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Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-849 

I268 David Stepner 

July 9, 2015 

 

I268-1 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. 

I268-2 See the Master Response regarding traffic for a discussion of the use of 2011-2012 ski 

season data and response to comment I154-3 regarding the effects of snow events.  

I268-3 See the Master Response regarding traffic for a discussion of the use of 2011-2012 ski 

season data and the suitability of that data for the EIR traffic analysis. 

I268-4 For the reasons described in the portion of the traffic Master Response regarding the use of 

2011-2012 ski season data and the suitability of that data for the EIR traffic analysis, the 

DEIR traffic analysis is adequate and no changes to the DEIR are necessary. As such, the 

DEIR analysis of the Reduced Density Alternative is similarly adequate and no changes to the 

DEIR are necessary.  
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Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-851 

I269 Judie Stepner 

July 17, 2015 

 

I269-1 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. 

I269-2  The comment expresses a concern regarding traffic, and, as the comment notes, one 

method of lessening traffic effects is to build fewer rooms. Indeed, the DEIR describes and 

analyzes a Reduced Density Alternative on pages 16-24 through 16-31. This alternative 

would reduce the overall size of the project by approximately 50 percent. As stated on page 

16-25 of the DEIR,  

The 50 percent reduction was based on a rough conceptual estimate of the minimum 

amount of development reduction required to reduce traffic volumes sufficiently to have no 

significant traffic impacts. 

The comment suggests another possible traffic reduction measure, which would include 

people directing traffic from the side streets onto and off of Squaw Valley Road. This 

approach is included as a part of Mitigation Measures 9-1a, 9-2a, 9-2b, 9-2c, and 9-2d in the 

DEIR. 

I269-3 See the Master Response regarding noise and the portion of the traffic Master Response 

addressing construction traffic. 
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3.2.5-852 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 3.2.5-853 

I270 Justin Stevens 

May 20, 2015 

 

I270-1 See the Master Response regarding the MAC for discussions of water demand, traffic, and 

air pollution associated with this facility. Also, see response to comment O8d-8 regarding 

traffic generated by 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.  

I270-2 The comment regarding limiting the size of the proposed scope of work to a minimum to 

keep Squaw true 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 Reduced Density Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-856 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I271 Cindy Stewart 

July 17, 2015 

 

I271-1 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. 

I271-2 The comment states that the DEIR did not address traffic impacts along SR 89/River Road. 

This is incorrect. The DEIR analyzed the SR 89/River Road intersection. It also analyzed the 

segments of SR 89 through the mousehole and southerly toward Squaw Valley Road, as well 

as the segment of River Road. It is not clear from the comment which additional analyses 

should have been conducted. Therefore, no additional response is provided here. 

I271-3 Traffic noise is addressed in Chapter 11, “Noise,” 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. 

I271-4 See the Master Response regarding water supply. As indicated in the groundwater modelling, 

potential effects on groundwater levels resulting from supplying water to development in 

Olympic Valley are limited to areas in the eastern portion of the valley where wells would be 

placed. There is no evidence that effects on groundwater would extend beyond this limited 

area. It is assumed that the reference to an “8-mile pipe” relates to the water supply pipeline 

from Martis Valley currently being evaluated by the SVPSD. This pipeline (if ever constructed) 

is a SVPSD project intended to allow for a redundant water supply and is not part of the 

VSVSP and the pipeline is not required to provide water to the VSVSP. 

I271-5 The project’s potential to result in increased sediment/pollution flowing from Squaw Creek 

(and then potentially into the Truckee River) is addressed in Chapter 13, “Hydrology and 

Water Quality,” of the DEIR (see Impact 13-2 for construction impacts and Impact 13-7 for 

operational impacts). Mitigation measures are provided to reduce these impacts to a less-

than-significant level.  

I271-6  The comment expresses opposition to any development proposed by KSL in the Squaw Valley 

Specific Plan. The comment is noted. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or 

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

I271-7 The comment lists other reasons for the commenter’s opposition to the development. 

Regarding the scale and intensity of the project, see the Master Response regarding the 

Reduced Density Alternative. See the Master Response regarding the MAC. Energy 

consumption is addressed in Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities,” of the DEIR (see 

Impact 14-4). As described therein, the project would be designed to incorporate modern 

building code energy efficiency requirements, and would include additional energy 

conservation and efficiency improvements (see pages 14-39 through 14-41 of the DEIR). 

Finally, regarding a perceived reduction in the enjoyment of skiing/snowboarding due to the 

increased number of riders on the mountain, this is not an environmental impact requiring 

CEQA analysis; however, see response to comment I2-4 regarding capacity of the mountain. 

I271-8 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, which is anticipated to occur in late 2015.  
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Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-859 

I272 Tim Stewart 

July 16, 2015 

 

I272-1 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. 

I272-2  The comment asks why a left-turn land is not provided on SR 89 into a private bridge across 

the Truckee River. This comment does not pertain to the DEIR or its findings. It references an 

existing situation. The commenter is recommended to coordinate with Placer County and 

Caltrans regarding this existing condition.  

I272-3 The comment states that increased traffic is a main concern and that congestion occurs 

frequently on SR 89 on holidays and during other times of the year. No specific issues 

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

further response is provided here. See response to comment I241-13 regarding traffic on 

holiday weekends. 

I272-4 See the Master Response regarding TRPA thresholds and the Master Response regarding the 

25-year construction period. 

I272-5  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 Section 2.1 of this FEIR which describes the proposed changes to the project, 

including a reduction in some building heights. Note that the County and the EIR consultants 

conducted independent review of building renderings provided by the project applicant, 

including as part of the transfer of the renderings to the 3D model used to generate the 

visual simulations provided in the DEIR. The review concluded that the renderings accurately 

represent the numbers of floors and heights shown. 

I272-6  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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Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-861 

I273 Laurie Morones Stocking 

July 14, 2015 

 

I273-1 The comment is directed towards the project approval process and provides opinions 

regarding the nature and merits of the project, but does not address the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR. 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. 

 The comment expresses concerns related to traffic and the need for the project. These 

issues are addressed in the DEIR (Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation”) and in Master 

Responses in this FEIR. Also, see the Master Response regarding occupancy assumptions.  
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Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-863 

I274 Maureen Sullivan 

July 7, 2015 

 

I274-1 The comment expresses concerns related to increased traffic, noise, and foot traffic. These 

issues are addressed in the DEIR (Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation”; Chapter 11, 

“Noise”) and in Master Responses in this FEIR. See, in particular, the Master Response 

regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak Road. No specific issues 

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

 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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Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-865 

I275 Dr. & Mrs. Richard W Terry 

July 15, 2015 

 

I275-1 The comment expresses concerns related to 25 years of construction, noise, and dust. These 

issues are addressed in the DEIR (Chapter 11, “Noise”; Chapter 10, “Air Quality”) and in 

Master Responses in this FEIR. See, in particular, 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.  

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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Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-867 

I276 Richard & Marcy Terry 

July 15, 2015 

 

I276-1 The comment is directed towards the project approval process and expresses opinions 

regarding the merits of the project, but does not address the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR. 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. 

 The comment expresses concerns related to building heights, the number of proposed units, 

and the MAC, as well as the resulting impacts related to views, traffic, and water supply. 

These issues are addressed in the DEIR and in Master Responses in this FEIR. See, also, 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. 
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Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-869 

I277 Carl Thomsen 

July 15, 2015 

 

I277-1  See the Master Response regarding the MAC as well as response to comment O8d-8. 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.  

I277-2 See the Master Response regarding occupancy assumptions. 
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Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-871 

I278 Doug Thomson 

July 17, 2015 

 

I278-1 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. See also the Master Response 

regarding the MAC. 

 The comment expresses concerns related to infrastructure, water resources, and the loss of 

nature. These issues are addressed in the DEIR. See, also, the Master Response regarding 

the MAC. 
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Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-873 

I279 Zach Tolby 

July 16, 2015 

 

I279-1 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. 

I279-2 The project’s visual impacts, including from proposed new buildings, 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. 

I279-3 The project’s traffic impacts, including traffic in Squaw Valley and on SR 89, 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. 

I279-4 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. 

I279-5 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

I279-6 See responses to comments I279-1 and I 279-4. 
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3.2.5-878 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I280 Frank D. Toledo 

July 3, 2015 

 

I280-1 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. 

I280-2 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below that are related to 

traffic, project duration, and historical structures. See responses to the detailed comments 

below. 

I280-3 The comment begins with an illustration showing congestion in the Truckee area during a 

winter weekend based on the commenter’s personal experiences. The comment suggests 

that the study area include the facilities shown as being congested on the illustration. The 

traffic study did include the vast majority of these facilities. As noted in the Master Response 

regarding traffic, I-80 was not included in the traffic study area (though an evaluation of 

project impacts on I-80 was conducted for inclusion in this FEIR). It was not necessary to 

study intersections along local streets such as Donner Pass Road and Northwoods Boulevard 

because survey data of overnight guest trip arrival/departure patterns show these roads 

would rarely be used. 

The project’s traffic impacts are addressed in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of 

the DEIR. Also see the Master Response regarding traffic and 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. The comment requests information on 

season pass older statistics, but provides no information on how this data might be used to 

generate mitigation measures, as suggested in the comment. The request for season pass 

holder statistics has been conveyed to the project applicant; however, this issue has no 

relation to the DEIR.  

I280-4 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. The construction 

phasing proposal provided in the comment would extend the overall project implementation 

period to up to 50-years, and would not alter the overall 25-years needed for full project 

development. No significant impacts identified in the DEIR would be avoided under this 

scenario. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the 

commenter’s suggestion into consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

I280-5 See response to comment I52-13 regarding the two 1960s Olympic-related buildings (the 

Olympic Valley Lodge and the Far East Center). Note that an alternative minimizing effects on 

historic buildings, the “Preservation of Historical and Wetlands Resources Alternative”, is 

evaluated in the DEIR, beginning on page 17-35. 

I280-6 See responses to the detailed comments above as well as the Master Response regarding 

significant and unavoidable impacts. 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.  

 


