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SUBJECT: APPEAL - PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF A VARIANCE (PVAA
2004 0468) BURKE/THREE CHIEFS RESIDENCE

ACTION REQUESTED

The Board is being asked to consider an appeal from Squaw Valley SKi Corp of the Planning Commission’s
approval of a Variance for the Burke/Three Chiefs residence in Squaw Valley. It is staff's
recommendation that the Board uphold the decision of the Planning Commission and deny the appeal.

BACKGROUND

Project Site

Mr. Robert Burke owns a 6,100 square foot lot (APN (96-030-043} that is the center parcel of a group
of three parcels located approximately 120 teet south of the first swirchback on Granite Chief Road (see
Exhibit 1). As shown in Exhibit i, the three parcels are not contiguous to the Granite Chief Subdivision
to the north; a ski run that leads east and downhil! to the base of Squaw Valley separates the parcels
from the subdivision. Although there is no formal roadway access to these three properties, an
iregularly shaped parcel {APN 096-030-034), also owned by Mr. Burke, provides legal access to the
three parcels from Granite Chief Road.

The Burke parcel and the adjacent parcel downslope to the east are currently undeveloped; the adjacent
parce] to the west (the Weber property) is the site of an abandoned residence (see Exhibit 2}. These
properties, and the Granite Chief Subdivision, are situated on the mountainside above the commercial
and residential development near the Village at Squaw Valley. The Burke property is currently
undeveloped, but has been graded al some time in the past. This earlier grading is evidenced by graded
slopes on the western and eastern pertions of the property (slopes ranging from 65 percent to 70 percent,
respectively) with a 25-foot-wide, relatively level area between these slopes. The eastern and southern
portions of the property slope down steeply towards Squaw Creek, which flows through a ravine in this
area.

Project Description

Mr. Burke proposes constructing a new, three-level, three-bedroom, 4,550 square foot, single-family
residence or his Granite Chief property in Squaw Valley (see Exhibits 3 and 4). The site plan shows
that the new residence would be situated generally in the northern portion of the parcel, near the west
(side) and north (front) property lines. The site plan also proposes that the new residence would
encreach inte both the 20-foot front property line setback aleng the norih parcel boundary and the 100-
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foot stream setback associated with Squaw Creek to the east. {(Note: Mr. Burke also owns APN 096-
030-034 which abuts the north property line of the subject parcel). Mr, Burke 1s requesting a variance to
reduce these setback requirements to 5 feet to structure (2.5 feet to eaves) and 55 feet to structure,
respectively.

As described, the subiect parcel is not large (6,113 square feet in size) and has significant slopes.
Approximately two-thirds of the lot is within the 100-foot watercourse setback. Between the existing
cut-slopes and the watercourse setback area, the parcel is very contrained, and the area available for
development is quite limited (see Exhibit 5. In his Variance application, Mr. Burke noted that several
developed properties along Squaw Creek in the vicinity of the project site are within the 100-foot stream
setback.

Entitlement History
In January 2003, the Zoning Administeator approved a Variance to the packing requirement of two on-

site spaces for each residential unit to allow two off-site parking spaces for both Mr, Burke (VAA-3724)
and Mr. Weber, the neighboring preperty owner. In approving the Variance, the Zoning Administrator
found that the unique location of the Burke parcel {-043), the lack of direct roadway access to this parcel
and the shape of Mr. Burke’s second parce! {-034) represented special circumstances that justified
approval of the Variance. The conditions of approval for that Variance addressed the location of the
parking spaces (two on -034 at Granite Chief Road and two at the bottom of Granite Cluef Road), a
limitation of no more than three bedrcoms in any future residential construction on the Burke and
Weber properties, deed restrictions/easements related to parking and access between the Burke and
Weber parcels, verification that Mr. Burke has physical access to his properties, proof of liability
insurance related to pedestrian access between the parking area on Granite Chief Road and the
Burke/Weber properties, execution of a hold harmless agreement with the County, and an inspection of
the property by County staff to determine if the property is in violation of County codes. The Variance
was approved for a two-vear period, expiring in Jannary 20035,

In November 2004, the Zoning Administrator considered applications from Mr. Burke and Mr. Weber
for an extension of time for their previously-approved parking Variances. The Planning Department
received correspondence from Squaw Valley Ski Corp objecting to these extensions and a public hearing
was scheduled. At a hearing on November 4, 2004, the Zoning Administrator considered staff's
recommendation, as well as testimony from both the applicants and a representative from Ski Corp, and
approved an extension of time for the parking Variance. As there was no specific timeframe included in
the extension request, the extensions were approved for a period of three years, expiring in November
2007. No appeal to this extention of time was filed.

In summer 2004, Mr. Burke prepared plans for the construction of a new single-family residence on his
Granite Chief property. As described in the Project Description, above, the proposed residence
encroaches into the front and stream setbacks that apply to this parcel. Mr, Burke requested a Variance
to reduce these setbacks to 5 feet and 55 feet, respectively, in order to allow for the construction of his
new residence.

On October 7, 2004, the Zoning Administrator heard Mr. Burke’s Variance application regarding the
proposed reduction in setbacks. At that hearing, the Zoning Administrator considered reports from staff
and received both oral testimony from Mr. Burke and Mr. Tom Keiley (Squaw Valley Ski Corp), and
written testimeny from Ski Corp and the Squaw Valley MAC. Based upon the information received at
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that hearing, the Zoning Administrator determined that the required findings could be made to support a
Variance. The Zoning Administrator concluded:

1) the project site was “unduly burdened” by setback limitations;

2) water guality issues could be addressed by implementing BMPs and that Engineenng and
Surveying should add a condition requiring BMPs;

3) the reduction in front setback does not represent a skier safety issue; and,

4) the applicant will be required to develop an access solution that separates pedestrian movements
from skiing activities.

The Zoning Administrater approved the applicant’s request for a Variance to setbacks; Squaw Valley
Ski Corp appealed that decision on October 15, 2004.

Appeal of Zoning Administrator Decision
Ski Corp’s appeal of the approved Variance to setbacks was inciuded on the Planning Commission’s

March 24, 2005 agenda. During staff’s presentation of the appeal, County Counsel indicated that,
because Best Management Practices (BMPs) were included as a grading condition, the Variance was not
exempt from CEQA and that environmental analysis was required. The Planning Commission
continued its consideration of the appeal to an open date, directing staff to proceed with environmental
review. Staff conducted the environmental analysis and prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration for
the project, completing the document on June 22, 2006.

ACTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

The appeal of the Zoning Administrator's approval of the sethack Variance was considered by the
Planning Commission at its October 12, 2006 meeting. Comments raised by the appellant and members
of the public included:

¢ The scale of the residence i not consistent with the Squaw Valley General Plan;
» The environmental analysis for the project is lacking, and an EIR should be prepared;
+ Concern with impacts to water quality in Squaw Creek; and
¢ Concerns with skier safety.
The project applicant and adjoining property owner also provided testimony on the project.

After reviewing the staff report and considering public testimony, the Planning Commission
unanimously adopted a motion (7-0} to deny the appeal and approved the Mitigated Negative
Declaration and Varance to setback for the Three Chiefs project. In its deliberations, the Planning
Commission con¢luded that legal access was in fact available 10 the project site, and that the perceived
danger to pedestrians irying to walk to the proposed residence was no greater than if someone fell in
front of a skier on the slopes. The Planning Commission concluded that the proposed residence was
consistent with height requirements for the site, and that the footprint of the residence would only be
double the size of the 775 square foot area that is currently permitted. Lastly, the Planning Commission
conciuded that any perceived impacts associated with located a residence at 55 feet from the centerline
of Squaw Creek would not be an issue when compared to the failure of a sedimentation pond (resulting
from improper construction) associated with the ski resort.

—
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LETTER OF APPEAL

On October 23, 2006, Ski Corp appealed the Commission’s action from the October 12, 2006 hearing
(see Exhibit 7). The appeal application referenced a August 17, 2006 letter from Paul Minasian, counsel
for 8ki Corp, as the basis for the appeal. To assure that all aspects of the appeal were thoroughly
analyzed, staff has provided a response te each issue raised by the appellant.

Issue §: Squaw Valley MAC Opposition

The Squaw Valley MAC held a Special Meeting on Monday, October 4, 2004, and the Burke Variance
application was one of the agenda items scheduled at this meeting. Following a site visit with the
applicant’s architect, a representative of Ski Corp and staff, the MAC considered the Burke application
and passed a motion recommending the Zoning Administrator deny the Vanance because of concerns
related to water quality impacts to Squaw Creek and skier safety. At its regular October 28, 2004
meeting, the MAC passed a motion restating its opposition to the Burke Vanance.

Staff Response: At the time of the MAC meeting, the MAC did not have the benefit of the Mitigated
Negative Declaration and its expanded analysis. As noted above, mitigation measures and conditions
are included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, as well as the Conditions of Approval, that address
the issves and concerns raised by the MAC members. As the Board is aware, the MAC is aonly
responsible for providing a recommendation. and the MAC performed that duty.

Tsyue 2: Design Characteristics

The Ski Corp appeal states that, given 1ts size and location, the proposed 4,550 square foot residence is
out of character with the surrounding Granite Chief subdivision and that, when created in 1960, this lot
and swrrounding lots were intended to be used for seasonal summer cottages. The appeal questions
whether Mr. Burke intends to limit his residence to three bedrooms {a condition of the parking Variance)
and raises concerns related to emergency access along Granite Chief Road {specifically roadway width,
grade and comers), especially during winter conditions. There is no winter road access to the property.

Staff Response: The proposed residence is consistent with the height and lot coverage requirements of
the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance. Based upon the scale and design of residential
development that has occurred in the Granite Chief Subdivision, as well as the scale of the commercial,
residential and recreational buildings associated with the adjacent ski area, the proposed residence is not
inconsistent with the character of the surrounding residences and other structures. Staff has been unable
to locate any documentation related to the formation of this lot, or the surrounding lots that limits their
development to seasonal summer cottages.

Grantte Chief Road currently provides access to approximately 24 parcels. This roadway is narrow,
there are some tight turns and it 1s steep in some areas. As stated in the appeal, the road is very
challenging in winter conditions. No information has been provided to show how the development of
one of two additional legally created residential parcels in this vicinity will have any signmficant effect
on roadway operations.

Issue 3. Lack of Access and Skier/Pedestrian Safety

The appeal states that there is no easement on record that provides winter access (pedestrian or
otherwise)} across the ski run between the parking area on parcel -034 at Granite Chief Road and the
Burke parcel and, from a practical standpoint, people will park on -034 and cross the well-traveled ski
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run to access the Burke property. [n addition, the appeal states that there is a substantial likelihood that
collisions between pedestrians and skiers and snow grooming or other equipment on the hill could result.

Staff Response: Condition 7 of the Burke setback Variance, added by the Zoning Administrator,
required the applicant to develop an “access solution which separates pedestrian traffic from Granite
Chief Road to the subject property from skiers utilizing the intervening ski slope™. Mr. Burke owns both
the project parcel (-043) and parcel -034, an irregularly-shaped parcel, and maintains that parcel -034
provides legal access to the project parcel. However, since the time of the Zoning Administrator
approval and afiter considerable investigation by Mr. Burke, staff determined that constructing 2 bridge
or tunniel across the ski run is not economically feastble, and staff recommended that this condition be
deleted. The Planning Commission deleted Condition 7 when approving the Vanance. Siaff has
reviewed the deeds and maps relating to the parcel and the easement rights on adjoining parcels. A
reasonable reading of the material reflects that the applicant has the ¢asement rights that he claims
(which allows access from Granite Chief Drive to the three parcels in an undefined, open location). The
County recognizes, however, that Ski Corp disputes these rights; however, the County does not resolve
private disagreemenits.

The proposed project includes the construction of a single-family residence where none currently exists.
A summer access road to the home site will be constructed across an existing ski run on private
property, The subject property has =sasement rights over the private ski run property for a permanent
summer access road. During summer use, between May 1 and October 13, skiers are not present on the
ski run and, therefore, impacts to pedestrian safety are minimal to none.

The primary route of travel for downhill skiers at Squaw Valley is the Mountain Run, a large run that
connects the ski areas in the vicinity of Squaw Peak with the lodge and commercial factlities at the base
of the mountain. The Mountain Run is Jocated on the scuth side of the Squaw Creek drainage, across
from the Burke and Weber properties. The ski slope that runs north of and adjacent to the Burke and
Weber properties is used primarily by local residents as a means {0 access the nearest lift at the lodge
area at the base of the hill. Directly downslope from the Burke property, this run narrows and the slope
increases significantly. There is a residence at the base of this steep hill that is regularly accessed by
pedestrians crossing this ski ran. Although pedestrians will cross this same run to access the Burke
residence, the ski path in the vicinity of the project parcel is significantly wider and the slope is
significantly less than the path in the vicinity of the residence at the base of the slope. As a result,
potential conflicts between pedestrian and skiing activities will also be reduced hecause of these same
factors. Staff finds that pedestrians are less likely to slip and fall on gentle slopes and that sight safety
factors are sigmificantly better at the section of the ski run that is wider and more gently sioped.

The current summer access road for the adjacent uphill property measures about 130 feet in length. The
applicant proposes to realign approximately half of the existing summer access road {about 65 feet) to
improve access to the property for construction purposes. This realigned portion of the road will be
graded and the entire length of the road will be surfaced with gravel as part of this project. Grading will
be along the path of least disturbance, with minimal cut and fill slopes. The realigned summer access
road will result in fitls of no more than two feet and resulting finished grades no steeper than 2:1. Staff
finds that the minor compacting and widening of the sunmer access road will not significantly alter the
topography or change the existing conditions of the ski slope to any great extent.

The proposed Burke residence is a single-family residence; the maximum estimated number of ski run
crossings by pedestrians during the busiest winter day is anticipated to be 10 crossings per day. Based
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on site visits and sight line analyses by staff, staff has concluded that sight distance is adequate for skiers
10 react to maneuver around pedestrians, and that pedestrians have adequate visibility to see skiers and
avoid potential conflicts. Skiers accept the inherent risks of skiing by engaging in the sport of skiing
within the boundaries of a ski area. According to County Code Section 9.28.050, it is the responsibility
of the skier “to ski in a safe and reasonable manner, under sufficient control to be able to stop or avoid
other skiers or objects.” Under the reasonable assumption that competent skiers are using this ski run
since they are mainly local residents, and given the considerations provided above, staff concludes that
the construction of this residence at this location will not create a condition very different than that
which exists today and that skier safety is not significantly impacted as a result of construction of this
proposed single-family residence.

Issue 4- Front Sethack

The Burke property fronts onto a ski run, and Ski Corp asserts that reducing the required 20-foot front
setback to 5 feet would introduce an additional hazard to skiers en this run. Ski Corp maintains that the
2(-foot front setback should be retained in order to protect skier safety.

Staff Response: The residence will be constructed within the property lines of the parcel, and staff could
find no evidence to show that a 15-foot difference in the location of a residence would significantly
affect skier safety. If Ski Corp is concermned with skier safety, Ski Corp has the ability to construct
fences or barriers on its property to assure skier safety.

Issue 5- Stream Serback

The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board lists Squaw Creek as an “impaired waterway”
from sediment. Ski Corp states that aliowing the construction of the Burke residence within the 100 feet
from centerline setback area represents an unacceptable risk to the water quality of the creek.

Staff Response: The County Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Contro! Ordinance and the Drainage
section of the Land Development Manual require erosion control Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
prevent quantities of material substantially in excess of natural levels to be moved from the site in any
manner that could potentially cause water quality degradation. The Advisory Comment that Engineering
and Surveying Department added to the conditions for the approved Variance requires a Grading Permit
be obtained if certain conditions are met. As noted in the Mitigated Negative Declaration,
implementation of the required BMP measures will reduce any possible impacts to less than significant
levels. As the Board is aware, other improvements within the larger Squaw Valley Resort area have been
allowed without the 100-foot setback area from Squaw Creek, and no adverse impacts have resulted.
Staff is confident that imlementaion of the Mitigation Measures with the Variance will provide the same
level of success that Squaw Valley Ski Corp has enjoyed.

Issue 6: Code Enforcement

The deed restriction requirements of Cendition 3 of the Burke and Weber parking Variances establish an
intetrelationship between these two parcels with regards to parking and access. Ski Corp states that the
abandoned structure on the Weber parcel is an attractive nuisance and is a violation, Since these two
parcels are interlinked, Ski Corp states that the County should not be considering an application relating
to the Burke parcel while an existing violation exists on the Weber parcel.

Staff Response: Staff from Code Enforcement and Environmental Health Services have visited the
Weber property on several occasions, Based upon these site visits, there are no known code violations
on the Weber property (-044). Although a Demolition Permit has been issued {118624.04, dated
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December 8, 2004), the demolition permit has not yet been exercised, and the structure remains on the
parcel.

Adequacy of the Environmental Analysis for the Project
In addition to the above-discussed points of appeal, Ski Corp also made several claims that a single-

family residence should require an EIR. In Ski Corp’s aftempt to put its issues into the context of
CEQA., it claims that:

(A) the approval of the parking variance and the setback variances were an illegal segmentation of one
project that should have been considered in one unified CEQA document;

(B) that the previously approved parking variance should be re-examined;

(C) that pedestrian safety was not adequately covered in the environmental document;

(D) that the road construction that is required as a mitigation measure is not adequately analyzed,
(E) that a smaller structure should be mandated in order to protect water quality; and

(F) that the single family residence i1s in conflict with the zoning code.

As with the other points of appeal, staff has individuaily addressed each of these issues below.

Issue A: The approval of the parking variance and the setback variances were an illegal segmentation of
one project that should have been considered in one unified document.

Staff Response; As mentioned above, the applicant has a variance entitlement that was approved in
November 2004, and the applicant has until November 4, 2007 to vest this nght. Ski Corp claims that
CEQA prohibits the processing of the parking variance in 2004 and the cirrent variance request to
setback as separate actions.

In reviewing this claim, staff has concluded that the applicant did not have building plans at the time the
parking variance was sought. While it is true that CEQA prohibits a piece-meal approach to
development, there are no facts on the record that support an accusation that the applicant had made any
decisions about construction on the property at the time of the parking variance approval. Rather, it was
¢lear that a parking variance would need to be obtained before the applicant could determine whether or
not proceeding with construction plans would be worth while. Accordingly, there was no ‘subsequent
project’ at the time of the approval of the parking variance.

Most importantly, the environmental determination for the parking variance {a Categorical Exemption)
was approved in 2003, and then was relied upon again for the extension appreval in October 2004. The
statute of limitations for legal challenges for the use of the exemption for the parking vartance expired in
April 2005, Accordingly, it is too late for the appellant to challenge the environmental anatysis used for
the parking variance.



As to the current variance application, the existence of the previously approved parking variance is
considered as a part of the baseline for environmental review. While it is not appropriate to re-analyze
the parking variance, staff has taken its existence into account as it worked through environmental
review for the vanances at issue.

Issue B: The parking variance should be re-examined.

Staff Response: The Ski Corp letter seems to indicate in several places that the parking variance should
be re-examined. As stated above, the statute of limitations of environmental determination has run. It is
important to note that Ski Corp knew about the hearing for the parking variance as evidenced by their
testimony at that hearing; however, Ski Corp did not choose to appeal that decision at the time. Once an
entitlement is sought and granted, it becomes a property right. Revocation of any entitlement would
require compliance with County, State and Federal laws that protect private property rights.

Issu¢ C: Pedestrian safety is not adequately analyzed in the document.

Staff Response: In response to Ski Corp’s continued comments on this issue, staff commented under
the heading “Issue 37 above. In addition, Ski Corp submitted a letier written by Larry Heywood (See
Exhibit C to the Minasian letter) that argues that the construction of the residence itself, and winter
access across the adjacent ski slope to the property, poses a safety hazard 1o skiets using the slope, Staff
has considered this letter, as well as a significant amount of other information as discussed above, and
has concluded that this issue has been addressed adequately for the purposes of a variance approval, and
for the purposes of CEQA, as well.

Issue B): The read coustruction that is required as a mitigation measure is not adequately analyzed.

Staff Response: The Ski Corp letter ¢laims that the County is requiring that a new road be constructed
across the burdened lot, and that such construction would be so significant that it would tequire a
Statement of Overriding Censideration made within an EIR document.

Staff makes no reference to where the access road must be located on the burdened property. The
County 1s requiring that a summer road access the parcel (as evidenced by the conditions of approval} in
order to ensure that any potential impacts from emergency situations can be handled. Staff understood
that the current existing dirt road may be used, but as CEQA requires, staff considered the worst case
scenarto and required mitigation measures that would mitigate the construction of an entirely new road
{see discussion on page 4 of the Initial Study).

The Ski Corp letter spends a considerable amount of time discussing legal issues pertaining to the scope
of the easement rights and argues that the road mitigation measure is not legally feasible, and is
therefore inadequate. As mentioned earlier, staff has reviewed the deeds and maps relating to the parcel
and the easement nghts on adjoining parcels. A reasonable reading of the material reflects that the
property owner has the easement rights that he claims. Nevertheless, to ensure the CEQA mitigation is
adequate, the County added a Condition of Approval to ensure that the mitigation measure will be
complied with before a building permit for the construction of the home is issued.



Issue E: A smaller structure should be mandated in order to protect water quality.

Staff Response: As previously discussed above, staff has concluded that the water quality impacts have
been addressed and mitigated within the environmental document. It is impertant to note that the
applicant will also still have to comply with any restrictions or requirements from Federal or State
agencies, including Lahontan.

Issue F: The single-family residence is in conflict with the zoning code.

Staff Response: Placer County’s Initial Study check list does require that the County consider
compatibility of a project application with existing land use and zoning regulations. If a project is in
conflict with an existing law, then an application for a change in that law 1s required in order for a “less
than significant™ determination to be made within an environmental document.

This project, however, is not in conflict with the applicable zoning standards. As previousty stated, the
subject parcel, and the adjeining parcels to the west and east, were legally created in 1960. The Density
Factor (Land Use Intensity) in the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance limits the
number of bedrooms in the Low-Density Residential District to a maximum of 10 bedrooms per acre.
This density factor does not apply, however, to “residential subdivision lots iegally created prior to
January 1, 1983", This proposed project, therefore, 15 not in cenflict with the applicable zoning
standards.

CONCLUSION

As discussed above, staft has concluded that there are no merits to the issues raised by the appellant.
The Planning Commission considered these same issues and voted unanimously to deny Ski Corp’s
appeal and approve the setback Variance and the Mitigated Negative Declaration that has been prepared
for this entittement. No new information s provided in the appeal that would necessitate reversing the
Planning Commission’s action,

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and deny the
appeal, thereby approving the Variance, based upon to the following Findings.

FINDINGS:

CEQA FINDINGS:

The Planning Commission has considered the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration, the proposed
mitigation measures, the staff report and all comments thereto and hereby adopts the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the project based upon the following findings:

1. The Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Three Chiefs project has been prepared as required
by law. With the incorporation of all mitigation measures, the project is not expected 1o cause
any significant adverse impacts.

FOTENTIAL IMPACT 3b & 3c: Significant disruptions, displacements, compaction

or overcrowding of the soil and Substantial change in topography or ground surface
relief,
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DISCUSSION: The proposed project includes the construction of a permanent summer
access road, trenching for new utility services, and construction of a single family
residence. The residential structure will be constructed on a parcel that overlooks Squaw
Creek and is separated from the nearest roadway, Granite Chief Road. The parcel is
separated from Granite Chief Road by an access parcel, owned by 3 Chiefs, LLC, and by
Squaw Valley Development Properly land which is used as a ski rnun during the winter
season. The applicant has legal rights and ownership over the access parcel, APN 096-
030-034, which also allows for parking for the residential lots on the other side of the ski
run, adjacent to Granite Chief Road. An existing easement {683 OR 514) grants the
applicant rights to construct a road over the Squaw Valley Development Property land in
order 10 access the residential lots during the summer months. The summer use peniod is
considered to be between May 1 and October 15 each year. The applicant intends to
construct this summer access road as a permanent feature that will remain in place after
the construction of the residence is completed. Grading and compaction of scils for
construction of the road will distwb areas as wide as 65 feet over a length of
approximately 125 feet to install a 20 foot wide gravel access road and provide for
finished slopes of no more than 2:1. It is estimated that approximately 183 cubic yards of
material (cut and fill) will be required for the construction of the permanent access road.
In addition, this project may include trenching for approximately 800 feet of new 87
waterline, The largest portion of the new water line would be placed on previously
disturbed ground along Granite Chief Road. In addition, the applicant estimates that
approximately 500 cubic yards of material will be excavated to construct the basement
and foundation for the residence. Given the highly erodible nature of the soils present at
the site, the steep topography, and the proximity to Squaw Creek, staff considers impacts
due to soil disruption, displacement, and changes in topography to be potentially
significant unless mitigation is incorporated.

MITIGATION MEASURES

MM 3.1 Pror to Building Permit issuance, obtain a Grading Permit for any grading work
outside the building footprint for construction of the summer access road. All proposed
grading, drainage improvements, vegetation, tree impacts and tree removal shall be shown
on the Grading Plans and all work shall conform to provisions of the County Grading
Ordinance {Section 135.48, Placer County Code} and the Placer County Fleod Control
District's Stormwater Management Manual. No grading, ciearing, or tree dishurbance shall
occur until the Grading Permit is issued and any required temporary construction fencing
has been installed and inspected by a member of the DRC. All cut/filt slopes shall be at 2:1
(horizontal:vertical) unless a soils report suppotts a steeper slope and the Engineering and
Surveying Department (ESD) concurs with said recommendation.

MM 3. Siaging Areas: Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be identified on the
Grading Plans and Jocated as far as practical from existing dwellings and protected

resources in the area.

FINDING: With implementatio