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I281 Judith Tornese & Jerry Winters 

July 17, 2015 

 

I281-1 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 also expresses concerns regarding traffic congestion on SR 89, in Tahoe City, 

and along the West Shore. The project’s traffic-related impacts to SR 89 are addressed in 

Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of 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. 

 Additionally, the comment expresses concerns regarding the project’s impact on the 

environment, air quality, and mountain vistas. These issues are addressed 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. 
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I282 Edward Torres 

no date 

 

I282-1 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. Detailed responses to 

specific comments are provided below. 

I282-2 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. 

I282-3 The comment expresses concerns about traffic, noise, and dust along Squaw Valley Road. 

The impact of project-generated traffic on area intersections and roadways, including Squaw 

Valley Road, is analyzed in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR. 

The project’s effect on traffic noise levels, including traffic noise levels along Squaw Valley 

Road, is analyzed under Impact 11-5, which begins on page 11-30 of the DEIR. Also, see the 

Master Response regarding noise, which discusses traffic noise as well as the revisions to 

Mitigation Measure 11-5, which requires measures to minimize the traffic noise impact at 

residences located along Squaw Valley Road.  

With respect to dust, see response to comment I282-4 regarding roadside dust emissions, 

and response to comment I282-5 regarding existing concentrations of particulate matter in 

Squaw Valley. 

I282-4 The comment expresses concern about fugitive dust emissions generated by vehicles along 

Squaw Valley Road. See response to comment PH-73.  

The comment expresses concern that the dust generated by vehicles along Squaw Valley 

Road contains crystalline silica, also known as silicon dioxide, and provides text from a 

Wikipedia page (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Silicon_dioxide) about the adverse health 

effects from exposure to crystalline silica. As stated on this Wikipedia page, the exposure 

limit established by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration for silica dust is 50 

micrograms per cubic meter.  

More information about the application of sand to Squaw Valley Road and other roads in the 

County was provided by staff in the Placer County Department of Public Works (DPW) (Taber, 

pers. comm. 2015). Sand is never applied to the road before a storm as a pre-emptive 

measure. DPW sweeps roads that have been sanded after the ice melts. This limits the time 

that dry sand sits on the roads. DPW generally gives priority to roads that are part of school 

routes or ski routes for both sanding and sweeping. Busier roads get priority for sanding and 

sweeping than less busy roads. The sand applied to County roads must meet certain 

specifications. These specifications were developed primarily to limit runoff of fine sediment 

to protect water quality. These specifications also limit the amount of dust particles that can 

become entrained into the air. The specifications also require the sand to be of sufficient 

“hardness” to limit the degree in which it is crushed into finer grains by traveling vehicles. 

Most importantly, if the proposed Village at Squaw Valley Specific plan were to result in more 

traffic on Squaw Valley Road, DPW would not apply more sand or apply sand more frequently 

than it does under existing conditions. The frequency of sanding and sweeping on Squaw 

Valley Road would not change as a result of the project. 
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The County acknowledges that dust emissions related to road sanding are an annoyance 

under existing conditions. There is no simple method for determining whether more roadside 

dust would be generated due to increased traffic volumes on Squaw Valley Road as a result 

of the VSVSP. Generally, an increase in the number of vehicles traveling along the road would 

result in more frequent re-entrainment of dust into the air but larger traffic volumes could 

also result in slower traffic speeds, which could result in less dust being emitted into the air. 

In addition, the County and its consultants searched for more information about the health 

effects of silica dust. The literature primarily focuses on exposure of workers to silica dust, 

particularly people working in mining and construction that are exposed for long periods on a 

daily basis, rather than residential receptors located near roadways that are subject to 

sanding, which, if exposed, would be exposed infrequently for short periods. In addition, 

different types of sands from different sources have different proportions of silica and fine 

particles. For example, sand classified as “play sand” has less silica and fine particles than 

sand used for glass making that is specifically selected for its high silica content. Therefore, 

studies related to mining, construction, or industrial exposure to silica, which would be 

expected to occur in conditions with high silica concentrations, are not applicable to 

infrequent low level exposures to sands likely to have a lower silica content. 

The comment also expresses concern about “hazardous soot” emitted by vehicles traveling 

on Squaw Valley Road. The potential for project-related emissions of hazardous air 

pollutants, also referred to as toxic air contaminants, to expose residences to unhealthy 

concentrations is discussed under Impact 10-4, which begins on page 10-22 of the DEIR.  

I282-5 The comment states that the concentrations of criteria air pollutants measured at the 

monitoring stations in Truckee, Tahoe City, and South Lake Tahoe, which are summarized in 

Table 10-2 on page 10-3 of the DEIR, are not representative of particulate matter 

concentrations in Squaw Valley. The comment points out that none of these monitoring 

stations are located in Squaw Valley or along a roadway that serves as the primary access 

route to a ski resort. Table 10-2 summarizes the ambient monitoring stations located closest 

to Squaw Valley. The commenter does not provide any suggestions about another, potentially 

better way to characterize localized air quality conditions in Squaw Valley.  

The monitoring stations in Truckee, Tahoe City, and South Lake Tahoe serve the purpose of 

monitoring ambient concentrations of criteria air pollutants and, therefore, are intentionally 

not located near any particular sources of criteria air pollutants. These stations measure two 

separate subsets of particulate matter: respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic 

diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM10) and fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic 

diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5). PM10 and PM2.5, among other pollutants such as 

ozone, are criteria air pollutants because they are used as indicators of ambient air quality 

conditions. Criteria air pollutants are air pollutants for which acceptable levels of exposure 

can be determined and for which national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) and 

California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) have been established by EPA and the 

California Air Resources Board, respectively. This is explained under the heading, “Criteria Air 

Pollutants,” on beginning on page 10-1 of the DEIR. 

The PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations measured at these monitoring stations are used to 

evaluate whether air quality conditions in the air basin are compliant with the CAAQS and 

NAAQS. The comment asserts that the DEIR is misleading the reader to think that the data 

from the ambient monitoring stations are specifically representative of localized pollutant 

concentrations in Squaw Valley; however, text on page 10-3 clearly states the locations of 

these monitoring stations.  

The commenter also expresses concern that vehicles back up for 3 to 4 hours starting from 

around 7am to 11 am and once again from 3pm to 7pm.” See Chapter 9, “Transportation 
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and Circulation,” in the DEIR for analysis of how the proposed VSVSP would impact traffic 

conditions along Squaw Valley Road.  

The commenter again expresses concern about fugitive dust emissions generated by 

vehicles along Squaw Valley Road. See response to comment PH-73. 

I282-6 The comment expresses concerns regarding the Widened Squaw Valley Road Alternative, 

which is described and evaluated in Chapter 17, “Alternatives,” of the DEIR (see pages 17-

31 through 17-35). As described therein, this alternative would result in greater impacts than 

the proposed project due to the additional impact area. 

I282-7 See response to comment letter O8 for responses to the detailed comments submitted by 

Sierra Watch.  

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. 

I282-8 See the Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. 

I282-9 See response to comment I282-6 regarding the Widened Squaw Valley Road Alternative. 

I282-10 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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I283 Bob & Ada Towers 

July 15, 2015 

 

I283-1 The comment expresses concerns regarding traffic congestion and delays. These issues are 

addressed 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. 

I283-2 The comment expresses concerns regarding the project’s environmental impact on the 

beauty of the area. This issue is addressed 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. 

I283-3 The comment expresses concerns regarding water supply. This issue is addressed 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. 

I283-4 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided above. See responses to 

the detailed comments above.  

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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I284 Doug Traub 

July 17, 2015 

 

I284-1 This comment letter repeats the same comments provided in letter I145. See response to 

comment I145-1. 
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I285 Travis 

July 17, 2015 

 

I285-1 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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I286 Keri Tully 

July 17, 2015 

 

I286-1 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. 

I286-2 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. 
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I287 Troy Turner 

July 1, 2015 

 

I287-1 The comment misinterprets Impact 9-1, which does not address construction traffic. The 

project’s operational traffic impacts are addressed in Impacts 9-1 through 9-7; construction 

impacts are addressed in Impact 9-8. Mitigation Measures 9-1a, 9-1b, 9-2a, 9-2b, 9-2c, 9-

2d, 9-3, 9-4, 9-5, and 9-7 are recommended to reduce/avoid the project’s operational traffic 

impacts; Mitigation Measure 9-8 is recommended to reduce/avoid the project’s construction 

traffic impact. 

I287-2 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. The comment also 

expresses concerns related to traffic and visual impacts. These issues are addressed 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. 

 The remainder of the comment describes impacts to the Valley that resulted from 

construction of phases 1 and 2 of the Intrawest Project. Concerns such as traffic, noise, 

public safety, and air quality/dust are described. These issues are addressed 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. 

I287-3 The majority 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. The comment also 

addresses preferences for alteration of the layout and use of Squaw Valley Road. This is 

beyond the scope of the proposed project. 

 Emergency access to the plan area is addressed in Chapter 15, “Hazardous Materials and 

Hazards,” of the DEIR (see Impact 15-4 on page 15-19).  

The comment suggests that Squaw Creek Road should be extended to the Village as an 

alternative route, such that traffic from the project would no longer affect residential areas 

along Squaw Valley Road. The concept of extending Squaw Creek Road to the Village would 

be a major project that would require extensive study. It would require extension of Squaw 

Creek Road either through areas currently used for the base of ski runs, through the existing 

Squaw Creek golf course, through meadows and wetlands, or some combination of these 

various features. This would result in substantial environmental impacts to a variety of 

resources. Further, the project applicant does not control the property that the roadway 

extension would traverse, and the property (Resort at Squaw Creek) is not available for sale. 

Thus, this type of alternative access is likely infeasible. Moreover, while largely an economic 

effect, if visitors no longer were able to use Squaw Valley Road, several of the businesses 

along the road would likely be affected, potentially leading to blighted conditions.  

Finally, it should be noted that, even when project-generated traffic volumes are included, a 

comparison of traffic volumes with full buildout of the VSVSP as presented in the DEIR to 

1990 traffic counts in the Report to Placer County Regarding Squaw Valley Traffic Impacts 

for the Resort at Squaw Creek (Omni-Means 1990) indicates that traffic volumes are 

forecast to be 32 percent lower than they were in 1990 in the eastbound a.m. peak-hour 

condition, and 11 percent lower in the westbound p.m. peak-hour condition. This indicates 

little need for construction of a separate, new access road. 
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 See the Master Response regarding the cumulative analysis. 

I287-4 See the Master Response regarding noise, particularly with respect to additional mitigation 

that would reduce traffic noise. 

I287-5 The comment suggests that traffic management as part of Mitigation Measure 9-2b should 

consider stopping traffic to allow residents living on Squaw Valley Road to enter/exit. This 

concept has potential merit. However, its effectiveness may be limited to only those 

residents in proximity to the “managed intersection,” in which traffic control personnel can 

see vehicles entering/exiting a driveway.  

The project applicant would conduct traffic management along Squaw Valley Road between 

SR 89 and the Village area as a condition of Mitigation Measure 9-1a. A traffic management 

plan would be prepared to the satisfaction of the Placer County Department of Public Works 

and the Engineering and Surveying Division prior to recordation of the first Small Lot Final 

Map, and would include prediction of days when traffic management is needed, traffic 

management programs and implementation, and a monitoring mechanism that 

demonstrates implementation when needed (see DEIR page 9-56). The specific locations 

and operations for side road intersection traffic control will be detailed in the traffic 

management plan. 

I287-6 It is unclear which statement related to DEIR Impact 9-6 (Impacts to bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities) the commenter states is not true. Therefore, a response cannot be provided. 

 The commenter suggests that mitigation should include sidewalks on either side of Squaw 

Valley Road so people can safely walk around the town. As noted on page 9-65 of the DEIR, 

the project would construct additional bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the Village to 

accommodate these modes of travel. However, the comment apparently pertains to adding 

sidewalks to Squaw Valley Road east of the Village. As noted previously, it is unlikely that the 

addition of sidewalks would be considered feasible due to lack of available right-of-way (i.e., 

private properties abutting the road), the Class I multi-use path on the south side, and other 

sensitive environmental features are located on both sides of the roadway. Nevertheless, this 

suggestion is being forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors for their consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

 The comment is correct in that “encouraging foot traffic via proper sidewalks will also reduce 

greenhouse gases by people choosing to walk rather than drive.” This is described in the 

DEIR in Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change.” 

I287-7 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below regarding light and 

noise. See responses to comments I287-8 through I287-10. 

I287-8 The comment describes an existing condition related to light impacts at the commenter’s 

property resulting from the Resort at Squaw Creek. Visual impacts resulting from the 

proposed project area addressed in the DEIR. See also 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. 

I287-9 The comment describes an existing condition related to noise impacts at the commenter’s 

property resulting from the Resort at Squaw Creek. Noise impacts resulting from the 

proposed project area addressed in the DEIR. See also the Master Response regarding 

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

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

I287-10 See responses to comments I287-8 and I287-9 regarding light and noise impacts. 
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I287-11 The comment states that the conclusion of DEIR Impact 14-6 (Increased demand for parks 

and recreational facilities) is hard to believe because “the increased volume due to events 

such as Tough Mudder, Wanderlust, Ironman and any number of other events and festivals 

that the Village at Squaw Valley will endeavor to secure year‐round will have a marked long‐
term impact on recreational usage within the valley.” The DEIR, under Impact 14-6 as well as 

the project description, describes the new and expanded public recreational facilities that 

would be created with project implementation. Impact 14-6 further describes the project’s 

compliance with County General Plan Policy 5.A.3, which requires new development to 

provide a minimum of 5 acres of improved parkland and 5 acres of passive recreation area 

or open spaced for every 1,000 new residents. On page 14-42, the DEIR states: 

Along with the provision of active and passive parkland, the project applicant would 

also participate in a Community Facilities District, County Service Area Zone of 

Benefit, or other funding mechanism if available to provide fair share ongoing 

maintenance and operation of public recreation amenities. 

Because the project would create new and expanded public recreational facilities, comply 

with County General Plan Policy 5.A.3, and provide fair share ongoing maintenance and 

operation of public recreation amenities, this impact was found to be less than significant 

(see page 14-43 in the DEIR). Also, see response to comment letter F2 regarding impacts to 

trails. 

 Regarding large one time or annual events such as Tough Mudder, Wanderlust, and Ironman, 

the proposed project does not include a proposal for increased frequency for these types of 

events. Although the proposed project may provide smaller venues that may be used to 

support such events (e.g., the snow beach and plazas and courtyards), it is not intended to 

generate additional opportunities for such events.  

I287-12 CEQA requires that project impacts are evaluated against baseline conditions, which are the 

physical environmental conditions that exist at the time the NOP is released (in this case, 

October 2012). See Section 1.3, “Definition of Baseline,” in the DEIR for further details. 

Mitigation is required for project impacts that are determined to be significant or potentially 

significant. Accordingly, the DEIR recommends mitigation measures for these types of 

impacts. If there is no feasible mitigation available to reduce an impact to a less-than-

significant level, the impact is found to be significant and unavoidable. See Section 18.2, 

“Significant Environmental Effects which cannot be Avoided,” in the DEIR for further details. 

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

 The second part of the comment states that “many impacts seem to only refer to the 

construction phase, versus their ongoing existence” throughout project operation. This 

statement is incorrect. The DEIR evaluates both construction and operation of the project, 

using various approaches depending on the environmental resource. For example, the 

following air quality impacts specify in the title whether or not the impact pertains to project 

construction or operation: 

 Impact 10-1: Short-term, construction-generated emissions of ROG, NOX, PM10, and 

PM2.5. 

 Impact 10-2: Long-term, operation-related (regional) emissions of criteria air pollutants 

and precursors. 

  In other places in the DEIR, one impact discussion evaluates both the construction- and 

operation-related impacts of the proposed project using subheaders, where appropriate, to 

differentiate the discussions. For example, Impact 8-1 (Adverse effect on a scenic vista) 
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describes the effect the project would have during construction as well as long-term 

operation.  

 The last part 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.  

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

I287-13 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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I288 Ann Tweedy 

July 17, 2015 

 

I288-1 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. For information on the project’s 

potential effects on the visual character of the Valley, refer to the Master Response regarding 

the visual impact analysis. 

  


