
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-908 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 3.2.5-909 

I289 Rex Upp 

July 17, 2015 

 

I289-1 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. 

I289-2 See the Master Response regarding the MAC. 

I289-3 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis. Also, see Section 2.1, 

“Project Modifications,” of this FEIR, which describes the applicant’s proposed modifications 

to the project in response to concerns expressed by the Squaw Valley Design Review 

Committee and members of the public. Many of the modifications involve changes in building 

designs resulting in greater space between buildings or reduced building heights. 

I289-4 The comment states that “the plan doesn’t include any measures to mitigate the greatly 

increased traffic on Highway 89.” This is incorrect. Mitigation Measures 9-3, 9-4, and 9-5 in 

the DEIR would reduce traffic impacts along SR 89, but not to a less-than-significant level. 

See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts and the Master 

Response regarding traffic. Regarding the commenter’s suggestion to consider a high-speed 

tram from a new parking lot in the valley east of Truckee, see the portion of the traffic Master 

Response addressing transit services. 

I289-5 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 

Road. 

I289-6 The comment provides no evidence that there are currently unsafe road conditions in the 

Squaw Valley Road/Chamonix Place area. Any roadway near a waterway provides the 

potential for a car to leave the roadway and enter the waterway. However, there is no 

evidence that a particular hazard is associated with roadways adjacent to Squaw Creek 

under current conditions, or would occur with project implementation. All roadways must 

comply with County standards regarding safety pertaining to width, configuration, signage, 

visibility, barriers, and other matters. 

I289-7 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period and the Master 

Response regarding noise. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-910 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 3.2.5-911 

 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-912 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I290 Pamela Jane Utter 

July 17, 2015 

 

I290-1 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. 

I290-2 See the Master Response regarding occupancy assumptions and the Master Response 

regarding the visual impact analysis. 

I290-3 The comment expresses concern about the environmental impact of construction. These 

impacts (e.g., air quality, noise, traffic, etc.) are addressed throughout the DEIR. 

 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. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-913 

 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-914 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I291 Cheryl Varner 

July 16, 2015 

 

I291-1 See the Master Response regarding the MAC. 

I291-2 The comment states that Squaw Valley cannot handle the amount of traffic and emissions 

that would result from the project. These issues are discussed 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. 

 Regarding water supply to be provided by new wells on the mountain and the impact of the 4-

year drought, see the Master Response regarding water supply. 

I291-3 See the Master Response regarding occupancy assumptions. 

I291-4 Air quality and the effects of emissions on public health is addressed in the DEIR in Chapter 

10, “Air Quality.” 

I291-5 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 

I291-6 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. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-915 

 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-916 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I292 Flavio & Eva Vincenti 

July 7, 2015 

 

I292-1 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 

Road. 

I292-2 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. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3.2.5-917 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-918 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 3.2.5-919 

I293 Billy Volkmann 

June 17, 2015 

 

I293-1 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. 

I293-2 The comment correctly summarizes the DEIR’s conclusion that the project would result in 

significant and unavoidable traffic 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. 

I293-3 The comment correctly summarizes the DEIR’s conclusion that the project would result in 

significant and unavoidable impacts to the existing visual character or quality of the site as 

well as scenic vistas. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the 

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

I293-4 The comment correctly summarizes the DEIR’s conclusion that the project would result in 

significant and unavoidable noise impacts. See the Master Response regarding noise. 

I293-5 See response to comment I293-1. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-920 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 3.2.5-921 

I294 Denise & Richard Wall 

July 17, 2015 

 

I294-1 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. 

I294-2 The comment addresses existing parking issues at the ski resort. This is an existing issue 

and not a comment on the project. 

I294-3 The comment expresses general opposition regarding the project based on potential traffic 

impacts. No comments are raised on the contents of the DEIR, so no further response is 

provided. 

I294-4 The comment expresses concern about construction noise, dirt, and traffic as well as noise 

from helicopters. 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. 

I294-5 The comment expresses concern about building heights, open spaces with deep shadows, 

congestion, and poor planning of walkways. Section 2.1, “Project Modifications,” of this FEIR 

describes the applicant’s proposed modifications to the project in response to concerns 

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

comments express general opposition to the project. 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 

3.2.5-922 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 3.2.5-923 

I295 Eric Wall 

July 7, 2015 

 

I295-1 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 

Road. 

The second part of the comment states that the road at this location “is not crowned and has 

a dip to collect runoff that freezes and never melts due to the shadow effect of the tram 

building.” This is an existing condition and is not an impact of the project.  

I295-2 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. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-924 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 3.2.5-925 

I296 David Walters 

July 16, 2015 

 

I296-1 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 

Road. 

I296-2 The commenter states that the project will result in inevitable noise and traffic impacts 

necessary to create a village. See the Master Response regarding noise and the Master 

Response regarding traffic. 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. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-926 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 3.2.5-927 

I297 Neil Wangsgard 

July 16, 2015 

 

I297-1 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. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-928 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 3.2.5-929 

I298 Cecile & Harold Weaver 

June 16, 2015 

 

I298-1 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 remainder of the comments describes concerns such as aesthetics and views, traffic, 

and noise. These issues are addressed in the DEIR. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-930 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 3.2.5-931 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-932 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 3.2.5-933 

I299 Kenyon S. Weaver 

June 18, 2015 

 

I299-1 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. 

I299-2 This comment also 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. 

I299-3 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts and the Master 

Response regarding the 25-year construction period. Effects on Olympic-era cultural 

resources are addressed in Chapter 7, “Cultural Resources,” of the DEIR. 

I299-4 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. 

I299-5 The comment suggests that the project be revised, but does not comment on the contents of 

the DEIR. 

I299-6 The comment addresses potential business eventualities concerning the current project 

applicant. No comments are provided on the contents of the DEIR. 

I299-7 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. 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-934 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 3.2.5-935 

 

  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.5-936 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

I300 Kirk K. & Jacqueline L. Weaver 

June 4, 2015 

 

I300-1 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. 

I300-2 The comment asserts that the value of the commenter’s property will be diminished if the 

project is approved. Financial issues such as these are not an environmental effect under 

CEQA, as described in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

I300-3 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts.  

I300-4 See the Master Response regarding water supply. 

I300-5 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. 

I300-6 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. The comment 

speculates on a possible outcome resulting from the financial failure of the project. 

Speculation on the financial success or failure of a project is not an environmental effect 

under CEQA. 

I300-7 See response to comment I300-5. 

 


