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I181 Park Loughlin 

July 15, 2015 

 

I181-1 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. 

 Regarding concerns about building heights, the indoor amusement center, and 25 years of 

construction, see the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis (as well as 

Section 2.1 in this FEIR), the Master Response regarding the MAC, and the Master Response 

regarding the 25-year construction period, respectively. 
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I182 Charles E. Luckhardt 

June 9, 2015 

 

I182-1 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. 

I182-2 The comment expresses concerns related to the use of the proposed helipad. The helipad 

would be considered an emergency medical services landing site pursuant to the California 

Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525 through 3560 (Airports and Heliports). 

Emergency medical services landing sites are designated and authorized by a public safety 

agency (i.e., any city, county, state agency, or special purpose district authorized to arrange 

for emergency medical services) for the landing and taking off of an emergency services 

helicopter (PUC Section 2166.1). By definition, these sites are used an average of six times 

per month or less over a 12-month period, are not marked as a permitted heliport, and are 

used only for emergency medical purposes. Emergency services landing sites are exempt 

from the permitting requirements of Title 21 of the CCR pursuant to PUC 21661 (page 3-19 

of the DEIR). Note that the purpose of the helipad is to establish a formal landing spot for 

emergency services already provided, not to increase helicopter use; currently helicopters 

land in open areas of the parking lot, when available, or on the mountain. See also page 11-

17 of the DEIR, which describes why noise impacts of helicopters are not discussed further in 

the DEIR.  

I182-3 The comment expresses concerns related to the sequence of construction. The sequence 

and pace for constructing various land uses and facilities would be market driven; therefore, 

a specific construction schedule has not been developed at this time. However, 

infrastructure that supports the buildings (parking, sewer, etc.), by necessity, would be 

constructed to serve the related development; otherwise operations would be infeasible. See 

Section 3.4.6, “Project Construction,” in the DEIR for further details, including the trigger for 

completion of creek restoration.  

I182-4 The comment addresses an existing condition regarding three-laning Squaw Valley Road 

during certain peak times. Squaw Valley Ski Corporation trains personnel to properly conduct 

flagging operations, but the commenter’s observations are noted. They will be provided to 

the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during their review of the 

project. Also see the portion of the traffic Master Response regarding the effectiveness of 

Mitigation Measure 9-1a. Also, please see response to comment I54-20. Regarding the 

recommendation to “extend Sandy into the road serving the cabins at the Ropes Course,” 

this is not part of the project, and would not mitigate impacts of the project, so the 

recommendation is not addressed in the DEIR.  
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I183 Jane E. Luckhardt 

July 17, 2015 

 

I183-1 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 responses to comment letter O10 submitted by the Squaw Valley Lodge Owners 

Association. 

 Fore detailed responses to the comments regarding traffic and noise, see responses below.  

I183-2 The comment provides some anecdotal experiences associated with pedestrians and drivers 
in the Olympic Valley. These comments are noted. Chapter 9, “Transportation and 
Circulation,” of the DEIR provides an evaluation of transportation and circulation impacts 
associated with implementation of the project. Also, see the Master Response regarding 
traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak Road. 

I183-3 The commenter provides an overview of the issues that are further described in the below 

comments. See responses to comments I183-4 through I183-8. 

I183-4 The County exemptions construction noise, to an extent, by ordinance. However, although the 

Placer County Code Section 9.36.010 (construction noise exemption) was described in the 

DEIR, it was not relied upon for the significance conclusion. The DEIR concluded significant 

and unavoidable with regards to construction noise impacts. Further, as described in the 

Chapter 11, “Noise,” of the DEIR and the Master Response regarding noise, mitigation 

measures were included to protect sensitive land uses in the surrounding community, to the 

extent feasible, from excessive construction noise. With regards to the extended period of 

construction, see the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period.  

I183-5 The commenter expresses concern that the ambient noise measurements taken to describe 

existing conditions do not accurately reflect noise levels during times of the year when the ski 

area is not operating.  

Section 11.5.3, “Local Setting of the DEIR,” describes the existing conditions within the 

project area with regards to noise. As shown in Table 11-3, 19 separate noise measurements 

were conducted throughout the area. Existing noise levels along Squaw Valley Road and SR 

89 were also modeled and presented in Table 11-4. Different noise measurements were 

conducted for various purposes. Some measurements were intended to characterize noise 

sources unique to Squaw Valley, such as ski lifts, snowmaking equipment, and snow plows, 

while others were conducted to characterize the existing ambient noise levels. 

Measurements related to snow or ski operations could only be taken during the ski season. 

Measurements that were not within the existing village or adjacent to a certain type of 

equipment would be representative of ambient noise levels as they were located far enough 

away from ski lifts and other snow-related equipment such that those noise sources would 

not influence the noise measurement results. Table 11-13, Exhibit 11-1, and Exhibit 11-2 

indicate where and when all measurements were conducted. 

Measurements were used in the noise analysis to describe what types of noise sources 

currently exist and what might be added as result of the project. Further, noise 

measurements were used in the analysis (Impact 11-4) to evaluate the level of noise that 

new sensitive receptors as a part of the project would be exposed to. Because the 

measurements were taken during the ski season when more activity associated with skiing 
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and snow activities occurs, noise levels during this time would be considered the maximum 

levels that currently exist. As described in Impact 11-4, new sensitive receptors would not be 

exposed to excessive noise levels. 

All potential noise sources associated with the proposed project were evaluated and 

described in the DEIR. Mitigation measures were added based on the projected maximum 

noise levels that could occur. The commenter suggests that a table should be included that 

shows existing noise levels and existing plus project noise levels. An evaluation of this type 

would not be appropriate for the proposed project. The proposed project is a specific plan 

with development occurring in various areas and spread out over a large area. Noise levels 

would vary throughout the entire area and would be determined based on the specific 

development and site plan orientation that is ultimately decided on. There would be no way 

to accurately quantify the actual noise levels at each location where existing noise 

measurements were conducted. However, to evaluate increase in noise, the proposed noise 

sources were evaluated based on the potential to exceed applicable Placer County noise 

standards and whether or not they would result in a substantial increase in noise (i.e., 5 dB) 

or not. Mitigation measures were proposed and included in the DEIR that would adequately 

address new stationary noise sources. New mitigation was included in the FEIR to reduce 

exterior noise from traffic-noise on Squaw Valley Road. See the Master Response regarding 

noise for more details.  

The commenter suggests that sound may bounce off of walls which would require additional 

mitigation. Mitigation Measure 11-4b would require a site-specific noise study to ensure new 

development would be designed to meet interior noise standards. The noise study would 

evaluate all noise sources and levels at the time of development. No further mitigation is 

necessary. 

I183-6 See response to comment I183-5. 

I183-7 All noise prediction estimates were conducted using industry-accepted models and 

methodologies. The DEIR explains the variations in meteorological conditions that may affect 

noise levels and transmission in Chapter 11, “Noise” (see, in particular, Sections 11.4.3, 

“Atmospheric Effects” and 11.5.3, “Local Setting”). These variables are not typically 

addressed in noise prediction models as atmospheric/meteorological conditions change 

throughout the day and year and vary with location. To address such a variable, that changes 

both with time and geography, would require models to be developed for specific annual 

meteorological conditions for individual project sites. However, even with the model used not 

including meteorological conditions as a variable, various elements are incorporated into the 

modelling that prevent an underestimation of noise conditions. For example, the modeling 

does not account for physical features such as topography and obstacles that could block or 

obstruct noise, effectively removing a variable that could reduce noise levels. As explained in 

Section 11.7.2 of the DEIR, noise levels predicted by the noise-modeling are considered 

conservative (i.e., anticipated to overestimate noise levels). Although noise prediction 

models, like any other prediction model, have limitations, conservative assumptions were 

used and therefore impacts were appropriately characterized. Minor changes in noise levels 

that could be attributed to atmospheric conditions would not change the conclusions in the 

EIR. The specific models and methods used were explained in the DEIR in Chapter 11. 

Specific parameters and assumptions built into the models were provided in DEIR Appendix I, 

“Noise Calculations.” All modeling conducted assumed worst-case noise levels as described 

in the DEIR in Section 11.7.2, “Methods and Assumptions.”  

I183-8 See the Master Response regarding mitigation of noise from construction. Regarding the use 

of the word “feasible” in certain mitigation measures, this term has meaning where it is 

applied. For instance, one measure suggests using welding instead of riveting “where 

feasible and consistent with building codes.” While welding may be quieter than riveting, it 
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may not be permissible in some instances if building codes or other applicable codes (OSHA 

standards) otherwise do not permit. This reflects the real-life nature of the construction 

process, and also is one reason that construction noise is considered significant and 

unavoidable. In most instances, the construction contractor, in coordination with the County 

and the project applicant, will determine what is “feasible” during on-the-ground construction 

activities. 

I183-9 The comment states that additional noise and traffic analyses must be prepared as well as 

corresponding consideration of mitigation measures to address the impacts. However, for 

the reasons discussed under responses to comments I183-1 through I183-8, the analysis is 

adequate and no changes to the DEIR are necessary. 
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I184 June Lund 

July 7, 2015 

 

I184-1 See the Master Response regarding impacts at the intersection of Squaw Valley Road and 

Squaw Peak Road. 

I184-2 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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I185 James & Jennifer Lynn 

July 11, 2015 

 

I185-1 See the Master Response regarding water supply. 

I185-2 The comment expresses concern that the existing ratepayers may fund additional capacity 

and infrastructure needs related to power and sewer requirements for the project. It is 

beyond the scope of an EIR to address the potential for a project to increase costs to existing 

residents resulting from infrastructure, although it is common that applicants pay their fair 

share to compensate for any increases in infrastructure costs. This project includes the 

construction new utilities, including upgrade and expansion to existing sewer lines and power 

transmission lines, to serve the project. The expense of those improvements will be borne by 

the project developer. 

I185-3 Impacts related to traffic are discussed in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” 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. 

I185-4 Impacts related to views and night skies are discussed in Chapter 8,” Visual Resources,” 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. 

I185-5 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. See also the Master Response regarding significant 

and unavoidable impacts.  
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I186 Kathi Mall 

July 17, 2015 

 

I186-1 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 remainder of this 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. 

I186-2 See the Master Response regarding water supply. 

I186-3  See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

I186-4 See the portion of the traffic Master Response regarding adequacy of the parking supply. 

I186-5 See the Master Response regarding the MAC. 

I186-6 Alternatives to the project are addressed in Chapter 17, “Alternatives,” 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. 
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I187 Douglas Maner 

May 16, 2015 

 

I187-1 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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I188 Romolo Marcucci 

July 17, 2015 

 

I188-1 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. 

 Regarding property values, this is an economic issue; Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines 

states that economic (and social) issues shall not be treated as significant effects on the 

environment. The comment also lists concerns related to visual impacts, height, light 

pollution at night, development in Shirley Canyon, construction noise and general noise. 

These issues are addressed in the DEIR and in multiple Master Responses in this FEIR. No 

specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in this 

comment. No further response is provided here. 

I188-2 See Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” in the DEIR for the potential effects that 

project would have on traffic and proposed mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, 

where mitigation is available. Also, see the Master Response regarding traffic. 
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I189 Bryan L. Martel 

July 17, 2015 

 

I189-1 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. 

I189-2 The comment relates concerns associated with parking. The Village at Squaw Valley Parking 

Analysis (LSC Transportation Consultants 2014) describes the parking needs associated with 

the proposed project (included in Appendix G to the DEIR). The study begins by estimating the 

peak winter parking demand of the project’s proposed land uses. More information is provided 

in Section 9.1.5, “Parking,” in the DEIR. Also, see the Master Response regarding traffic as it 

relates to parking. 

The availability of parking and the ability to conveniently park a car are not physical 

environmental impacts; rather, impacts result from construction of parking. Because parking 

availability affects the feasibility of the project—if people can’t reasonably park, they would 

not be able to use project facilities, a parking program has been developed by the applicant. 

The project would provide a supply of parking that accommodates overnight guests and day-

user skier parking demand for all but the busiest four ski days of the year. During those days, 

a variety of strategies would be implemented to ensure sufficient parking, including 

temporary use of out-of-valley parking lots and special transit services, such as shuttles 

between out-of-valley parking facilities and Olympic Valley, additional shuttles between the 

East Parcel and the Village for employees and day skiers, in-Village electric shuttles, and an 

in-Valley shuttle. To manage parking during peak ski days, resort attendants will direct 

motorists to appropriate lots/garages in an efficient and safe manner. Because parking 

conditions associated with the busiest four days of the ski season are atypical, they are not 

analyzed in this DEIR. 

 While the comment disagrees with parking data reported in the DEIR, no substantial 

evidence is provided to support the disagreement. As a result, no further response is 

provided. 
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I190 Mark McLaughlin 

July 10, 2015 

 

I190-1 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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I191 Amanda McTigue 

July 15, 2015 

 

I191-1 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. 

I191-2 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. Also, see the Master Response 

regarding the MAC. 

I191-3 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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I192 J. Richard Melbostad 

no date 

 

I192-1 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. 

I192-2 No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in 

this comment. No further response is provided here. 

 Regarding limiting the size of development, see Chapter 17, “Alternatives,” in the DEIR for a 

discussion of alternatives to the project, including the Reduced Density Alternative which 

would reduce the project by approximately 50 percent. Also, see the Master Response 

regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. 

I192-3 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. 

I192-4  See response to comment I192-3. 
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I193 Kathy Meleyco 

July 7, 2015 

 

I193-1 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. 

I193-2 The comment states that the DEIR did not consider the impacts of construction of a second 

tower by the Resort at Squaw Creek in conjunction with the applicant’s proposed 

development. It is assumed that the project referred to in this comment letter is Squaw 

Creek Phase 2. Squaw Creek Phase 2 is considered in the cumulative impact analysis 

provided in Chapter 18, “Other CEQA Sections,” in the DEIR (see Table 18-2 and pages 18-

56 to 18-57).  

I193-3 The comment states that the number of residents reported, represent approximately 36 

percent of the population, and expresses concerns related to the views experienced from 

existing condominiums. Viewer groups and viewer sensitivity is described in detail under 

Section 8.1.5, “Summary of Viewing Conditions,” in the DEIR. This section describes 

residents, resort visitors, ski area visitors, other recreational visitors, employees, and other 

viewer groups. The analysis was not intended to diminish the importance of this impact 

because of relative numbers of viewer groups, rather, it was intended to provide context. The 

analysis provides a thorough analysis of the viewer types who may be affected by the project, 

in terms of visual resources. Also, see the Master Response regarding the visual impact 

analysis. 

This visual impact analysis is based on field observations, a review of site plans and aerial 

photographs, photographs of the project site, and computer simulations of the completed 

development. The evaluation of impacts used Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, and 

considers the visual resources impacts in terms of the sensitive viewer groups described 

above. Viewsheds selected were representative of typical views afforded of the project, and 

included views from representative condominium and timeshare locations (Exhibit 8-17 

through 8-19 of the DEIR). 

Regarding building heights, see Section 2.1 of the FEIR, which describes the applicant’s 

proposed changes to the project since release of the DEIR, including a proposal to reduce 

some of the heights of the proposed buildings.  

I193-4 The project’s effects related to light and glare are discussed under Impact 8-5 in the DEIR. 

Mitigation measures are recommended to reduce potentially significant impacts, including 

installation of landscaping and blocking direct illumination of adjacent residential buildings. 

Specifically, Mitigation Measure 8-5c requires the applicant to design parking structures to 

block direct illumination of adjacent residential buildings. Also, see the Master Response 

regarding the visual impact analysis, which addresses light pollution, for additional 

information.  

 Regarding the comment that suggests forbidding lighting of the top, open level on parking 

structures, the California Building Code requires that the parking deck be lighted to minimum 

levels, which at present is one candle-foot average. 

I193-5 The comment expresses concerns related to the traffic analysis, particularly evacuation 

during emergency events. See response to comment I54-26. 
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I193-6 The comment states that the DEIR recommends that “adequate personnel” be put in place 

by the applicant to direct traffic at the intersections along Squaw Valley Road without 

defining what is meant by “adequate.” This comment appears to refer to DEIR Mitigation 

Measures 9-1a and 9-2a through 9-2d. These mitigation measures require that the applicant 

conduct traffic management along various roadway segments and intersections within the 

plan area. An existing agreement between the Squaw Valley Development Company and 

Placer County, which is described further in the below paragraph, contains the following 

element (see pages 9-7 and 9-8 of the DEIR): “Public residential streets along Squaw Valley 

Road will have adequate personnel to allow free movement of vehicles onto Squaw Valley 

Road.” The use of the term “adequate” is intentional to allow maximum operational flexibility 

for the traffic management program.  

The comment further expresses a preference that personnel, used to direct traffic, are either 

local police or highway patrol personnel. This comment is in reference to a December 15, 

1998 agreement between the Squaw Valley Development Company and Placer County that 

describes the traffic management program that Squaw Valley must undertake to “mitigate 

traffic impacts sufficiently to allow necessary findings described on page 49 of the Squaw 

Valley General Plan” (Squaw Valley Development Company and Placer County 1998). Each 

year, Squaw Valley obtains an encroachment permit from Placer County to operate the traffic 

management program in accordance with the agreement. This is an existing agreement 

between the Squaw Valley Development Company and Placer County and is not subject to 

evaluation in the EIR.  

I193-7 Noise impacts associated with the project are provided in Chapter 11, “Noise,” in the DEIR. 

Chapter 11 addresses construction- and operation-related noise effects. 

I193-8 See response to comment I41-7 for a discussion of the MMRP. 

I193-9 See the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. 
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I194 Steven L. Merrill 

July 15, 2015 

 

I194-1  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.  

Regarding the statement that “a development of this magnitude will greatly impact and 

degrade Lake Tahoe and the Sierras…,” the comment does not provide any specifics as to 

what impacts or degradation would occur as a result of the project. Therefore, a response 

cannot be provided. Also, see the Master Response regarding TRPA thresholds. 

Regarding the statement that “the size of the EIR alone confirms its drastic adverse 

environmental impact,” the project’s impacts are evaluated throughout the EIR, which is of 

sufficient size to evaluate all of the project’s potential impacts and mitigation measures, and 

alternatives to the project that could reduce the project’s significant impacts. 

The comment regarding the inadequacy of mitigation measures does not provide any 

specifics as to why the mitigation measures are perceived to be inadequate. Therefore, a 

response cannot be provided. 

I194-2 The comment expresses concern related to noise, traffic and congestion, air quality, water 

supply, and the project site’s visual character and surrounding scenic vistas. These issues 

are addressed in the DEIR and in the Master Responses in this FEIR. No specific issues 

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

further response is provided here. 

I194-3 See response to comment I194-1 regarding impacts to Lake Tahoe. The comment does not 

provide specific reasons specifying why the project would be inconsistent with the Regional 

Plan or Placer County’s General Plan. Therefore, a response cannot be provided.  

I194-4 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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I195 Rafe Miller 

no date 

 

I195-1 The project’s traffic-related impacts, including those along SR 89, are addressed in the DEIR 

in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation.” Also, see 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. 

I195-2 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. Also, see the Master Response regarding significant 

and unavoidable impacts. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-612 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-613 

I196 Tanya Miller 

June 17, 2015 

 

I196-1 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. 

 Regarding traffic issues on local highways in the project area, see Chapter 9, “Transportation 

and Circulation,” in the DEIR and the Master Response regarding traffic. 

I196-2 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. Also, see the Master Response 

regarding the MAC. 

I196-3 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. The remainder of 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. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-614 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-615 

I197 Roberta L Millstein 

July 17, 2015 

 

I197-1 The comment expresses concern related to the increase in traffic, loss of views, increased 

noise, and the general environmental impact of a project of this size. 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.  

The statement that “This is not the right location for this sort of enterprise,” 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. 

I197-2 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. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-616 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-617 

I198 Brenda Milum 

July 15, 2015 

 

I198-1 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. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-618 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-619 

 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-620 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I199 Nancy Minges 

June 20, 2015 

 

I199-1 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. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-621 

 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-622 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I200 Joan A. Monheit, LCSW 

July 15, 2015 

 

I200-1 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. 

 


