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I261 Greg Speicher 

July 13, 2015 

 

I261-1 The comment expressed general concerns such as traffic congestion and overwhelming the 

infrastructure. These issues are addressed in the DEIR (e.g., Chapter 9, “Traffic and 

Circulation”; Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities”). 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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I262 John Spiller 

July 17, 2015 

 

I262-1 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 

Road. 

I262-2 See the Master Response related to noise and the portion of the traffic Master Response 

related to construction traffic.  
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I263 Deborah Spohr 

July 17, 2015 

 

I263-1 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. 

 The comment notes concerns such as traffic, water, and air quality. These issues are 

addressed in the DEIR (see Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation”; Chapter 13, 

“Hydrology and Water Quality”; Chapter 10, “Air Quality”). 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 statement that the size project needs to be reduced to something that is 

sustainable and beneficial, see the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density 

Alternative.  

I263-2 Climate change is addressed in the DEIR in Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gases and Climate 

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

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

I263-3 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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I264 Lisa Sproehnle 

July 17, 2015 

 

I264-1 The comment is related to the County’s recent approval of the pickleball courts at the 

entrance of Squaw Valley. This is unrelated to the proposed project or DEIR. 

I264-2 The comment notes concerns related to project construction such as noise, air quality, and 

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

in this FEIR (e.g., the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period). 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 the comment describes the commenter’s memories of Squaw Valley. No 

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

comment. No further response is provided here. 

I264-3  See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. 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. 

I264-4  The comment offers a suggestion to preserve Squaw Valley as a natural historic preservation 

area similar to life in the 1960s. 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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I265 Kevin Starr 

July 17, 2015 

 

I265-1  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. 

I265-2 The project’s potential traffic effects on SR 89 are addressed in Impacts 9-3 and 18-21 (SR 

89 intersections), 9-4 and 18-22 (vehicular queuing at SR 89 intersections), and 9-5 and 18-

23 (SR 89 segments) in the DEIR. Mitigation for these impacts include the following: 

 Mitigation Measure 9-3: Construct the planned traffic signal at the SR 89/Alpine 

Meadows intersection. 

 Mitigation Measures 9-4 and 18-22: Lengthen northbound left-turn lane and modify the 

traffic signal timing at the SR 89/Squaw Valley Road intersection. 

 Mitigation Measure 9-5: Improve operations on select segments of SR 89 and SR 28. 

As described in the DEIR, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures 9-4/18-22 and 

9-5, these impacts would be significant and unavoidable (see pages 9-62, 9-63, and 18-27). 

See also the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. No specific 

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

comment. No further response is provided here. 

I265-3 See the Master Response regarding water supply for a discussion of the Martis Valley 

pipeline. Sufficient water supply is available within Olympic Valley without the need to access 

water from Martis Valley. 

I265-4 See response to comment I265-1. 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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I266 David Stepner 

June 26, 2015 

 

I266-1 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. 

I266-2 See the portions of the traffic Master Response addressing the adequacy of parking supply 

and the use of 2011-2012 ski season data to represent existing winter conditions. The 

observation that a substantial number of skiers depart before the period of peak parking 

demand (generating parking turnover) is consistent with traffic volumes observed in other 

seasons as well. 

 The day skier parking supply has been designed, per Placer County’s direction, to 

accommodate the 5th highest annual day skier parking demand. The commenter is correct 

that on the busiest four days of a typical ski season day skier parking will be fully utilized.  

I266-3 The evaluation of parking supply is provided primarily in Section 9.1.5 in the DEIR (page 9-7). 

As stated on page 9-55, “Effects associated with parking are not considered a significant 

criterion under CEQA.” Therefore, an impact significance conclusion, and mitigation for 

parking is not provided in the EIR. Mitigation measures addressed in the comment are 

intended to address traffic congestion, and not parking. The comment suggests a variety of 

measures to address a perceived parking deficit, including: operating shuttles within Olympic 

Valley and to nearby areas along SR 89 to provide local service to the Squaw Valley Ski 

Resort, additional parking at the East Parcel in the form of a third level on the parking 

structure, structured parking at Alpine Meadows, and additional parking in the structures on 

Lots 11 and 12. As indicated in the DEIR, sufficient parking is provided as part of the VSVSP 

to meeting County standards. Concepts to provide additional parking is an issue outside the 

EIR review process and would be best addressed by the project applicant as they relate to 

the project design, function, and business operations. 
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I267 David Stepner 

July 4, 2015 

 

I267-1 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. 

I267-2 The comment provides a summary of the Reduced Building Heights Alternative, which is 

described in the DEIR on page 17-12, as well as the rationale for why it was not evaluated 

further in the DEIR. 

I267-3 See response to comment I67-6 regarding an alternative that would combine elements of 

the Reduced Density Alternative with elements of the Reduced Building Heights Alternative.  

I267-4 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, including a 

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

I267-5 See response to comment I267-3. 

I267-6 See response to comment I267-3. 

I267-7 See response to comment I267-3. 
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