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I229 Mike Rogge 

July 15, 2015 

 

I229-1 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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I230 Helga Roghers 

July 16, 2015 

 

I230-1 The comment expresses concerns related to traffic and visual resources. 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. 

The remainder of this 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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I231 Erik and Deborah Rogind 

July 17, 2015 

 

I231-1 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. 

I231-2 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 related to building height, the indoor 

adventure center, access (including possible road expansion), and the time period for project 

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

FEIR (also see Section 2.1 of this FEIR regarding a proposed reduction in some building 

heights). 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 remainder of this 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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I232 Elizabeth Rosner 

July 15, 2015 

 

I232-1 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. Also, see the Master Response 

regarding the MAC. 

I232-2 The comment expresses concerns related to visual resources, traffic, noise, and pollution 

(including light pollution at night), creating cumulative effects that the project will add to. 

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. 

I232-3 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. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-737 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-738 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 3.2.5-739 

I233 Mike Sahlman 

June 16, 2015 

 

I233-1 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 related to views, which are addressed in 

Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR and in 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. 

I233-2 The comment states that the height of the buildings should be restricted to no higher than 

the current village. The Reduced Buildings Heights Alternative, which would reduce building 

heights to conform with the existing Intrawest Village (i.e., 75 feet), similar to what the 

comment suggests, was considered, but not evaluated further in the DEIR. The rationale for 

why this alternative was not evaluated further in the DEIR is described on page 17-12 of the 

DEIR. However, as described in Section 2.1, “Project Modifications,” of this FEIR, the 

applicant has proposed changes to the proposed building heights in response to concerns 

expressed by the Squaw Valley Design Review Committee and members of the public. 

I233-3 Traffic impacts, including those along SR 89 and Squaw Valley Road, are addressed in 

Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR. Also, see the Master Response 

regarding traffic. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the 

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

I233-4 Water supply is addressed in Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities,” of the DEIR (see 

Impact 14-1). Also, see the Master Response regarding water supply. No specific issues 

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

further response is provided here. 

I233-5 Squaw Creek restoration is described in Section 3.4.5, “Squaw Creek Restoration,” of the 

DEIR. The comment asks how Squaw Creek will be protected in the case of the smaller 

development. It is assumed that the comment is referring to the Reduced Density Alternative, 

which includes a more modest restoration given the lesser financial resources that would be 

available (see pages 17-24 through 17-31 of the DEIR). See the Master Response regarding 

the Reduced Density Alternative.  

I233-6 Mitigation Measure 8-2b in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR (see page 8-53) 

requires the project applicant to obtain Design Review approval from the County, as follows: 

Prior to submittal of Improvement Plans or Building Permits, the project applicant 

shall obtain Design Review approval from the Placer County Design/Site Review 

Committee (D/SRC). All project phases must be compatible with the Plan Area 

Development Standards prescribed in Appendix B of the VSVSP. Review and approval 

by the County shall apply to such project components as: colors, materials, and 

textures of all structures; landscaping; signs; exterior lighting; and entry features. 

Also, see Appendix B of the VSVSP which includes the proposed development standards and 

design guidelines for the proposed project. 
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I233-7 Regarding the two 1960s Olympic-related buildings (the Olympic Valley Lodge and the Far 

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

I233-8 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided above. See responses to 

the detailed comments above. 
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I234 Joan Sarlo 

July 8, 2015 

 

I234-1 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 

Road. 

I234-2 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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I235 Paul Sassenrath 

June 18, 2015 

 

I235-1 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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I236 Jamie Schectman 

July 15, 2015 

 

I236-1 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. 

I236-2 See the Master Response regarding occupancy assumptions. 

I236-3 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

I236-4 The comment expressing concern about the visual renderings of 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. 

I236-5 See the Master Response regarding the mountain maintenance facility. 

I236-6 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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I237 Robert Schladale and Lois Williams 

June 17, 2015 

 

I237-1 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 related to the size of the project, the height of 

buildings, and change in views. These issues are addressed in Chapter 8, “Visual 

Resources,” of the DEIR and in the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis. 

Also see Section 2.1 of this FEIR regarding proposed reductions in some building heights. 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 the perceived negative economic impacts for small businesses in the Valley and a 

reduction in sales tax collections for the County, these are not inherently environmental 

issues requiring CEQA analysis. 

I237-2 The comment expresses concerns related to traffic, noise, and air quality. These issues are 

addressed in 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 water supply and the Master Response regarding 

the 25-year construction period. 

I237-3 No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in 

this comment. No further response is provided here. 

I237-4 See the Master Response regarding the MAC. 

I237-5 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. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-750 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 3.2.5-751 

I238 Billy Schmohl 

July 16, 2015 

 

I238-1  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. 

In particular, the comment expresses concerns related to traffic and expansion into the 

Shirley Canyon area. These issues are addressed in 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. 

I238-2 See the Master Response regarding occupancy assumptions. The remainder of 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. 

I238-3 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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I239 Chase Schweitzer 

July 17, 2015 

 

I239-1 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. 

I239-2 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

I239-3 The comment expresses concerns related to the lack of a guarantee that the project will be 

finished in 25 years. First, see the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction 

period. As described therein and in multiple places in the DEIR, project construction would be 

developed over an estimated 25-year buildout period, with the sequence and pace of 

construction driven by the market. This does not mean the project would be under constant 

construction over this period; rather, it would be constructed in response to market demand, 

and the applicant estimates (based on market studies and economic cycles) that build out 

would be completed in 25 years. 

The comment is correct in that there is no guarantee that project construction would be 

completed in 25 years. Based on actual future market conditions, buildout could take longer 

or shorter. The magnitude of impacts, however, would be as stated in the DEIR. If, for 

example, buildout takes longer than 25 years because of market conditions, then there will 

also be longer “quiet periods” between the completion of one phase and the initiation of the 

next phase. These quiet periods could last several years if market conditions so dictate, 

during which time construction impacts would not occur. 

CEQA acknowledges that a drafting an EIR necessarily involves some degree of forecasting 

and that lead agencies must use their best efforts to find out and disclose all that it 

reasonably can (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15144). Accordingly, the County reviewed the 

applicant’s anticipated construction schedule and determined it to be reasonable. Therefore, 

the analysis in the DEIR is based on reasonable assumptions and the best available 

information.  

 The comment then asks that the significant and unavoidable impacts of more than 25 years 

of project construction be considered in the FEIR. See above response regarding the 25-year 

construction period and the reasonableness of the DEIR analysis. The mitigation measures 

identified in the DEIR would continue to be implemented, and construction activities would 

continue to be subject to the same laws and regulations regarding environmental review, 

wetlands, erosion, noise, etc. If environmental conditions change from what is evaluated in 

the EIR due to the passage of time, then subsequent approvals could be subject to additional 

CEQA documentation. 

I239-4 See the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. 

I239-5 The comment states that the proposed project is estimated to generate approximately 

45,403 metric tons of carbon dioxide-equivalent per year and, according to Moonshine Ink, 

this would be an almost four-fold increase from current levels. Please refer to the response 

to comment I40-3 regarding the idea that GHG emissions would increase four fold.  

The comment on GHG expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not 

comment on the content of the DEIR.  
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The comment also requests that the County consider a reduced density alternative to 

mitigate the project’s GHG emissions. Again, the analysis of operational GHG emissions 

under Impact 16-2 focuses on the GHG efficiency in which the project would operate. Please 

also see the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. 
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I240 Chase Schweitzer 

July 17, 2015 

 

I240-1 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. 

I240-2 CEQA requires analysis of the potential for the project to result in the release of potentially 

hazardous materials into the environment. See the Master Response regarding the mountain 

maintenance facility for a discussion of safety concerns because of proposed uses of Lot 19 

and Section 2.1 of this FEIR for the revised proposal for propane storage. The Master 

Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative provides discussion of the feasibility of 

implementing this alternative.  

 


