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O11-1

The comment provides information regarding the nature of the Tavern Inn, describing it as
being a community of homeowners and residents some of whom live at the Tavern Inn all year.

O11-2

The County is in receipt of the Tavern Inn’s March 20, 2014 letter, which was provided in
response to the revised NOP. Even though the commenter incorporates the NOP letter by
reference, it is not considered a comment on the contents of the DEIR. The purpose of the
NOP is to solicit comments from agencies and the public on the scope of what should be
addressed in the DEIR. CEQA does not require lead agencies to provide written responses to
comments in response to NOPs; however, all comments received on the NOP, including the
letter from the Tavern Inn, were considered or otherwise addressed in the DEIR to the extent
such comments raised potential environmental issues associated with the project. For
instance, visual simulations of the East Parcel depict the general view from the Tavern Inn
(Exhibit 8-20 of the DEIR) and the impact is evaluated on pages 8-49 to 8-50; noise impacts
from the East Parcel, including shipping and receiving, are evaluated in the noise analysis of
the DEIR, pages 11-19 and 11-20 (construction noise), and page 11-26 (loading dock noise);
other impacts are addressed in the appropriate sections of the DEIR. Thus, potential impacts
related to project development at the East Parcel, which is the focus of the NOP comment
letter in question, were described and analyzed throughout the DEIR and in this FEIR.
The proposed development of the East Parcel was modified several times after release of the
NOP, in large part to address environmental issues raised in the NOP as well as in response
to the analysis of environmental impacts as part of the EIR process. Thus, while the NOP
comment letter raised issues for consideration during preparation of the DEIR, they are not
comments on the project as proposed, or how it was addressed in the DEIR. Further, this
comment does not link specific concerns expressed in the referenced NOP letter to the
contents of the DEIR, so a further response is not possible. Finally, the balance of comment
letter O11, provided by this commenter, does address the specific contents of the DEIR and
addresses many of the same issues, specific to the DEIR contents, covered more generally
by the NOP comment letter. See responses to comments O11-3 through O11-14.
Also, see the Master Response regarding the East Parcel, which addresses additional
modifications to proposed development at this parcel.

O11-3

See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel, which discusses the applicant’s
proposed changes to the East Parcel made in response to input received from the
community to date and incorporated to lessen impacts. These changes are also discussed in
Section 2.1, “Project Modifications,” of this FEIR. For the reasons discussed in Section 2.1,
the analysis of the East Parcel in the DEIR and supplemental information provided in this
FEIR are adequate to analyze and disclose the environmental effects of the East Parcel
portion of the project at this time. Also, see response to comment O9-59 regarding the
programmatic nature of the project and, thus, the DEIR. As described in the DEIR and
response to comment O9-59, when subsequent activities in the program (including the East
Parcel) are proposed, the County must determine whether the environmental effects of those
activities were covered in the program EIR and whether additional environmental documents
must be prepared. If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the
program EIR, a project-specific CEQA document must be prepared.
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See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel, which discusses land use compatibility
issues, including division of an established community. Furthermore, as stated on page 4-20
of the DEIR,
To physically divide an established community, a project must introduce or expand an
element that creates a hindrance to safe and efficient movement throughout the
community. An example of a type of project that could physically divide an
established community is a new highway or railroad that passes through a
community. These types of projects may hinder safe pedestrian and bicycle crossings
and create a real or perceived disconnection in the community.
The project would not introduce elements that would physically divide the community and no
physically dividing elements currently exist.
The comment also states that mitigation measures should be considered including relocating the
shipping & receiving facility, market, and visitor parking lot to a different location. See response
to comment I63-2 regarding the alternative locations that were considered for the shipping &
receiving facility. Also, see the Master Response regarding the East Parcel, which discusses the
applicant’s proposed changes to the East Parcel. As described therein, these project components
are proposed to remain at the East Parcel; however, modifications have been proposed to the
East Parcel layout in response to concerns expressed by the Squaw Valley Design Review
Committee and members of the public as described in Section 2.1 of this FEIR.

O11-5

See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel, which discusses the potential for longterm land use conflicts.

O11-6

The primary driveway to the East Parcel would be situated along Squaw Valley Road directly
across from Tavern Way. The driveway would be situated along a segment of Squaw Valley
Road that currently consists of two eastbound travel lanes, a two-way left-turn lane, and one
westbound travel lane. As shown in Exhibit 9-10 in the DEIR, during the Saturday Winter AM
peak hour, 25 vehicles (primarily employee trips) would turn right into the East Parcel
driveway from westbound Squaw Valley Road (via SR 89, i.e., 92 vehicles enter Squaw Valley
Road at Intersection #11 and 67 vehicles remain at Intersection #10, indicating that 25
vehicles left Squaw Valley Road at the East Parcel). During the Sunday Winter PM peak hour,
44 vehicles would turn left out of the East Parcel driveway (using the same comparison
between Intersections #10 and #11 in Exhibit 9-10). In addition, it is estimated that three
round trip shuttle bus trips during the AM peak hour and six round trip shuttle bus trips
during the PM peak hour would occur to transport employees between the East Parcel and
the Village. Traffic levels at this driveway are anticipated to be much lower during the
summer Friday PM peak hour because Village employees would not park in the East Parcel
parking structure. The East Parcel driveway has been designed using standard engineering
methods. It is situated directly across from Tavern Way (versus being offset) so as to avoid
creation of conflicting left-turn movements. A two-way left-turn lane is provided to facilitate
left-turns. The East Parcel driveway will be stop-controlled. Thus, motorists exiting this
driveway will need to wait to find an available gap in through traffic on Squaw Valley Road,
thereby not adversely affecting other roadway users.
Exhibit 3-6 in the DEIR shows a secondary driveway on Squaw Valley Road that would be
used for primarily shipping and receiving purposes. This driveway would be situated directly
across from an existing driveway adjacent to the Squaw Valley Fire Department station. The
proposed driveway would have a wide throat width that accommodates delivery trucks. It
would be situated along a portion of Squaw Valley Road that includes a two-way left-turn to
facilitate turning movements. Traffic at this driveway would be limited to occasional truck
deliveries, which typically occur during off-peak hours. In addition, Squaw Valley Road in the
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westbound direction would include dedicated right turn lanes for both driveways to prevent
queuing from interfering with through travel on Squaw Valley Road.
Note that modifications to the East Parcel described in Section 2.1 of this FEIR do not alter
the locations of vehicle entry/exit points.
In summary, the expected future traffic movements generated by the East Parcel along with
the turning movements generated by existing land uses on the opposite side of Squaw Valley
Road would be well within the capacity of the two-way left turn lane. It is therefore concluded
that no potential for a significant impact will result. It should also be noted that final location
and design of access to the East Parcel will be subject to review and approval by Placer County.
O11-7

See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel, which discusses potential noise impacts
at the East Parcel, as well as Section 2.1 of this FEIR that addresses proposed changes to
the East Parcel layout. As described therein, modifications have been proposed to the East
Parcel layout, including the redesign of the shipping & receiving facility ingress and egress to
minimize the need for trucks to back up. Regarding limiting the operation of the facility to
8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., also see the Master Response regarding the East Parcel. The
comment expresses concern regarding potential future changes in the design for the East
Parcel. The Master Response regarding the East Parcel addresses many of the design
concerns raised in the comment. Moreover, as described in the DEIR and response to
comment O9-59, when subsequent activities in the program (including the East Parcel) are
proposed, the County must determine whether the environmental effects of those activities
were covered in the program EIR and whether additional environmental documents must be
prepared. If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a
project-specific CEQA document must be prepared.

O11-8

See the Master Response regarding noise, which discusses traffic noise impacts and
provides new mitigation to reduce roadway noise levels on Squaw Valley Road. See also
response to comment O9-59 regarding the programmatic nature of the project and, thus, the
DEIR.

O11-9

See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel, which discusses potential noise impacts
associated with the proposed market and employee housing on the East Parcel.

O11-10

See the Master Response regarding the East Parcel, which discusses the potential visual
impacts associated with the East Parcel development.

O11-11

See response to comment O11-3 regarding revisions to the East Parcel layout. The comment
expresses concern regarding potential future changes in the design for the East Parcel. The
Master Response regarding the East Parcel addresses many of the design concerns raised in
the comment. Moreover, as described in the DEIR and response to comment O9-59, when
subsequent activities in the program (including the East Parcel) are proposed, the County
must determine whether the environmental effects of those activities were covered in the
program EIR and whether additional environmental documents must be prepared. If a later
activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a project-specific
CEQA document must be prepared.

O11-12

The comment states that the DEIR does not discuss other alternatives for employee housing,
other than at the East Parcel. This comment pertains to Placer County General Plan Policy C-2
(see page 5-7 of the DEIR), which provides a list of ways that projects can meet the County’s
employee housing requirement. This policy is also discussed under Mitigation Measure 5-3
(see page 5-13 of the DEIR), which requires the applicant to prepare for County review and
approval an employee/workforce housing plan that requires one or more of the following:
development of new on-site employee/workforce housing; development/renovation of off-site
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employee/workforce housing; dedication of sufficient land for needed units; and/or payment of
an in-lieu fee. The applicant is meeting the requirements of General Plan Policy C-2, in part, by
developing employee housing on the East Parcel. Implementation of one or more of the other
options provided in Policy C-2 will also be required.
Further, the comment states that the DEIR must evaluate other options for providing
employee housing that could reduce or eliminate the impacts associated with placing all
employee housing on the East Parcel. See response to comment I63-2, which discusses
CEQA requirements for an alternatives analysis. Also, described in Section 17.2 of the DEIR,
“Alternatives Considered and not Evaluated Further,” reduced housing density at the East
Parcel was considered (page 17-11). As part of the No Project- SVGPLUO Development
Alternative (DEIR Section 17.3.3, page 17-8), the East Parcel would be used entirely for
parking. Under the Reduced Development Alternative (DEIR Section 17.3.4, page 17-24), the
East Parcel would have a reduced amount of employee housing. Therefore, multiple options
related to provision of employee housing at the East Parcel are considered in the DEIR.
O11-13

The comment states that because Impact 7-3 (Disturb archaeological resources or ethnic
and cultural values) notes that the proposed development does not currently envision ground
disturbance in the vicinity of CA-PLA-164, this implies that future disturbance could happen.
There is a possibility that disturbance in the vicinity of CA-PLA-164 could occur and because
of this, Mitigation Measure 7-3a calls for a site monitor from the Washoe Tribe to be on site
for all earth-disturbing activities within 100 feet of CA-PLA-164.
The comment also states that the DEIR is not clear that the East Parcel has been sufficiently
surveyed and evaluated. Page 7-7 of Chapter 7, “Cultural Resources,” states that the entire
project site was subject to a reconnaissance survey. Page 7-7 also explains that for the
Specific Plan area (of which the East Parcel is a part), Phase 2 reports (which evaluate
resources that are encountered during the reconnaissance survey) were completed that
evaluated resources in accordance with national and State criteria to determine eligibility for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical
Resources. Therefore, the East Parcel has been adequately surveyed and evaluated to
support the impact analysis in the DEIR. The comment also states that a Native American
monitor should be on site for all ground disturbing activities on the East Parcel. Because the
East Parcel has been surveyed and evaluated and only one resource has been discovered
(CA-PLA-164), this is not necessary.

O11-14

3.2.4-584

The comment states that because new information and analysis regarding the East Parcel is
required, a revised and recirculated DEIR is similarly required. However, for the reasons
discussed above in responses to comments O11-1 through O11-13, the analysis is adequate
and recirculation of the DEIR is not necessary. See also the Master Response regarding
recirculation.
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