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underground and/or podium parking at the lower levels. Therefore, these developments will 

provide parking as they are constructed. Finally, the primary proposed land use within the 

existing surface parking lots is the parking structures in Lots 11 and 12. Therefore, in these 

areas, when existing surface parking capacity is removed, it will be replaced with increased 

capacity in the structures.  

Regarding the suggestion that the concept of currently unspecified offsite parking be 

abandoned, the option of seeking out and providing temporary offsite parking is an important 

part of operations of a resort facility (or other facilities such as shopping malls) with a limited 

number of peak activity days each year. To provide established and fixed parking spaces for 

every day of the year would require developing a certain number of parking spaces that 

would only be used, four, three, or maybe one day a year during extreme activity peaks. This 

would require the dedication of land, and potential paving of that land, for only a limited 

number of days of use. While if the resort operator has the option to temporarily lease space 

at existing offsite parking areas during peak days, and provide shuttles between the 

temporary parking areas and resort facilities, a more efficient use of land is achieved and 

project footprints can be minimized. This is similar to large shopping malls not providing 

sufficient parking year round to accommodate peak shopping days such as “Black Friday.” As 

project development proceeds, different options for temporary offsite parking may be 

available from year to year. Therefore, it is not feasible to identify fixed and confirmed 

temporary offsite parking options at this time.  

I311-7 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project 

and reiterates issues brought up in previous comments. Please see the responses to 

comments provided above. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project. 

I311-8 The comment provides a copy of scoping comments previously submitted to the County 

during the NOP public comment period (April 2014). These comments have been addressed 

or otherwise considered by the County during preparation of the DEIR. See Chapter 2, 

“Project Description,” and Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR. Also see 

response to comment I311-6. 
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I312 David Womack 

July 17, 2015 

 

I312-1 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed project, 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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I313 Laurie Woods 

July 13, 2015 

 

I313-1 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. Visual impacts are briefly 

mentioned in the comment. This issue is addressed in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” of the 

DEIR. Also see the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period. 
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I314 Shane Wright 

June 25, 2015 

 

I314-1 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. 

I314-2 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. 

I314-3 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. Suggestions regarding business 

operations and alternative revenue sources are not within the scope of a CEQA 

environmental analysis. 
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I315 LaVonne Wuertz 

July 15, 2015 

 

I315-1 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. 
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I316 Eric Yates 

July 15, 2015 

 

I316-1 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. 

I316-2 The project’s potential traffic-related impacts are addressed in the DEIR in Chapter 9, 

“Transportation and Circulation.” Additional information is provided in the Master Response 

regarding traffic, and in particular, the portion addressing emergency vehicle access 

 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. Specifically, transportation 

and circulation impacts associated with this alternative are described on pages 17-28 

through 17-29. As described therein,  

traffic impacts would be less under this alternative; however, impacts would remain 

great enough that most, if not all of the mitigation measures required for the 

proposed project would likely also be required for this alternative, In addition, 

significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed project (Impacts 9-2, 

9-3, 9-4, and 9-5) would remain significant and unavoidable under this alternative. 

(Less) 

The comment also states that increased public transportation from Truckee and Tahoe City 

would help mitigate the project’s traffic impacts, but are not included in the project. This is 

incorrect. Mitigation Measure 9-7 requires the project applicant to contribute a fair share of 

funding to support increases in transit capacity.  

I316-3 The project’s air quality impacts are addressed in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” of the DEIR. The 

comment states that although major investments in solar and green energy and a higher 

standard of green building could help reduce these impacts, they are not included in the 

project. The comment is incorrect. These types of measures are included in the project. See 

Mitigation Measure 10-2 on pages 10-17 through 10-21 of the DEIR.  

I316-4 The project’s potential impacts related to light pollution are addressed in the DEIR in Chapter 

8, “Visual Resources.” Pages 18-51 and 18-55 of the DEIR describe why the impact related 

to light pollution would be significant and unavoidable, despite the implementation of 

mitigation measures (see Mitigation Measures 8-5a, 8-5b, 8-5c in Chapter 8, “Visual 

Resources,” of the DEIR). See also the Master Response regarding the visual impact 

analysis. 

I316-5 See Impact 4-5 in the DEIR (pages 4-29 through 4-31) which discusses the potential for the 

project’s projected economic effects to result in physical effects on the environment. 

Speculation on the potential future economic success or failure of a project is not within the 

scope of a CEQA environmental effects analysis.  

 The comment also asks if the environmental restoration parts of the project will be lost due 

to lack of funds. As indicated on page 3-38 of the DEIR, creek restoration would be 

completed “by recordation with the County of the Final Map (a step in final development 

approval) that includes the 600th bedroom (i.e., about 40 percent of project development).” 
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Therefore, creek restoration would be completed well before construction is initiated on the 

latter half of the proposed project. As identified in Mitigation Measure 6-1a, the project 

applicant must also provide a Letter of Credit, Certificate of Deposit, or cash deposit to fully 

fund required monitoring of the creek restoration after it is completed, ensuring that once 

complete, the restoration will be monitored and managed to meet success criteria.  

 The assertion in the comment that authorization is given by the County for the project to be 

developed with a lack of accountability or little oversite is incorrect. The example of 

Mitigation Measure 6-1a provided above is just one instance of various methods to provide 

accountability and County oversite included in multiple mitigation measures throughout the 

DEIR. Compliance with mitigation measures is monitored and tracked through 

implementation of an MMRP. In addition, various future discretionary approvals will be 

required to implement each phase of project development (e.g., subdivision map approval, 

conditional use permit approval, design review approval, evaluation of CEQA compliance [see 

response to comment 09-59], improvement plans, and building permits).  

I316-6 See the Master Response regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. See response to 

comment I316-5 regarding assurances of mitigation implementation. Much 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. 
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I317 Allison Yonto 

June 17, 2015 

 

I317-1 The comment primarily provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed 

project and does directly reference 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. Issues referenced 

in the comment—traffic, water usage, light pollution, effects on trails—are all addressed in the 

DEIR and this FEIR. Regarding facility occupancy, see the Master Response regarding 

occupancy rates. Regarding development at High Camp, this option was considered in 

Chapter 17, “Alternatives,” of the DEIR in the evaluation of an On-mountain Development 

alternative (page 17-10). The alternative was found to have greater environmental effects 

than the proposed project, and would not meet project objectives.  
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I318 Christine Mixon York 

July 17, 2015 

 

I318-1 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided in the attached letter. See 

responses to the detailed comments below. 

I318-2 The comment provides an introductory statement and summarizes detailed comments 

provided later in the letter. See responses to the detailed comments below. 

I318-3 The project’s potential impacts to visual resources are addressed in the DEIR, as 

summarized in the comment, in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” and Section 18.1, 

“Cumulative Impacts.” No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in 

the DEIR are raised in this comment. The comment provides an opinion regarding the value 

of visual resources. 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 visual impact analysis and Section 2.1 

of this FEIR regarding the applicant’s proposed reductions in the heights of some buildings.  

I318-4 The project’s potential impacts related to light pollution are addressed in the DEIR, as 

summarized in the comment, in Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” and Section 18.1, 

“Cumulative Impacts.” No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in 

the DEIR are raised in this comment. Pages 18-51 and 18-55 of the DEIR describe why the 

impact related to light pollution would be significant and unavoidable, despite the 

implementation of mitigation measures (see Mitigation Measures 8-5a, 8-5b, 8-5c in Chapter 

8, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR). See also the Master Response regarding the visual 

impact analysis. 

I318-5 The project’s potential traffic-related impacts are addressed in the DEIR, as summarized in 

the comment, in Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” and Section 18.1, “Cumulative 

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

raised in this comment. Regarding providing three lanes on Squaw Valley Road during peak 

traffic periods, note that Mitigation Measures 9-1a, 9-1b, and 9-2a through 9-2b supplement 

this approach, including the provision of additional traffic control personnel to direct traffic. 

These traffic control measures should also work to minimize complications associated with 

severe winter weather during peak traffic periods. See also the Master Response regarding 

traffic. 

I318-6 See the portion of the traffic Master Response addressing emergency vehicle access.  

I318-7 See the portion of the traffic Master Response addressing emergency vehicle access.  

I318-8 See the portion of the traffic Master Response addressing use of 2011-2012 ski season 

data to represent existing winter conditions. 

I318-9 See the Master Response regarding noise and the Master Response regarding the 25-year 

construction period. Also see the analysis of construction noise provided in Chapter 11, 

“Noise,” of the DEIR and the modelling of distances noise would travel. Note that a noise 

being simply audible does not in and of itself result in a significant environmental effect. 

Noise volumes must exceed certain thresholds to be considered a significant impact.  

I318-10 The comment expresses concern about climate change and suggests that all phases of 

development under the VSVSP should have to comply with all GHG-related regulations that 
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are in place at the time that it is constructed. The commenter also suggests that all phases 

shall include “strategies both to remain in compliance and to address how compliance to 

future potential standards on Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change mandates might be 

achieved…” The comment further states, “A 25 year-long development project should have to 

adapt and change with the times, not be allowed to continue developing under the 

regulations that are currently in place today— if a stricter one is adopted in 5 years, any part 

of the proposed development that is not already in place should have to comply to the new 

standards and regulations.” Mitigation Measure 16-2 in the DEIR is consistent with the 

commenter’s suggestions. It requires the implementation of an ongoing operational GHG 

review and reduction program and compliance with laws in affect at the time portions of 

project development area approved by the County.  

I318-11 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the importance of mitigation included in the 

DEIR to protect biological resources in Squaw Creek. The commenter’s opinion is noted.  

I318-12 See responses to comment letter O8c regarding impacts to Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog. 
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I319 Will York 

July 17, 2015 

 

I319-1 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided below. See responses to 

the detailed comments below. 

I319-2 See the portions of the Master Response regarding traffic addressing use of 2011-2012 ski 

season data to represent existing winter conditions and emergency vehicle access.  

I319-3 The baseline condition used to evaluate noise and light pollution effects in the DEIR is 

existing conditions in the project area at approximately the time the second Notice of 

Preparation was issued. This approach is consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  

I319-4 The comment states that the impact on the biological resources of the greater community 

should be analyzed to address the adverse effects on the downstream ecosystems. Impact 

6-1 addresses potential effects on biological resources from changes in groundwater 

elevations, and the groundwater modelling supporting this analysis evaluated conditions well 

downstream of the main Village area (see Exhibit 13-22 in Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water 

Quality”). Downstream impacts to Truckee River water quality from the construction phase 

were analyzed in Impact 6-11 to aquatic resources (page 6-75). The impact analysis in the 

DEIR provides the effects on downstream ecosystems requested by the commenter. 
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I320 Richard E. & Judith C. Zscheile 

July 10, 2015 

 

I320-1 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. Since publication of the FEIR, 

the applicant has proposed a reduction to the height of Building 15. See Section 2.1, 

“Project Modifications,” of this FEIR for more information on this item. 
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I321 Ursula Hirsbrunner 

July 23, 2015 

 

This comment letter repeats many of the same comments provided in letter I42. The responses below 

provide cross references to the portions of Letter I42 where responses to the same comments have already 

been provided.  

I321-1 See response to comment I42-1. 

I321-2 See response to comment I42-2. 

I321-3 See response to comment I42-3. 

I321-4 See response to comment I42-4. 

I321-5 See response to comment I42-5. 

I321-6 See response to comment I42-6. 

I321-7 See response to comment I42-7. 

I321-8 See response to comment I42-8. 

I321-9 See response to comment I42-9. 

I321-10 See responses to comments I42-9 and I42-10. 

I321-11 See response to comment I42-11. 

I321-12 See response to comment I42-12. 

I321-13 See response to comment I42-16. 
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