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I301 Kyle & Susan Weaver 

June 19, 2015 

 

I301-1 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. 

I301-2 The first portion of the comment references the potential impacts resulting from the financial 

failure of the project. Financial issues such as these are not an environmental effect under 

CEQA and need not be included in an EIR or other CEQA analysis. The remainder of the 

comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project. See 

response to comment I301-1. 

I301-3 See response to comment I301-1. 

I301-4 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. 

I301-5 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. 

I301-6 An environmental review under CEQA need not speculate regarding future business 

transactions that may result in changes in ownership of a project as these activities do not 

directly relate to environmental effects. However, any mitigation obligations included in the 

EIR must be fulfilled by any owner implementing the proposed project. 

I301-7 The comment speculates on a possible outcome resulting from the financial failure of the 

project. Financial issues such as these are not an environmental effect under CEQA and 

need not be included in an EIR or other CEQA analysis.  

I301-8 See response to comment 1301-5, as well as the Master Response regarding the 25-year 

construction period.  
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I302 Mary Olson Welch 

July 12, 2015 

 

I302-1 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 briefly references 

climate change. Please see Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change,” in the 

DEIR. 
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I303 Ryan Welch 

July 17, 2015 

 

I303-1 The comment primarily 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 lists several areas of concern. The referenced gondola project is not part of the 

VSVSP project. Each project is separate and distinct, and each would be implemented 

whether or not the other is constructed. Also, see the Master Response regarding significant 

and unavoidable impacts, the Master Responses regarding occupancy assumptions, and the 

Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period.  
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I304 Tom Werner 

July 17, 2015 

 

I304-1 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 states that traffic congestion is one of the major concerns. Traffic is addressed 

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

regarding traffic. 
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I305 Andy Wertheim 

no date 

 

I305-1 See the Master Response regarding the visual impact analysis, which addresses light 

pollution. 

I305-2 See the Master Response regarding water supply.  

I305-3 The comment states that the project would not significantly increase traffic. This is incorrect. 

Traffic is addressed in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR. As described 

therein, vehicle trips generated by the proposed project would worsen traffic conditions 

within the study area, resulting in significant impacts to various roadways and intersections. 

Mitigation measures are identified to reduce these impacts; however, some impacts would 

remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation. Some elements of the general mitigation 

approach provided by the commenter are incorporated into the DEIR. See Mitigation 

Measure 9-1b titled “Develop and distribute real-time information regarding Village area 

parking and average travel speeds on Squaw Valley Road.” More restrictive limiting of vehicle 

movement as suggested by the commenter would not be consistent with County and Caltrans 

road operation requirements. Also see also the Master Response regarding traffic. 

I305-4 See response to comment I2-4 regarding capacity of the mountain and public safety 

concerns. See responses to comment letter F2, which address multiple aspects of trail use.  

I305-5 Visual impacts are addressed in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” 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. 
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I306 David Westall 

July 17, 2015 

 

I306-1 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. 

I306-2 The comment expresses concern about traffic congestion, construction noise, changes to the 

landscape, and cumulative effects of multiple projects. These issues are addressed in their 

respective chapters 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 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. 

I306-3 See the Master Response regarding occupancy assumptions. Much of the comment relates 

to economic and business issues that are not within the scope of an environmental analysis 

under CEQA. 

I306-4 See Impact 4-5 in the DEIR (pages 4-29 through 4-31) which discusses the potential for the 

project’s potential economic impacts to result in physical changes in the environment. The 

conclusion, based on economic analysis and substantial evidence is that no significant 

adverse effect would occur.  

I306-5 Employee housing is described in the DEIR on pages 3-11 and 3-13. The provision of 

adequate employee housing, per Placer County General Plan policies, is evaluated in the 

discussion of Impact 5-3 of the DEIR. The comment states the amount of employee housing 

proposed is not enough. Because no specific detail is provided in this comment, no further 

response can be provided. However, see response to comment O12b-10, which provides 

further details on the provision and availability of employee housing. The concept of offering 

fractional ownership housing versus other ownership option is an economic and business 

issue outside the scope of a CEQA environmental review. 

I306-6 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. 

The comment states that the project should include certain specific amenities such as a 

multi-screen movie theater and bowling alley. The Mountain Adventure Camp, as described 

on pages 3-13 and 3-15 of the DEIR, could provide these amenities:  

The facility would provide additional entertainment options that could include indoor 

rock climbing, a movie theater (maximum 300 seats), a bowling alley (maximum 30 

lanes), and a multi-generational arcade. Additionally, the Mountain Adventure Camp 

could include up to a maximum of 15,000 square feet of food and beverage facilities 

and up to a maximum of 12,000 square feet of group meeting venues. 

Further, the snow beach, which is described on page 3-13 of the DEIR, would “be the main 

gathering spot where multiple recreational, entertainment, and cultural activities would 

occur.” 
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I306-7 The comment states that the project is not feasible or sustainable because the 

infrastructure—roads, intersections, and water—does not support development of this scale. 

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. 

I306-8 The comment states that the project is not feasible or sustainable because businesses 

cannot survive in a village with extreme vacancy rates. See responses to comments I306-3 

and I306-4. 

I306-9 The comment states that the project is not feasible or sustainable because of the lack of 

workforce housing options in the Village and surrounding communities. See response to 

comment I306-5. 

I306-10 The comment states that the project is not feasible or sustainable because local businesses 

in Tahoe and Truckee will be harmed by the development. See response to comment and 

I306-4. 

I306-11 The comment states that the project is not feasible or sustainable because of the 

degradation of the natural beauty that Tahoe is known for. Visual impacts are addressed in 

Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” 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. 

I306-12 The comment states that the project is not feasible or sustainable because of the lack of 

community involvement in the planning phases of development. Section 1.7, “Project Review 

and CEQA Process,” of the DEIR describes the CEQA process conducted to date for this 

project, including the opportunities for public involvement. Additionally, though not detailed 

in the DEIR, numerous public meetings and other outreach has occurred in relation to the 

project. The County and the project applicant continue to work individually with residents, 

homeowner’s groups, and agencies to respond to concerns. 

I306-13 The comment states that the project is not feasible or sustainable because the project 

applicant has used deceptive tactics to try and get the community behind their plan. This 

comment does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. Therefore, no 

further response is provided here. 
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I307 Raleigh White 

June 25, 2015 

 

I307-1 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 does reference 

various issues that are addressed in the DEIR and/or the VSVSP, including water supply, 

creek flows, project size, and alternative energy, but makes no connection between the 

references to these issues and the DEIR. Regarding community outreach, see response to 

comment I306-12.  
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I308 Carl A. Wild 

July 17, 2015 

 

I308-1 In general, this comment letter provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the 

proposed project. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take 

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

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. 

I308-2 Traffic is addressed in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR, which 

addresses project effects on SR 89 and SR 28. 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. 

I308-3 Noise is addressed in Chapter 11, “Noise,” of the DEIR. Also, see 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. 
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I309 Carolyn Willette 

July 12, 2015 

 

I309-1 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and does not directly 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 the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts and the Master 

Response regarding occupancy assumptions. 

 The comment expresses concern about the impact of noise, traffic, and light pollution. 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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I310 James Wiseman 

May 28, 2015 

 

I310-1 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 expresses concerns related to the drought, global warming, and water supply, 

but does not relate these issues to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. No 

further response on these items is required. Also, see the Master Response regarding water 

supply. See the Master Response regarding water supply for a discussion of the use of the 

Martis Valley, which is not part of the project proposal nor needed to supply water to the 

project. 
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I311 Andy Wolf 

July 16, 2015 

 

I311-1 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 references 

support for the efforts of Sierra Watch. Sierra Watch provided comments on the DEIR. See 

responses to comment letters 08 and 09 and associated attachments. 

I311-2 The comment expresses concerns related to the scale of the project, the height of the 

buildings, traffic congestion, and noise. These issues are addressed in the DEIR as well as 

the Master Responses regarding traffic, noise, and visual resources. Also see Section 2.1 of 

this FEIR regarding changes to building heights proposed by the applicant. The comment 

raises no specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are 

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

I311-3 See response to comment I2-4 regarding capacity of the mountain and public safety 

concerns. Issues related to the customer experience at a private recreation facility are 

outside the scope of a CEQA environmental analysis. As indicated in the discussion of Impact 

14-6 beginning on page 14-42 of the DEIR, potential effects on public recreation facilities are 

evaluated. However, the ability of private recreation facilities to provide a positive experience 

to their customers is a business issue and not an environmental effect related to CEQA 

review.  

I311-4 The Reduced Density Alternative and its potential effects as compared with the proposed 

project are described on pages 17-24 through 17-31 of the DEIR. See also the Master 

Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative. 

I311-5 The comment provides an accurate summary of information provided in the DEIR.  

I311-6 As described on page 9-55 of the DEIR, in Section 9.3.3, “Issues or Potential Impacts Not 

Discussed Further,” effects associated with parking are not considered a significant criterion 

under CEQA. This is why there is not a parking impact evaluation in Chapter 9, 

“Transportation and Circulation,” in the DEIR. However, substantial information on parking is 

provided in Chapter 9 of the DEIR, and the parking analysis is provided in Appendix G, to 

disclose to interested parties the plan to provide parking for the VSVSP. Additional 

information on parking is provided in the Master Response related to traffic. The issue of 

confirming free parking vs. pay parking is a business operations issue for a private facility 

and not an environmental issue within the scope of a CEQA analysis. 

The VSVSP policy directly applicable to providing parking as development proceeds is Policy 

CP-13, which states: 

All phases of development shall provide day skier/visitor parking for 10,663 day 

skiers, 3,100 spaces in valley, in addition to the parking supply required to serve 

each phase of development. 

In addition to the minimum of 3,100 day-skier parking spaces that would be maintained 

throughout all phases of development, each phase of development would be required to 

provide new parking (in addition to day-skier parking) to serve residents, guests and project 

generated employees. Many of the proposed buildings in the plan would include 


