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I201 Linda Morris 

no date 

 

I201-1 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. 

I201-2 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. 

I201-3 The comment expresses dissatisfaction with existing conditions at Squaw Valley, such as the 

location of the ice skating rink and other High Camp amenities as well as existing shuttle 

service. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are 

raised in this comment. No further response is provided here. 

I201-4 The comment implies that the project is seeking water supply from Martis Valley. This is not 

part of the proposed project. As described in the DEIR, sufficient water is available in the 

Olympic Valley to serve the project and other cumulative development. Also, please see the 

Master Response regarding water supply. 

I201-5 The comment provides concluding remarks, but no comments on the content of the DEIR.  
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I202 Jennifer Morrison 

July 13, 2015 

 

I202-1 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 

3.2.5-628 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 3.2.5-629 

I203 Dora Moutafian 

July 8, 2015 

 

I203-1 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 

Road. 

I203-2 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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I204 Robert J. Mowris, P.E. 

July 17, 2015 

 

I204-1 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. See 

responses to the detailed comments below. 

I204-2 The comment disagrees with assumptions made related to occupancy rates. See the Master 

Response regarding occupancy assumptions. The potential for urban decay is addressed is 

the DEIR under Impact 4-5 (Economic or social changes resulting in physical environmental 

changes). The commenter offers observations regarding relative use of condominiums at the 

existing Squaw Valley Village, but no evidence to support the contention that the project 

would cause blight in the village.  

See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. Regarding the comment 

that the project should be scaled back by 50 percent, see the Master Response regarding 

the Reduced Density Alternative.  

I204-3 The comment addresses issues related to snow storage, stating that the DEIR should be 

revised to include mitigation strategies to accommodate existing village snow storage. This 

issue is addressed in Impact 13-7 and Mitigation Measure 13-7. Operational greenhouse gas 

emissions, including those related to snow removal, are discussed under Impact 16-2 in the 

DEIR. 

 Also, see response to comment I52-10 regarding offsite snow storage and the Master 

Response regarding water supply for a discussion of aquifer recharge. 

I204-4 The commenter summarizes the conclusions of the DEIR noise analysis and states that 

existing noise levels at the East Parcel are excessive and therefore the East Parcel is 

unsuitable for the proposed employee housing. The DEIR includes Mitigation Measure 11-4b 

that would ensure interior noise standards are met for all new development. Further, 

additional mitigation has been included in the FEIR to reduce exterior noise from Squaw 

Valley Road. See the Master Response regarding noise for further details. 

I204-5 The comment provides a summary of the DEIR’s analysis and mitigation of operational GHG 

emissions under Impact 16-2, which appears on pages 16-15 through 16-19. The 

commenter then states, “On page 16-21, Chapter 16 indicates that “’No mitigation is 

required.’” The statement that “No mitigation is required” refers to the analysis of impacts of 

climate change on the project analyzed under Impact 16-3. 

The commenter also points out that Mitigation Measure 16-2, which requires the 

implementation of an ongoing operational greenhouse gas review and reduction program, 

“provides no specifically defined actions or measures to be implemented by the developer to 

reduce GHG emissions.” As explained on page 3-33 of the DEIR, “the Specific Plan would be 

developed over an estimated 25-year buildout period.” Explanation for not including detailed, 

defined requirements in Mitigation Measure 16-2 is provided on page 16-19 under the 

heading, “Significance after Mitigation.” Here the DEIR explains, “it is not known whether the 

proposed project would achieve threshold targets identified for the years after 2020, 

because such targets do not yet exist and it would be speculative to assume what they might 

be and/or what regulations will be in place to help achieve them.” And further, “important 
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factors are not currently known: the GHG emissions target in effect at the time that 

subdivisions are submitted after 2020; the effectiveness of regulatory actions already 

adopted as part of the implementation of the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006; and the 

potential for application of new regulations and their effectiveness. Further, the cost and 

feasibility of certain policies that would be mandated as mitigation are not known.” It is also 

not know if and when new GHG reduction measures will be required by law.  

The comment then recommends various publications which offer ideas for reducing GHG 

emissions, by reducing building energy use, including sources the commenter has co-

authored on behalf of the American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy, Union of 

Concerned Scientists, and Natural Resources Defense Council. The County acknowledges 

that measures identified in these and other publications can be considered when individual 

projects are processed by the County after 2020, if necessary to meet performance 

standards pursuant to Mitigation Measure 16-2. See also the Master Response regarding the 

GHG analysis. 

I204-6 See the Master Response regarding the water supply for a discussion of groundwater 

recharge and aquifer recharge. 

I204-7 The commenter suggests that the proposed fractional cabins on Lots 16 and 18 should be 

replaced with buying older homes in Squaw Valley as they become available for sale, and 

upgrading them to be energy efficient and equipped with solar electric and solar water 

heating panels. This would not meet most of the project objectives. Please see Chapter 17, 

“Alternatives,” in the DEIR. 
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I205 Alan Muschott 

June 5, 2015 

 

I205-1 The comment expresses concern that degraded traffic conditions associated with Christy Hill 

Road and Far East Road would result in safety concerns for pedestrians. As discussed under 

Impact 9-6, the proposed project would include crosswalks at appropriate intervals to 

ensure pedestrians can safely traverse across the entire plan area. Appropriate lighting 

and safety signage, such as yield signs, stop signs, pedestrian crossing signs and 

pedestrian warning beacons, would be installed in conjunction with the crosswalks. The 

specific location for crosswalks and other pedestrian safety features would be determined 

during detailed design phases of the project. Also, see Section 2.1, “Project Modifications,” 

of this FEIR for a description of crosswalks that would be installed outside of the Specific 

Plan area along Squaw Valley Road. 
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I206 Ed Nattrass 

July 16, 2015 

 

I206-1 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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I207 Lorraine Navarro 

May 16, 2015 

 

I207-1 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. 

I207-2 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for a discussion of the 

shadow study. Regarding Squaw Creek, as shown in Exhibit F of the DEIR, parts of Squaw 

Creek are shaded by the mountains during the early morning/late afternoon winter solstice. 

The eastern-most building on the project site (Building 6 in Exhibit 3-5) will cast shadows that 

encroach onto a small area of the creek at these same times, as well as at noon on the 

winter solstice (and around the solstice time). However, this is a very small part of the creek, 

and is similar to shadows from the mountain. There is no reason to believe that this small 

increment of additional shading would affect vegetation at the creek any differently than 

shadows from the mountains. 

I207-3 See the Master Response regarding the cumulative analysis. 

I207-4 Visual impacts of the project are addressed in Section 8 of the DEIR. Also please see the 

Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis. See response to comment I156-3 

regarding circulation at the tram. 

I207-5 See response to comment I156-4. 

I207-6 The comment states that the proposed traffic mitigation measures are unproven and 

speculative, but does not provide specific reasons. Therefore, a response cannot be 

provided. However, see response to comment O8d-14 which addresses adequacy of the 

DEIR’s traffic mitigation measures. 

I207-7 The comment indicates that the VSVSP and Placer County have policies that require 

provision of public space, but provides no reference to specific policies or requirements. 

Therefore, no specific response can be provided. 

See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for a discussion of shading 

and shadow within the main Village area. 

I207-8 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for clarification regarding the 

use of viewer groups in the DEIR analysis. 

I207-9 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis for clarification regarding the 

use of viewer groups in the DEIR analysis. 

I207-10 See response to comment I156-6. 
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I208 Joanne Neft 

July 16, 2015 

 

I208-1 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. 

I208-2 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. 

I208-3 The comment expresses concern related to traffic and air quality. These issues are 

addressed in the DEIR in Chapters 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” and 10, “Air Quality.” 

Also, see the Master Response regarding traffic.  

I208-4 The comment expresses concerns related to water supply and climate change. These issues 

are addressed in the DEIR in Chapters 14, “Public Services and Utilities,” and 16, 

“Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change.”  

I208-5 Project consistency with the Placer County General Plan is addressed in the DEIR in Chapter 

4, “Land Use and Forest Resources.” 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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I209 Caitlin Nimmo 

no date 

 

I209-1 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. 

I209-2 The comment expresses concerns related to impacts on the local infrastructure, specifically 

related to traffic on I-80 and SR 89. This issue is addressed in the DEIR and in the Master 

Response regarding traffic.  

I209-3 See the Master Response regarding water supply for a discussion of the drought, and the 

Master Response regarding the MAC for details about water use.  

I209-4 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. 

I209-5 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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I210 Ruth Nolan 

July 15, 2015 

 

I210-1 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. 

I210-2  The comment expresses concerns about noise, noise effects on wildlife, and effects on 

viewsheds. These issues are addressed in the DEIR and in the Master Responses in this 

FEIR. 

I210-3 The comment expresses concerns about impacts to natural resources. No specific issues 

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

further response is provided here. 

I210-4 See response to comment I210-1. 

  


