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I221 Eric Poulsen 

July 15, 2015 

 

I221-1 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. 

I221-2 The comment suggests that by providing housing and entertainment near the ski resort, 

more patrons will be encouraged to stay overnight in Olympic Valley versus driving in and out. 

While the DEIR conservatively does not make such an assumption for either the winter or 

summer conditions, it is possible that the commenter’s assessment could be correct under 

certain conditions. See response to comment I226-3 for a discussion of how the project itself 

can be considered a form of transportation demand management (TDM).  

I221-3 The comment suggests options such as opening the ski resort earlier in the day, and selling 

half day morning lift tickets as potential mitigation measures to reduce peak hour traffic. 

Regarding opening the ski resort earlier in the day, there are various difficulties with 

implementing this option to the extent it would reduce morning peak hour trips. According to 

Squaw Valley personnel, it is logistically difficult to open the resort prior to 8:30 a.m., and this 

is already a target opening time for peak days such as during the Christmas time holidays. 

Even so, it is difficult to open the mountain to skiers prior to 9:00 a.m. Sunrise occurs around 

7:30 a.m. at this peak time of year, and time is required to ensure safe operating conditions 

(avalanche control, other safety inspections requiring daylight.) Other peak days tend to 

occur during or immediately after snowfall, and these are typically the same days where 

avalanche control may delay opening, or at least prohibit a pre-9:00 a.m. start. Finally, this 

option would only be needed on the peak days, which would then need to be predicted so 

that potential ski resort visitors could be notified of the early opening. This kind of prediction 

is often difficult, particularly trying to predict peak day conditions several days in advance so 

that skiers that could be reached with an early opening notice would have sufficient time to 

plan accordingly.  

 Selling morning half day tickets could potentially reduce p.m. peak hour traffic, although 

there is no way to predict the extent to which this could reduce peak hour traffic (if at all). 

Further, morning half day tickets would require significance additions to resort infrastructure 

and operations that may be infeasible. Currently, Squaw provides facilities and personnel to 

check tickets on lifts in the lower part of the mountain, which is where all skiers enter resort. 

Specific gates are provided at these lower lifts, which scan the tickets and automatically 

open to let the skier access the lift. The gates, which are costly to install, are not provided on 

the upper half where a large number of lifts are located. Currently, half-day tickets allow 

skiing after 1:00 p.m., until the end of the ski day. It is not possible to enter the mountain 

before 1:00 p.m. because the tickets will not activate the gates prior to this time.  

If morning half-day tickets were sold, these scan-activated gates would be required at every 

lift on the mountain, otherwise the skiers could purchase only a morning ticket but stay all 

day skiing a lift that does not have a scan-activated gate. Squaw already experiences fraud 

with skiers dropping passes from chairs to their friends, where they then use the same pass 

to ski for free. This phenomenon would likely worsen if a skier is already on the mountain 

using a half-day morning pass, where they have an “incentive” to cheat the system. The 

same type of phenomenon is not attendant upon afternoon half-day skiers, because they are 

already on the mountain for the time they have paid, until the end of the day. Thus, for these 

reasons and because it is not known if this would result in a meaningful reduction in p.m. 

peak hour trips, this measure is not considered feasible. 
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It should also be noted that the expansion of relatively low-cost season passes in recent 

years has had the beneficial effect of reducing peak-hour traffic volumes, by reducing the 

desire by skiers to maximize their time on the slopes. A comparison of the existing winter 

peak-hour traffic volumes presented in the DEIR with those presented in the Report to Placer 

County Regarding Squaw Valley Traffic Impacts for the Resort at Squaw Creek, prepared by 

Omni-Means in 1990 indicates that winter westbound AM peak-hour traffic volumes have 

declined by 38 percent along Squaw Valley Road west of SR 89, while winter eastbound PM 

peak-hour volumes have declined by 22 percent. Even when VSVSP project generated traffic 

volumes are included, traffic volumes are forecast to be 32 percent lower than they were in 

1990 in the eastbound AM peak-hour condition, and 11 percent lower in the westbound PM 

peak-hour condition. 

I221-4 See the Master Response regarding traffic with regard to overall public transit concepts. With 

regard to a high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane for buses that would travel on SR 89, 

unfortunately there is not sufficient right of way on the highway to add a bus lane without 

affecting other traffic flow. Widening the right of way would result in adverse effects to the 

Truckee River and would encroach on camping areas, homes, etc.  

The use of the bike path between Squaw Valley and Tahoe City was studied in 1995. It was 

found to require extensive improvements to structurally accommodate buses, and thus it 

was determined to be infeasible. In addition, the provision of afternoon traffic management 

in Tahoe City on peak winter days has eliminated much of the historic delays for southbound 

SR 89 traffic.  

I221-5 See the Master Response regarding traffic for a discussion of transit, off-site parking, and 

paid parking. With regard to amenities, the proposed project would include new commercial 

establishments and other amenities that would make extending the ski day more attractive 

than current conditions, spreading out and reducing the potential peak. Mitigation Measure 

9-1b, which provides for a real time traffic information system that would provide data to 

patrons on travel time/congestion on Squaw Valley Road may also serve to extend the day 

past peak traffic times for many skiers, thereby reducing peak traffic. 

 Mitigation Measure 9-7 (Contribute fair share or create a Community Service Area or a 

Community Facilities District to cover increased transit service) would expand regional transit 

access to Squaw Valley from existing external parking areas, such as the Tahoe City Transit 

Center. 

I221-6 The comment suggests additional mitigation in the form of hotel packages that encourage 

off-peak arrivals/departures. Under existing conditions, hotel stays and packages are 

designed for off-peak arrivals and departures (e.g., check-in and check-out days during week 

days, off-peak hotel check-in times); this would continue to be the practice with project 

implementation. 

I221-7 A dimensional analysis was performed by MacKay & Somps, project engineers, by overlaying 

AutoCAD files of the existing and proposed right of way, Squaw Valley Road, and Squaw 

Creek channel. The result of the analysis using visual inspection proved there to be sufficient 

easement to complete the improvements for Squaw Valley Road (with a 72-foot cross 

section) and Far East Road (with a 58-foot cross section).  

I221-8 The commenter suggests additional restoration improvements to the Squaw Creek channel. 

The comment expresses that restoration upstream of the Far East bridge (the eastern-most 

bridge in that currently accesses parking), in addition to downstream of the bridge, would be 

beneficial in reducing sedimentation. It is noted that the proposed stream channel 

restoration is still in its conceptual stage, but does include restoration efforts both upstream 

and downstream of the Far East bridge. As currently envisioned, restoration activities would 
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extend from just west of the Squaw Valley Road bridge (western-most bridge currently 

accessing the parking lot, to east of the Far East bridge at the confluence of the Squaw 

Creek and Olympic Channel. Stream meanders would be introduced where the channel has 

been engineered and straightened, and other features would also be introduced 

(revegetation, grade control, depressional features) that better control sedimentation, 

provide for groundwater recharge, and extend wetland features. As the restoration plans are 

refined and formalized, the applicant will seek input to optimize restoration so that it 

maximizes a return to more natural conditions within the context of manmade modifications 

upstream and downstream of the restoration plan. 

 Regarding flood risk, as shown on DEIR Exhibits 13-12, 13-13, and 13-14, the 100-year 

floodplain in the main Village area is primarily contained within the existing trapezoidal 

channel, with the exception of an area to the south of the creek that currently extends into 

the existing surface parking lot. However, the proposed creek restoration includes widening 

of the trapezoidal channel, increasing its capacity to convey flood waters. The creek 

restoration is not expected to adversely affect flood risk, and as indicated in the discussion 

of Impact 13-8 in the DEIR, after restoration is complete, the 100-year flood stage elevation 

is expected to be contained within the widened trapezoidal channel area.  

I221-9 The commenter suggests improvements to the Searchlight pond system, upstream of the 

project, to benefit snow-making, aquifer recharge, and flood control. While these 

improvements all have merit, they are related to ski resort operations and are outside the 

scope of the proposed project. 
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I222 Diane Prioleau 

July 12, 2015 

 

I222-1  Overall, 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. 

 In particular, the comment expresses concerns about the project’s negative effects on the 

health, safety, and character of the valley. No specifics are offered about these negative 

effects, so a further response is not provided here. The project’s potential impacts are 

evaluated throughout the DEIR. 

 Regarding the two 1960s Olympic-related buildings (the Olympic Valley Lodge and the Far 

East Center), see response to comment I52-13. 

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

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

I222-2 Water supply is addressed in Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities,” of the DEIR (see 

Impact 14-1). No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR 

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

I222-3  See the Master Response regarding the MAC. 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. 

I222-4 Impacts to vistas are addressed in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR (see Impact 8-

1). 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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I223 Marc Prioleau 

July 15, 2015 

 

I223-1  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 expressing opposition to the project 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. 

I223-2  See the Master Response regarding the MAC. 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. 

I223-3  See response to comment I223-2. 

I223-4  Impacts to views are addressed in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR. Also see the 

Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis. No specific issues related to the 

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

is provided here. 

I223-5  See response to comment I223-1. 
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I224 Ariana Rampy 

July 17, 2015 

 

I224-1 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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I225 Rusty Reams 

no date 

 

I225-1 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. 

 In particular, the comment expresses concerns about noise, loss of trees, and the project’s 

construction timeline. 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. 

 Also, see the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 

I225-2 Alternatives to the proposed project are described and evaluated in Chapter 17, 

“Alternatives,” of the DEIR in a manner consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 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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