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I161 Robert & Barbara Ballard Krebs 

July 8, 2015 

 

I161-1 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 

Road. 

I161-2 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. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-515 

 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-516 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I162 Barbara B. Krusi 

June 22, 2015 

 

I162-1 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. 

I162-1 The comment expresses concern about the project’s impacts related to traffic, scenic vistas, 

noise, and California’s drought. 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. 

I162-3 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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I163 Larry J. Kushner 

July 15, 2015 

 

I163-1 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. 

I163-2 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. 

 With respect to reduced project scale and building height, see response to comment I67-6, 

which discusses the Reduced Density Alternative and the Reduced Building Heights 

Alternative. Also, see Section 2.1 of this FEIR, for a discussion of the applicant’s proposed 

changes to the proposed building heights. 

I163-3 See response to comment O14-2 regarding timing of creek restoration. 

I163-4 See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel and Section 2.1 of this FEIR, which 

discusses the applicant’s proposed changes related to the shipping and receiving facility.  

I163-5 The comment expresses concern about parking and circulation. 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. Also, see the Master Response 

regarding traffic for additional detail about parking and circulation issues. 

I163-6 See the portions of the traffic Master Response regarding transit services and parking 

supply. Regarding comments on the MAC, see the Master Response regarding the MAC and 

response to comment O8d-8. 

I163-7 The DEIR addresses noise attenuation typical of dual pane windows and insulation; these 

features reduce noise compared to single-pane windows or homes lacking insulation. They do 

not eliminate noise altogether. See the Master Response regarding noise for considerations of 

the traffic noise analysis and additional mitigation that was added to the EIR. 

I163-8 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. 

I163-9 The comment states that there should be very few, if any significant and unavoidable 

environmental impacts. See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable 

impacts.  

I163-10 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, including a 

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

I163-11 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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I164 Andrew G. Lange 

July 15, 2015 

 

I164-1 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. See detailed responses 

to comments pertaining to the East Parcel, below. 

I164-2 The comment expresses concern about the proposed development on the East Parcel, and 

states that the DEIR fails to address the impacts of the proposed East Parcel development 

on the adjacent single-family home neighborhoods. However, the commenter provides no 

examples of the types of impacts that are of concern. Chapters 4 through 16 of the DEIR 

evaluate the environmental impacts of the project (including proposed development at the 

East Parcel) and consider the effect on the residential land uses located close to the East 

Parcel. 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 detailed responses below. 

I164-3 The comment expresses concern related to the noise from the reversing warning beeps in 

connection with operating the shipping and receiving facility. See the Master Response 

regarding the East Parcel for a discussion of the applicant’s proposed changes to the 

location of the shipping and receiving facility. The revised design of the site will allow delivery 

trucks to enter and exit with minimal backing up to loading docks, thereby reducing (or 

eliminating) activation of beepers/backup alarms. 

With respect to noise from the recreational activities of the employee housing residents, see 

the Master Response regarding the East Parcel.  

I164-4 The comment states that the DEIR did not address light pollution from vehicle parking and 

night lighting of the parking structure and adjacent driveways, or blocking of sunlight from 

the south during winter months. See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel for 

responses to these issues. 

I164-5 The comment expresses concern about the potential for increased litter from the grocery 

store. As discussed in the Master Response regarding the East Parcel, litter is a social issue 

that is not required to be addressed under CEQA, and is covered by State law and County 

ordinances.  

I164-6 The comment expresses concern about the additional crime and violence resulting from 

liquor sales to employee housing residents and transients. See response to comment I164-5 

regarding social issues that are not required to be addressed under CEQA. 

I164-7 The comment states that the DEIR did not address traffic impacts on Squaw Valley Road 

associated with the development of the East Parcel. Traffic impacts are discussed in Chapter 

9, “Transportation and Circulation,” in the DEIR. For a discussion of vehicle ingress and 

egress to the East Parcel, please see response to comment O11-6. 

I164-8 The comment suggests specific locations to be considered for employee housing: the west 

end of Squaw Valley, Tahoe City, and Truckee. It appears that the comment is intending to 

recommend mitigation measures related to perceived impacts described in comments I164-

3 through I164-7. These perceived impacts are generally of a social nature and are not 

required to be addressed under CEQA. That is, the perceived impacts noted in the comment 

letter, such as noise from recreational activities of the employee housing residents 

(comment I164-3[b]), increased litter from grocery store customers (comment I164-5), and 
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crime and violence from liquor sales (comment I164-6) are not environmental impacts that 

require mitigation measures under CEQA. (Please see responses to comments I164-3(a), 

I164-4, and I164-7 for responses to comments that are of an environmental nature.) 

 This comment recommends an alternative to the proposed project in terms of changes to 

land uses (i.e., employee housing locations). In order for this alternative to be a feasible 

alternative under CEQA, it must meet most of the project objectives as well as reduce 

significant environmental impacts. Reducing or eliminating employee housing on the East 

Parcel would require locating employee housing elsewhere to comply with Placer County 

Policy C-2. This would relocate rather than eliminate impacts, and could exacerbate some 

impacts depending on the location (e.g., location could result in additional biological 

resources; because longer commutes would be required, this suggestion could result in 

greater noise, air quality, and transportation and circulation impacts). While these project 

adjustments may meet most project objectives, they are not different enough in terms of 

their ability to reduce environmental impacts, compared to the proposed project or other 

alternatives, to meaningfully inform decision-making.  

 See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel for a discussion of proposed changes to 

the project and land use compatibility related to the East Parcel.  

I164-9 The comment suggests relocating the shipping and receiving facility to the west end of 

Squaw Valley. Similar to comment I164-8, this suggestion provides an alternative land use 

arrangement to the proposed project. This would relocate rather than eliminate impacts, and 

could exacerbate some impacts depending on the location (e.g., location could result in 

additional air quality and transportation and circulation impacts).  

See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel for a discussion of the applicant’s 

proposed changes to the location of the shipping and receiving facility. The revised design of 

the site will allow delivery trucks to enter and exit with minimal backing up to loading docks, 

thereby reducing (or eliminating) the need for beepers/backup alarms.  

I164-10 The comment suggests new mitigation measures to reduce impacts from the proposed 

grocery store at the East Parcel. It is unclear what environmental impacts the comment is 

addressing. See response to comment I164-6. Impacts that are not considered to be 

significant or potentially significant do not require mitigation.  

It is further important to note that the proposed grocery store is located near to the employee 

housing units, as an amenity for workers. This would allow for ease of access that would 

eliminate or substantially reduce the need for automobile use to and from the East Parcel. 

Moving the grocery store elsewhere within the plan area would relocate, rather than reduce 

impacts, and may result in greater environmental effects to resources areas such as 

transportation and circulation as well as air quality.  

I164-11 See responses to comments I164-8 through I164-10 for discussions related to relocating the 

proposed employee housing.  

I164-12 The comment suggests new mitigation measures to reduce impacts from “light, noise, and 

general compromising of the mountain setting.” However, the comment does not provide any 

specific measures that would reduce light and noise impacts. These issues are addressed in 

the DEIR and mitigation measures are provided where appropriate. Regarding the comment 

suggesting “planting and maintaining, including a watering system and replacement of any 

plants which die…,” Mitigation measure 6-9 provides details related to minimizing effects on 

trees and compensating for tree removal. Also see the Master Response regarding the East 

Parcel, which discusses visual and noise impacts specific to the East Parcel. 
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I164-13 The comment quotes a section of the Conceptual Employee-Workforce Housing Plan, related 

to the screening of views for the parking area from nearby residences. An extensive 

discussion related to visual resources is provided in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” of the 

DEIR, where more information is available. Also see the Master Response regarding the East 

Parcel, which discusses visual impacts specific to the East Parcel. 
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I165 Brady T. Larsen, Esq. 

July 17, 2015 

 

I165-1 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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I166 Rachelle Latimer 

July 17, 2015 

 

I166-1 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. 

I166-2 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, including a 

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

I166-3 See the Master Response regarding traffic for a discussion of the use of 2011-2012 ski 

season data to represent existing winter conditions. 

I166-4 The comment states that LOS F conditions for traffic along Squaw Valley Road and SR 89 are 

not acceptable. See the Master Response regarding traffic for a discussion of this issue. 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 

I166-5 Table 18-2 (pages 18-3 through 18-5) in the DEIR provides the list of probable future 

projects that are in the project vicinity and that have the possibility of interacting with the 

proposed project to generate impacts. The comment lists several projects that are included 

in Table 18-2, such as the Alpine Sierra Subdivision, PlumpJack Redevelopment, and 

Homewood Mountain Resort Master Plan. Also, see the Master Response regarding the 

cumulative analysis for discussion of other projects not included in the cumulative analysis, 

such as the Stanford Chalet. Note that the cumulative traffic analysis in Chapter 18 of the 

DEIR (pages 18-17 through 18-30) comprehensively evaluates impacts of cumulative traffic 

in the project area and region, including the north Lake Tahoe Basin. 

I166-6 The comment expresses concerns related to the operation of Alpine Meadows Road. Please 

see response to comment I140-2. 

I166-7 The comment correctly states that the number of employee housing units required by Placer 

County would not be met under the proposed project. See Mitigation Measure 5-3 in the 

DEIR, which recommends actions to bring the project in compliance with Placer County 

employee housing requirements. Also, see response to comment O9-266. 

I166-8 The comment asks if the height of the proposed buildings in the Village could be reduced. As 

described in Section 2.1 of this FEIR, the applicant has proposed changes to the proposed 

building heights in response to concerns expressed by the Squaw Valley Design Review 

Committee and members of the public. 

I166-9 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for a discussion of night sky 

impacts and the impacts of skyglow on the Alpine Meadows area. 

I166-10 The comment expresses concern related to water quality and hydrology associated with 

Squaw Creek. See Impact 13-6 for a discussion related to water quality associated with the 

reconfiguration of Squaw Creek and the Olympic Channel. For the effects on biological 

resources within Squaw Creek, see Chapter 6, “Biological Resources,” of the DEIR. Also, see 

the Master Response regarding water supply. 
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I166-11 For issues related to water demands, including connections to Martis Valley, see the Master 

Response regarding water supply. 

I166-12 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided above. See responses to 

the detailed comments above. 
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I167 Robin Lavery 

July 16, 2015 

 

I167-1 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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I168 Evan Lawley 

July 17, 2015 

 

I168-1 The comment correctly states that the project would not meet Placer County requirements 

associated with employee housing. See response to comment O9-266. 

I168-2 The comment correctly re-iterates issues associated with affordable housing proposed as 

part of the project that are described in Chapter 5 of the DEIR, and generally addresses 

needs associated with housing for employees. Economic issues, such as issues related to 

wages and the housing market, are not considered to be environmental impacts requiring 

analysis under CEQA. Employee housing impacts related to the project are addressed in 

terms of the loss of units proposed by the project and consistency with Placer County 

General Plan Policy C-2, which mandates construction of employee housing for projects in 

the Sierra. See Impact 5-3 in the DEIR for additional information. As stated on page 5-13 of 

the DEIR: 

Anticipated floor plans for the employee housing would consist of 3-story buildings 

providing studios and dormitories. Proposed layouts for these buildings include: nine 

bedroom dormitory units that would accommodate 16 employees each 

(approximately 2,000 square feet), three dormitory units that would each 

accommodate 20 employees (approximately 2,500 square feet), and six studio units 

that would accommodate between eight and 16 employees (approximately 300 

square feet). The new employee housing units could accommodate from 252 to 300 

employees, with the range based on how many couples share the planned studio 

units. 

Concerns related to the style of housing are noted and will be considered by the Placer 

County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisor when making decisions regarding the 

project.  

I168-3 See response to comment I168-2 regarding the employee housing units proposed as part of 

the project, including proposed layouts. Regarding the statement that the project would not 

meet the demand for employee housing, see response to comment I168-1.  

The comment regarding the desirability to live or not live in the proposed employee housing 

units 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.  

I168-4 See responses to comments I168-2 and I168-3 for information related to the types of 

housing that would be made available as part of the project. See response to comment O9-

266 for a discussion related to the project’s ability to meet Placer County requirements for 

employee housing. 

 The comment regarding employee housing available at Sawmill Heights 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 challenges associated with a lack of overall 

affordable housing for employees, including employees with families and pets, is noted. 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 

3.2.5-542 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I168-5 The comment states that employment and housing is not adequately addressed in the DEIR. 

While this is an important issue, this is primarily a social and not an environmental issue. The 

comments are associated with opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed 

project and do 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 

comments I168-1 through I168-4. 
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