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I169 Judy Layton 

June 30, 2015 

 

I169-1 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. 

I169-2 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. 

I169-3 The comment expresses concerns about water supply and water quality. These issues are 

addressed in Chapter 13 and 14 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. 

I169-4 The comment expresses concerns about wildlife, birds, native plants, light pollution, 

migration trails, food, habitat, drinkable water, noise, and air pollution. 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. 

I169-5 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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I170 Harald Leventhal 

June 17, 2015 

 

I170-1 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. 

I170-2 The comment expresses concerns about traffic and air quality. 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. 

I170-3 The comment expresses concerns about sightlines and views. These issues are addressed in 

the DEIR, particularly Chapter 8. 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 the visual impact analysis and Section 2.1 of this 

FEIR for a discussion of the applicant’s proposed changes to proposed building heights.  

I170-4 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

I170-5 See the Master Response regarding water supply. 

I170-6 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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I171 Michael Levi 

no date 

I171-1 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. 

I171-2 The comment states that the traffic analysis did not consider wait and travel times 

associated with implementation of the project. Study intersections and roadways were 

selected for analysis in consultation with Placer County staff and based on the project’s 

expected travel characteristics (i.e., project location and amount of project trips) as well as 

facilities susceptible to being affected by the project, and comments raised in response to 

the NOP. In addition, a scoping meeting was held with California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) staff on February 27, 2012 to confirm study periods, locations, and 

analysis methods, as well as roadways that did not require study (such as the mainline for 

Interstate 80) because of the project size, peaking characteristics, and expected distribution. 

The analysis in Chapter 9 of the DEIR provides a well-reasoned good-faith effort at disclosing 

the environmental effects of the project and complies with Placer County and Caltrans 

requirements associated with traffic analyses. Travel time data for motorists exiting the 

Squaw Valley parking lots and traveling along Squaw Valley Road were not provided for 

several other reasons. First and foremost, travel time is not a threshold used by Placer 

County to analyze impacts to Squaw Valley Road. As is documented in the DEIR, Squaw 

Valley Road is evaluated by analyzing peak hour traffic volumes at key intersections along 

the roadway, and analyzing daily traffic volumes on a segment basis. While it is 

acknowledged that this data could be valuable if available, it would not have been practical 

to collect this data because it was not known in advance which weekend days would 

represent the design peak hour. In contrast, traffic data was collected throughout the 2011-

2012 season. 

The DEIR traffic analysis can be used, however, to assess the marginal impact of the project 

on travel times, as the LOS analyses present the travel times and delays on individual 

roadway segments and through the key intersections. Using the results of the level of service 

analyses presented in the DEIR1, Table I171-1 presents an analysis of travel times in key 

corridors during the key winter travel times. The following two key corridors were analyzed: 

1. From SR 89 just north of Deerfield Drive in Truckee to Squaw Valley Road at the Christy 

Hill Road/Far East intersection (in both directions), and  

2. From SR 28 just east of the SR 89 (Wye) intersection in Tahoe City to Squaw Valley Road 

at the Christy Hill Road/Far East intersection (in both directions) 

For each route, the intersection delays on the route’s specific movements were identified, 

along with the travel times along roadway segments (calculated from the roadway length 

divided by the change in travel time). Adding all travel times for each travel route under both 

existing and existing plus project conditions and subtracting the existing travel time from the 

existing plus project travel time yields the net impact of the project on total travel time. 

  

                                                      
1 An exception is that the DEIR does not provide Winter PM southbound travel speeds on SR 89 between Squaw Valley Road and Alpine Meadows 

Road. Instead, northbound speeds are presented, as exiting Alpine Meadows traffic makes this the peak direction. For this segment, LSC 

conducted LOS analysis using information from the DEIR. Also note, as the DEIR indicates, the proposed project, with traffic control, would not 

result in a significant change in travel times on Squaw Valley Road. 
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Table I171-1 Impact of Village at Squaw Valley on Key Travel Times (Winter Peak-Hour Travel Time) 

Roadway Element Movement 
Dst.  

(mi) 

Existing Existing + Project Difference 

Calculated 

Average Speed 

(mph) 

Delay or Travel 

Time 

(Seconds) 

Calculated 

Average 

Speed (mph) 

Delay or 

Travel Time 

(Secs.) 

Secs. % 

Winter a.m. Peak-Hour -- Truckee (SR 89 North of Deerfield Dr) to Squaw Valley (Christy Hill Road) 

SR 89/Deerfield Drive SBT   7.7  8.0 0.3  

SR 89: Deerfield Drive to West River Street SB 0.4 31.4 45.9 30.9 46.6 0.7  

SR 89/West River Street SBT   9.3  10.0 0.7  

SR 89: West River Street to Squaw Valley Road SB 7.9 46.1 616.9 45.5 625.1 8.1  

SR 89 / Squaw Valley Road SBR   4.0  5.7 1.7  

Squaw Valley Road: SR 89 to Christy Hill Road WB 2.3 35 236.6  236.6 0.0  

TOTAL    920.4  931.9 11.6 1% 

Winter a.m. Peak-Hour -- Tahoe City (SR 28 East of the Wye) to Squaw Valley (Christy Hill Road) 

SR 28/SR 89 WBT   16.1  16.4 0.3  

SR 89: SR 28 to Alpine Meadows Road NB 3.8 36.4 375.8 36.1 378.9 3.1  

SR 89/Alpine Meadows Road NBT   0.0  0.0 0.0  

SR 89: Alpine Meadows Road to Squaw Vly Rd NB 1.4 38 132.6 37.7 133.7 1.1  

SR 89 / Squaw Valley Road NBL   16.2  28.3 12.1  

Squaw Valley Road: SR 89 to Christy Hill Road WB 2.3 35 236.6  236.6 0.0  

TOTAL    777.3  793.9 16.6 2% 

Winter p.m. Peak-Hour -- Squaw Valley (Christy Hill Road) to Truckee (SR 89 North of Deerfield Drive) 

Squaw Valley Road: SR 89 to Christy Hill Road EB   236.6  236.6 0.0  

SR 89 / Squaw Valley Road EBL   54.7  72.6 17.9  

SR 89: West River Street to Squaw Valley Road NB 7.9 43.2 658.3 42.2 673.9 15.6  

SR 89/West River Street NBT   15.5  19.8 4.3  

SR 89: Deerfield Drive to West River Street NB 0.4 27.4 52.6 26.5 54.3 1.8  

SR 89/Deerfield Drive NBT   9.7  12.2 2.5  

TOTAL    1027.4  1069.4 42.1 4% 

Winter p.m. Peak-Hour -- Squaw Valley (Christy Hill Road) to Tahoe City (SR 28 East of the Wye) 

Squaw Valley Road: SR 89 to Christy Hill Road EB   236.6  236.6 0.0  

SR 89 / Squaw Valley Road EBR   8.6  10.0 1.4  

SR 89: Squaw Vly Rd to Alpine Meadows Rd SB 1.4 37.9 133.0 37.4 134.8 1.8  

SR 89/Alpine Meadows Road SBT   0.0  0.0 0.0  

SR 89: SR 28 to Alpine Meadows Road SB 3.8 35.4 386.4 34.9 392.0 5.5  

SR 28/SR 89 EBT   19.8  20.0 0.2  

TOTAL    784.4  793.3 8.9 1% 

Source: VSVSP DEIR, except for Winter PM travel time on SR 89: Squaw Valley Road to Alpine Meadows calculated by LSC in 2016. 
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As an example, during the morning peak skier traffic period (winter a.m. peak-hour), the total 

effect of the proposed project would be an 11.6-second increase in travel time from Truckee 

to Squaw Valley, based on the sum of roadway and intersection delays included in the LOS 

analysis. In the busier afternoon peak skier traffic period, the project would increase travel 

times from Squaw Valley to Truckee by 42.1 seconds. This corresponds to a 4 percent 

increase in travel time from Squaw Valley to Truckee in the afternoon, and 1 percent in the 

morning. 

The comment states that the Widened Squaw Valley Road Alternative should be a required 

mitigation measure rather than an alternative. This alternative is discussed in detail in Section 

17.3.5 of the DEIR (see pages 17-31 through 17-35). As described therein, this alternative 

would result in greater impacts than the proposed project due to the additional impact area; 

however, it was carried forward for analysis in the DEIR because it would reduce the project’s 

significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. It is up to the County decision makers (ultimately, 

the Board of Supervisors) whether or not to approve the project or an alternative. 

Regarding the statement that the density of the development should be reduced to meet 

practicalities of traffic, see the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. 

I171-3 As shown in Exhibit 3-9, Proposed Emergency Vehicle Access, in the DEIR, emergency vehicle 

access to the Medical Facility will continue to be available via Squaw Valley Road (South) and 

Village East Road. As also indicated on the exhibit, emergency vehicle access must comply 

with Squaw Valley Fire Department Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) standards. It is unclear 

whether the commenter is interpreting Exhibit 3-5, Illustrative Concept Plan, and similar 

exhibits as an indication that Village East Road would dead end in the Lot 3 area. If so, this is 

not the case. As shown in Exhibit 3-7, Proposed Vehicular Circulation Plan, Village East Road 

continues to connect to the segment entering the existing village area. Village East Road as it 

passes Lot 3 will have two travel lanes, a seven foot wide bike lane/shoulder on each side, 

three foot wide curb and gutter on each side, and a 10 foot wide walkway on each side. This 

is equivalent to, or greater, than the existing width of Village East Road. Therefore, there will 

be no narrowing of vehicle access ways to the Medical Facility, and two vehicle access 

pathways will be maintained. It should be noted that the construction of the Transit Center 

near the creek crossing of Squaw Valley Road would reduce the shuttle bus activity in the cul-

de-sac at the south end of Squaw Valley Road. 

I171-4 Visual effects are addressed in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR and in the Master 

Response regarding the visual impact analysis. The comment that Lot 3 should be eliminated 

from the plan 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. 

I171-5 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for a discussion of shadow 

effects. The comment that Lot 3 should be eliminated from the plan 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. 

I171-6 The comment states that no data is provided for the specific Squaw Valley market. It is 

unclear what type of data is requested. Real estate values are an economic issue and as 

described in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, should not be treated as an 

environmental issue. Also, see the Master Response regarding occupancy assumptions.  
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I171-7 See the Master Response regarding traffic for details related to the traffic surveys. Extensive 

traffic counts, parking counts and surveys were conducted, in both peak and off-peak times. 

Also, see response to comment I171-2 regarding travel times. 

 Regarding shadowing of existing structures and vistas, see the Master Response regarding 

the visual impact analysis. 

 It is unclear what market analysis the comment refers to. An Economic Impact and Urban 

Decay Analysis was prepared for the County to evaluate the overall market in which the 

project would be located, as well as five submarkets and whether the project would result in 

blighted conditions. Results of this analysis are presented under Impact 4-5 in the DEIR. 

I171-8 The comment suggests that the DEIR should be rejected in favor of a new plan that would 

reduce density to 50 percent or less, reduce the average height to the same as the Village at 

Squaw Valley, eliminate Lot 3, and require widening of Squaw Valley Road to four lanes. 

These issues are addressed in the responses above and in the DEIR. 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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I172 Lawrence Le Vine 

July 16, 2015 

 

I172-1 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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I173 Bonne Lewis 

July 16, 2015 

 

I173-1 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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I174 Linda Lipnosky 

no date 

 

I174-1 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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I175 Susan Lisagor 

July 17, 2015 

 

I175-1 The comment suggests that the project not be approved due to the number of significant and 

unavoidable impacts. See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable 

impacts. 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 contains an introductory statement and does not address the content, 

analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. Therefore, a response is not provided here 

I175-2 Regarding building height, see response to comment I67-6, which discusses the Reduced 

Building Heights Alternative that was considered, but not evaluated further in the DEIR. Also, 

see Section 2.1 of this FEIR, for a discussion of the applicant’s proposed changes to the 

proposed building heights. 

Regarding lower building heights resulting in reduced shadow effects, see the Master 

Response regarding the visual impact analysis, which also addresses viewer groups.  

I175-3 See the Master Response regarding traffic for a discussion of the use of 2011-2012 ski 

season data to represent existing winter conditions. This comment also makes reference to 

other approved projects that could increase total skier attendance levels above the 11,367 

skiers reported for the 5th busiest day of the 2011-2012 season. The cumulative analysis in 

Section 18.1 of the DEIR evaluated the effects of various reasonably foreseeable land uses. 

The effect of these future projects was an increase in background traffic on both Squaw 

Valley Road and SR 89. It is possible that more skiers could use the mountain on a given day 

when these approved projects are considered. However, because the resort’s parking supply 

can’t accommodate this level of skiers, the trip generation of the resort is capped by its 

parking supply. For the reasons described above and in the Master Response, the DEIR 

traffic analysis is adequate and no changes to the DEIR are necessary. As such, the DEIR 

analyses of noise and GHG emissions are similarly adequate and no changes to the DEIR are 

necessary. 

I175-4 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, including a 

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

 Regarding the comment that the traffic plan should offer a good transportation system 

around the entire Valley community and beyond to Truckee and the Lake, see the Master 

Response regarding traffic. 

 Regarding the comment that no mitigation is available to reduce impacts from a 10-story 

building blocking views and sunlight, see Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR for 

impact conclusions and mitigation measures related to views and sunlight. Also, see the 

Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis and Section 2.1 of this FEIR, for a 

discussion of the applicant’s proposed changes to the proposed building heights. 

I175-5 Regarding building heights, see response to comment I175-2. Regarding the statement that 

greenhouse gases are expected to “quadruple with a project of the proposed size,” see 

response to comment I140-3. Regarding the statement that the project should be halved in 
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size, see the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. Also, see the 

Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

Nonetheless, 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. 

I175-6 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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I176 Robert J. Loarie 

July 9, 2015 

 

I176-1 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 

Road. 

I176-2 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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I177 Jenny Loda 

July 17, 2015 

 

Note: this letter (I177) was inadvertently included in the “individuals” category and comments were 

numbered accordingly. To avoid renumbering, the letter was left here with a cross-reference to the CBD 

letter (letter O1). 

I177-1 This comment letter (letter I177) serves as the transmittal for the comment letter prepared 

by the Center for Biological Diversity (letter O1). See responses to comment letter O1 for 

detailed responses. 
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I178 Timothy Lord 

June 25, 2015 

 

I178-1 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. 

I178-2 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. 
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I179 Karen Loro 

June 17, 2015 

 

I179-1 The comment expresses concern about the project’s negative effects, including increased 

water usage in an already drought stressed environment, degradation of water quality, traffic, 

degradation of air quality, increase in noise pollution, increase in light pollution, etc. 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. 

I179-2 The comment expresses concern that enjoying winter sports on the mountain would not be 

enhanced with the addition of more traffic, people, and impacts such as trash removal. 

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. 

I179-3 The comment expresses concerns that the project would compromise experiences 

associated with Squaw Valley, such as dark skies, quiet trails, views, and clean water. 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. 

I179-4 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. 
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I180 Park Loughlin 

June 27, 2015 

 

I180-1 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. 

 


