRHP and CRHR criteria. Mention of Site No. 724 would not change this 

analysis because impacts to historic resources, including the 1960s Olympics-related 

buildings, have been adequately addressed in the DEIR under Impact 7-1 (Demolition of 

historically significant buildings) and mitigation measures have been provided. Even with 

mitigation, the loss of these historic resources was found to be significant and unavoidable. 
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I139 Dan Hikel 

June 29, 2015 

 

I139-1 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. 

I139-2 The comment sates “there is no mention of adverse effects to air quality during construction 

of this project requiring many thousands of heavy diesel construction and transport vehicles 

and the amount of GHG and carbon emissions that will be released into the environment.” 

This comment mentions both air quality concerns and greenhouse gas emissions from 

project-related construction activity. These two topics are discussed separately below.  

Construction-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors, including ozone 

precursors and particulate matter, are analyzed under Impact 10-1 of the DEIR (starting on 

page 10-14). This analysis determined that construction-related emissions of ozone 

precursors would be less than significant because maximum daily construction emissions 

would not exceed the mass emission thresholds recommended by PCAPCD. This analysis 

also explains that fugitive dust particulate matter emissions would be minimized due to 

implementation the dust control measures required by PCAPCD Rule 228. Because this 

analysis determined that construction-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants and 

precursors would not be a significant impact, no mitigation was required. Nonetheless, some 

construction emission reduction measures are included in Mitigation Measure 10-2, which 

begins on page 10-17 of the DEIR, because the analysis of operational emissions of under 

Impact 10-2 determined that operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors 

would exceed PCAPCD’s mass emission thresholds and some portions of the VSVSP could be 

operational while remaining portions are under construction. In other words, construction- 

and operation-related emissions could be generated simultaneously.  

Construction-generated emissions of GHG emissions are analyzed under Impact 16-1, which 

begins on page 16-14 of the DEIR. This analysis quantified the level of GHG emissions 

associated with project construction and determined that construction-generated GHG 

emission levels would not exceed the mass emission threshold recommended by PCAPCD. 

This is why the DEIR determined that construction-generated GHG emissions would be less 

than significant and no construction-specific GHG mitigation is included in the DEIR. 

Construction emissions were also included in the analysis of operational GHG emissions 

under Impact 16-2. This is evident by the levels of construction emissions, amortized over a 

projected 40-year operational life of the VSVSP, shown in Table 16-2 and Table 16-3 of the 

DEIR. Including construction-related GHG emissions in the analysis of operational emissions 

in this way is considered conservative because PCAPCD recommends a separated threshold 

of significance just for construction-related GHGs. 

The commenter claims that the mitigation measures for air pollutant and GHG emissions in 

the DEIR are considered “’not feasible’” by the developer. The commenter does not 

substantiate this claim. As described above, no mitigation is needed to address construction-

generated emissions of criteria air pollutants (and precursors) and GHGs because the 

analyses of these impacts were found to be less than significant under Impact 10-1 and 

Impact 16-1, respectively.  

Some revisions to the estimates of the level of construction-generated criteria air pollutants 

(and precursors) and GHGs were made and these revisions are discussed in the Master 

Response regarding construction emissions; however, these revisions do not alter the less-

than-significant impact determinations in the analyses of construction emissions under 
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Impact 10-1 and Impact 16-1. For additional details see the Master Response regarding 

construction emissions. 

I139-3 The comment queries how the project can be beneficial to the environment from an air 

quality standpoint. The DEIR does not make any such statement. The construction-generated 

emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors are examined under Impact 10-1, starting 

on page 10-14 of the DEIR, and construction-generated emissions of GHGs are analyzed 

under Impact 16-1, starting on page 16-14 of the DEIR. See response to comment I39-2 for 

more discussion about how the DEIR analyzed construction-generated emissions of criteria 

air pollutants (and precursors) and GHGs.  

The commenter then explains the toxicity of diesel fuel. The toxicity of particulate matter 

contained in exhaust from diesel-powered engines, also known as diesel PM, is explained 10-

4 of the DEIR. The potential for the project construction and operations to expose receptors 

to concentrations of toxic air contaminants (TACs) and associated health risk is analyzed 

under Impact 10-4 of the DEIR (starting on page 10-22).  

Regarding comments on inversions, construction emissions of criteria air pollutants (and 

precursors), including emissions of respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic 

diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM10) and fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic 

diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5), are analyzed under Impact 10-1. Operational 

emissions of criteria air pollutants (and precursors) are analyzed under Impact 10-2. See the 

response to comment I39-2 for discussion of these impacts, whether mitigation was required 

to address these impacts, and the type of mitigation required.  

Regarding the request to require bio-fuel, this is not needed to reduce significant impacts as 

described above (references to Impact 10-1 and Impact 16-1). See the response to comment 

I39-2 for discussion of these impacts, whether mitigation was required to address these 

impacts, and the type of mitigation required. 

Regarding the comment’s mention of smoke from wood-burning stoves, VSVSP Policy AQ-1 

specifies that no wood-burning stoves or fireplaces shall be installed in resort-residential or 

lodging units. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to contribute wood smoke to 

Squaw Valley. 

I139-4 See Section 16, “Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change,” in the DEIR. More specifically, 

refer to Impact 16-1 and 16-2 which provide quantitative estimates of the levels of GHGs 

that would be generated by construction and operation of the VSVSP. Also, it’s important to 

understand that climate change is a global problem and, therefore, GHGs are pollutants of 

global concern. This concept is discussed in greater detail on page 16-1 of the DEIR. 

Moreover, GHGs generated by new vehicle trips that would travel to and from the project site, 

including trips that pass through other portions of California, are examined under Impact 16-

2.  

Also, see Mitigation Measure 16-2 of the DEIR (starting on page 16-19) for a comprehensive 

mitigation measure that addresses the GHG emissions of the proposed project. Also see the 

Master Response regarding the GHG analysis. 

I139-5 The project’s potential to increase demand for fire protection and emergency medical 

services is addressed in Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities,” of the DEIR (see Impact 

14-7). Also, see the Master Response regarding traffic for a discussion of emergency vehicle 

access. 

I139-6 The comment questions components of the proposed project and does not address the 

content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. Note that no significant and unavoidable 
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impacts to water supply were identified in the DEIR analysis that use of gray water or 

collection of rain water would mitigate. See also response to comment I5-5 regarding the use 

of gray water. 

I139-7 The comment asks why the proposed buildings are not designed using LEED criteria, which is 

one program that can be used to document and demonstrate that a project incorporates 

energy efficiency and other “green building” concepts. However, it is possible to attain energy 

efficiency without embarking on the LEED certification process. No specific issues related to 

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

response is provided here.  

I139-8 The commenter submitted several other letters concerning site No. 724 Pioneer ski area. 

See responses to comment letters I137 and I138. 

I139-9 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided above, stating that the 

project does not meet the criteria for environmentally sensitive design, air quality protection, 

traffic mitigation and energy conservation within CEQA. See responses to comments I139-2 

through I139-8, above. Also, see the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable 

impacts. 

 Mitigation measures are provided throughout the DEIR to reduce, where feasible, the 

project’s significant and potentially significant impacts. Regarding to suggestion to reduce 

the size and scope of the project, see the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density 

Alternative. 
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I140 Steven Hoch 

July 15, 2015 

 

I140-1 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 regarding impacts at Alpine 

Meadows and North Tahoe. See responses to the detailed comments below. 

I140-2 The traffic analysis included the SR 89/Alpine Meadows Road intersection due to the 

expected use of SR 89 to travel to/from the project and Tahoe Basin. It was not necessary to 

analyze facilities along Alpine Meadows Road because the project would add few trips (two 

vehicles during each of the Winter Saturday AM and Winter Sunday PM peak hours) to this 

segment. Although the project would add 11 trips during the Summer Friday PM peak hour, 

overall levels of traffic are much lower during this period (i.e., 72 percent less than the 

Winter Sunday PM peak hour). Please also note that the traffic signal at SR 28/Alpine 

Meadows Road (Mitigation Measure 9-3) has been installed and is now operating. With the 

signal in place, this intersection would operate acceptably under both project and cumulative 

conditions. 

 Also, see the Master Response regarding the cumulative analysis. 

I140-3 The comment states that the DEIR says that “greenhouse gases will increase by over four (4) 

time[s] their current level.” This is not explicitly stated in the DEIR. It is assumed that the 

commenter is referring to the following two statements: 

 Page 16-3 of the DEIR states, “The Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows ski resorts (both 

operated by Squaw Valley USA) generated between 9,722 and 13,765 metric tons of 

CO2 (equivalent) annually in the years 2010-2013.” These values were provided in the 

Environmental & Community Report 2014 produced by the Squaw Valley Ski Resort in 

2014.  

 Table 16-3 on page 16-16 of the DEIR shows the estimate that operation of the proposed 

VSVSP at full buildout in 2037 would generate an estimated 45,403 metric tons of 

carbon dioxide-equivalent per year (MT CO2e/year). 

The level of GHG emissions presented in the report by the Squaw Valley Ski Resort (on 

page 16-3) was for ski operations in both Squaw Valley and at Alpine Meadows. 

According to the Environmental & Community Report 2014, the value accounts only for 

the GHG emissions associated with consumption of electricity, diesel, gasoline, and 

propane at the two resorts. It does not include GHGs associated with many of the 

operational sources listed in Table 16-3, including vehicle trips to and from the resorts, 

water consumption, wastewater treatment, solid waste generation, and any loss in 

carbon sequestration potential. Thus, the values from these two sources cannot be 

directly compared. 

The comment asks how GHGs will increase at Alpine Meadows. The VSVSP would not result 

in any change to the level of GHGs emitted at Alpine Meadows.  

The comment asks whether the GHGs generated in Squaw Valley will “encroach into Alpine 

Meadows.” As explained on page 16-1 of the DEIR, GHGs are inherently pollutants of global 

concern. The contribution GHGs have to global climate change is a function of the mass of 

GHGs in the entire Earth’s atmosphere.  
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The comment asks what the impact will be of the increase in greenhouse gases in Alpine 

Meadows. GHGs are a global phenomenon, to which the proposed project (and all 

development in the world) would incrementally contribute. The VSVSP would not result in an 

increase in GHG emissions in Alpine Meadows. The effects climate change would have on 

conditions in Alpine Meadows are also a global phenomenon, and are the same as effects on 

Squaw Valley and the Sierra Nevada. It is important to note that the project would not alter 

climate change at Squaw Valley or Alpine Meadows; rather, it would contribute GHGs that 

would ultimately mix with GHGs created throughout the world to result in global climate 

change. The project’s contribution would not be of a magnitude that would alter climate 

change effects, but it would incrementally contribute GHGs to this cumulative effect. The 

contributions of the project, however, cannot be tracked to any localized effects.  

The comment states that “Greenhouse gas increases in Alpine Meadows must be studied 

and addresse[d] including hydrocarbons, NOX, and PM10.” First, NOX and PM10 are not GHGs. 

Project-related emissions of NOX, which is an ozone precursor, and PM10 are discussed under 

Impacts 10-1 and 10-2. Emissions of these pollutants associated with construction and 

operation of the VSVSP would not have any direct effects on conditions in Alpine Meadows. 

See the discussion of NOX, which is an ozone precursor, and PM10 in Section 10, “Air Quality” 

of the DEIR. 

I140-4 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis, which includes a discussion 

of light pollution. 

I140-5 See the Master Response regarding noise. 

I140-6 See responses to comments I140-2 through I140-5. As described above, the project would 

not result in significant impacts to the Alpine Meadows area. Therefore, these impacts would 

not combine to create cumulatively significant impacts in this area. Also, see the Master 

Response regarding the cumulative analysis. 

 


