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significance threshold for determining impacts to roads and intersections. DEIR at 9-32. 
A volume-to-capacity ratio is a measure that compares a roadway demand (vehicle 
volumes) with roadway supply (carrying capacity). The volume of traffic from the 
Project would exceed the capacity of certain roadway segments and come close to 
exceeding the roadway or intersection capacity at other locations. See e.g., DEIR at 9-49 
(Table 9-20, showing that Squaw Valley Road between Squaw Creek Road and the 
village area would operate at a VIC ratio of 1.02), DEIR at 9-64 (Table 9-23, showing 
that state highway segments such as SR 28 cast ofSR 89 would operate at a V/C capacity 
of0.96). Nor can the DEIR credibly assert that the Project's myriad significant traffic 
impacts have been adequately mitigated because, as mentioned above, the EIR ultimately 
concludes that these impacts would be significant and unavoidable. DEIR at 9-57-9-63. 

d. General Plan Policies l.K.l and l.K.S 

The DEIR concedes that the Project would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts to visual impacts. DEIR at 8-50; 8-53; 8-56; 8-60. Consequently, 
the Project would be flatly inconsistent with General Plan policy l.K.l , which requires 
new development to maintain the character and visual quality of the area, and policy 
l.K.5, which requires the design of new development to fit the natural terrain. FEIR at 
3.2.4-440 and 441 . The FEIR authors attempt to spin this inconsistency as best they can 
when they assert that "the project appears to be visually consistent with the character of 
the project area, even if it would result in significant visual impacts." This sentence is 
not only illogical, it is meaningless. Recognizing its vulnerability, the FEIR then 
suggests that the Pr~ject would be consistent with these General Plan policies because the 
EIR's mitigation measures would reduce impacts to scenic resources. See FEIR at 3.2.4-
538, 539 (response 09-244). Yet, the EIR's conclusion that the Project's visual resources 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable undercuts this argument entirely. 

e. General Plan Policies 6.A.3 and 6.C.l 

In numerous instances, the DEIR made many of the Project's 
inconsistencies with the General Plan clear. For example, the DEIR acknowledged the 
Project's significant impacts to sensitive habitats including wetlands, wet meadows, and 
riparian vegetation. DEIR at 2-14 through 2-39; FEIR at 3.24-535 (response no. 09-231 ). 
These impacts make the Project inconsistent with, for example, General Plan policies 
6.A.3, and 6.C.l, which require the County to avoid impacts to and protect such 
resources. In responding to our comments, the FEIR suggests that biological resources 
mitigation measures would eliminate any General Plan inconsistencies. FEIR at 3 .2.4-
535 and 536 (response numbers 09-230 and -9-23 1 ). 
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--·- -Although these mitigation measures may serve to offset the loss of habitat 
and wildlife that the Project would cause, they do not resolve the conflicts between the 
Project and the General Plan. For example, Mitigation Measures 6-la and 6-lb require 
the applicant to provide compensatory habitat and to comply with restoration standards. 
Mitigation Measure 6-9 requires the applicant to compensate for tree removal. These 
measures do not prevent impacts-they are after-the-fact measures designed to make up 
for losses. Restoring habitat elsewhere does not "preserve" the area's established 
resources, as the General Plan requires. 

f. General Plan Policy LU-P-5 

The FEIR also fails to adequately respond to comments or ignores 
comments entirely. For example, the FEIR fails to respond to our comment that the 
Project is inconsistent with Placer County Area Plan policy LU-P-5, mandating that the 
County "[d]irect development towards Town Centers and preserve the character of 
surrounding neighborhoods." FEIR at 3.2.4-446 (comment no. 09-259, 260) and 3.2.4-
543. As we explained, the Project is clearly inconsistent with this policy because it 
locates a substantial amount of development seven miles northwest of the town center of 
Tahoe City and captures redevelopment potential that could otherwise be directed to 
Tahoe City and Kings Beach. The FEIR's response directs the reader to Master 
Respon.c;;e 3.1.15, however this response fails to address this issue at all. 

g. SVGPLUO Policies 

The FEIR also fails to resolve the numerous inconsistencies with the 
SVGPLVO. For example, while the FEIR acknowledges that the Project would be 
inconsistent with provisions in the SVGPLUO calling for new development to meet 
certain standards, "including that they not increase peak-period congestion and delay 
(SVGPLUO, page 44)," the FEIR uses flawed reasoning to conclude that the Project is 
consistent with this policy. FEIR at 3.2.541 (response no 09-253). The FElR simply 
downplays the Project's significant increase in traffic trips, congestion and delays, and 
goes so tar as to assert that the DEIR likely overestimated Project-related trips so that 
peak-period conditions will be acceptable. ld. at 3.2.542. The EIR cannot have it both 
ways. If the DEIR's analysis was inaccurate, it sbould be revised to correct the errors. If 
the DEIR's analysis was correct, intersection and roadway levels of service would 
operate at unacceptable service levels, resulting in inconsistency with the SVGPLUO. 
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1 1. The EJR Continues to Provide a Misleading and Incomplete 
Analysis of tbe Project,s Population, Employment, and Housing 
Impacts and Growth-Inducing Impacts. 

Sierra Watch and others commented that the DEIR's analysis of the 
Project's population, employment, and housing and growth-inducing impacts were 
inadequate and underestimated the Project's impacts. Rather than correct these 
inadequacies, the FEIR still obfuscates the Project's true impacts by, for example, 
pn::senting the information in a way that unrealistically minimizes the number of 
individuals the Project would draw to the area as employees. First and most egregiously, 
the EIR obscures the Project's impacts from bringing in new employees by continuing to 
rely on "FTE"-or full-time equivalent- employees to characterize the number of 
employees the Project would attract, despite the fact that the average number ofFTE 
employees year-round is far below the actual number of people who would be working at 
the Project during the peak seasons. 

The County claims that it is appropriate for it to consistently refer to the 
Project as adding an estimated 574 FTE employees "because the County's employee 
housing policy is based on FTEs." FEIR at 3.2.4-657 (response no. 012b-10). This 
makes no sense. The County's employee housing policy is relevant only tor determining 
whether the Project satisfies the County's requirement tor providing a certain amount of 
employee housing. It has nothing to do with the actual number of employees coming to 
the area, especially when some of them would be part-time. See DEffi at 9-34?0 

Remarkably, the EIR fails to mention anywhere in the EIR except in the Transportation 
chapter that some employees would be part-time, and nowhere reveals the total number 
of part-time employees. See id. 

20 The County argues that "the total number of employees is anticipated to be consistent 
with the FTEs, because most shifts would be 8 hours." FEIR at 3.2.4-657 (response no. 
0 12b-l0). This is not convincing. "FTE" means "full-time equivalent," and a full-time 
employee would work eight hours a day five days a week-40 hours per week. A part
time employee who works an eight-hour shift may work only two or three days a week 
(16-24 hours per week), and thus one "FTE employee" may, in reality, be made up of two 
individuals. With a significant number of part-time employees (see DEIR at9-34), 
counting employees by FTE underestimates the actual number of individuals who would 
be employed. 
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Estimating how many employees would be full- or part-time is essential to 
an adequate analysis of the Project's population, employment, and housing impacts. As 
Nevada County Supervisor Richard Anderson explained in his comments on the DEIR, 
two employees each working half-time would count as only one "FTE employee," but 
both of these people would need housing. FEIR at 3.2.3-3 (comment no. Ll-2). Bringing 
greater numbers of employees to the area causes additional impacts as well, such as more 
people driving to the resort, with attendant impacts to traffic, air quality, and parking 
shortages, as discussed above. Relying on "FTE employees" to describe the number of 
employees the Project would bring to the area causes the EIR to fail its informational 
purpose and is completely misleading. 

Relying on "PTE employees" as the measure of the Project's employees 
also results in the appearance that more employees would have on-site housing than the 
Project could actually provide. For example, when downplaying the Project employees' 
demand for housing, the County states that "[f]ifty percent of the FTE housing would be 
provided by the project." FEIR at 3.2.4-544 (response no. 09-264). This is technically 
true, but it makes it sound like around half of the housing needed by the Project's new 
employees would be provided by the Project-which is not true. Only 201 ofthe 
Project's projected maximum 751 new employees would have on-site housing. 

Even worse, in its response to comments, the County states that because of 
the Project's on-site housing, only 375 employees would need to look for off-site 
housing. FEIR at 3.2.4-657 (response no. 0 l2b-10). The County's math is wrong. The 
Project would, during peak seasons, bring approximately 751 new individuals to the area 
as employees. DEIR at 9-34. The Project-provided housing would accommodate 201 of 
the new employees. DEIR at 5-12-5-13. This leaves 550 new employees during the 
peak season seeking housing elsewhere in the Olympic Valley and beyond-not 375. 

Further, the EIR underestimates the number of the Project's employees who 
would seek off-site housing because the EIR assumes the Project's on-site housing would 
be equally appropriate to house all its employees. However, the Project's on-site housing 
will be mostly dormitory-style, with residents living four to a room, in bunk beds. DEIR 
Appx. D at 4. A few of the units would be private studio apartments for couples or 
individuals desiring more privacy. !d. However, none of these options are viable for 
employees with families, meaning all those employees would have to seek off-site 
housing. 

Second, in response to our comment that the EIR should consider housing 
impacts based on when demand is highest, the County essentially argues that because the 
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Project's employees would be largely seasonal, they would have negligible demand on 
housing. For example, the County claims that "a large percentage of [seasonal] 
employees will seek temporary housing," such as "rent[ing] rooms in existing homes in 
the region," and thus they "do not, typically, require (or can afford) new housing 
accommodations." FEIR at 3.2.4-544 (response no. 09-264). The EIR then concludes 
that, accordingly, these employees will not significantly increase demand on housing in 
the area. This defies logic. 

There are, presumably, a finite number of individual rooms or other 
affordable housing available for rent in the area, but the EIR acts as if these are a limitless 
resource available to seasonal employees, thereby tailing to consider the impact of 
increased competition for this housing resource. Also, that seasonal employees would 
not seek out (or be able to afford) newly constructed housing in the area does not mean 
that they would not potentially increase demand on housing to the point that new housing 
must be built. Or that, should the employees be unable to find affordable housing in the 
area, that they would not commute from long distances where they could find such 
housing, thereby adding to traffic, VMT, and air quality impacts. Indeed, the EIR 
recognizes that there is a "known lack of affordable housing" in the area. FEIR at 3.2.4-
658 (response no. 012b-l0) (emphasis original). Those 550 new employees-or the 
people they displace in their hunt tor affordable housing-would need to sleep 
somewhere during the peak season. The EIR must disclose this and discuss the impacts 
of developing housing or other methods to meet this demand.21 

Third, the EIR's application oflodging-occupancy assumptions to 
employee occupancy is unjustifiable. The EIR claims that the Project's on-site employee 
thousing, which would provide housing for 201 new employees, would "result in an 
average overnight population increase of Ill individuals, assuming a 55% occupancy 
rate on average for the year." DEIR at 5-11. In our comments, we pointed out the clear 
error of assuming only 55% occupancy of employee housing, based on hotel occupancy. 

21 The EIR also attempts to minimize the impact of the new employees the Project would 
bring to the area by claiming that "[m]any of the employees may currently reside in the 
general project area, and may commute to Olympic Valley from an existing residence." 
DEIR at 5-11. The EIR makes this claim right after it describes the Project's employees 
as "fluctuat[ing]" and "largely transient." !d. The County strains credulity when it 
claims in the same breath that employees would have few housing impacts because they 
are largely transient and that they would have few housing impacts because they already 
live in the area. 
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See FEIR at 3.2.4-449 - 450 (SMW letter, comment no. 09-265). We commented that the 
DEIR must explain why applying a 55% occupancy rate to employee housing is 
appropriate. !d. The County's lackluster response in support of its employee-occupancy 
assumption is that "[e]mployment would be expected to fluctuate seasonally, 
concurrently with use (occupancy) of the project." FEIR at 3.2.4-544 (response no. 09-
265). This is an insufficient explanation. 

Short-term lodging occupancy and employee occupancy are not directly 
correlated. The 55% average annual occupancy rate is based on tourist-lodging 
occupancy assumptions that ran~e from 28% in November, the slowest month, to 77% in 
August, during the high season. See FEIR, Appx. A (Updated Water Supply 
Assessment), Appx. A (Parr West), Appx. A (McKay & Somps), Appx. A (Updated 
Water Demand Calculations) at 3, 8. But the EIR uses these same occupancy 
assumptions for employee occupancy, despite a complete lack of evidence-much less 
substantial evidence-supporting this approach. See DEIR at 5-ll. Indeed, the most 
reasonable assumption in this case would be that employee occupancy rates would not be 
directly correlated to lodging occupancy rates, because there will always be a certain 
minimum number of employees necessary to run a resort, regardless of how many 
overnight visitors are actually in residence. 

And even if a lower-than-1 00% occupancy rate could be assumed for the 
Project's employees generally, it is inappropriate to assume anything less than 100% 
occupancy of the on-site employee housing. The EIR claims that the Project's new 
employee housing for 201 individuals would result in "an average overnight population 
increase of 111 individuals, assuming a 55% occupancy rate for the year." DETR at 5-ll. 
However, the Project's on-site housing would accommodate only 201 of the up to 791 
new employees that the Project would bring to the area, meaning there will be far more 
demand by employees for this limited affordable housing than there would be by tourists 
for the Project's expansive luxury lodging. 

If nothing else, during the high season, when there will be 791 new 
employees seeking housing in the area, there will certainly be 100% occupancy of 
provided employee housing. But even during the slow season, when the number of the 
Project's employees would be lower, it is most likely that the on-site employee housing 
will be full. As explained in the EIR and below, there is a shortage of affordable housing 

22 As noted above, these occupancy assumptions are too low for the Project, even 
for tourist lodging. 
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.. in'"the area, and the on-site housing is exactly tbe kind of affordable housing that the 
' Project's generally low-wage employees would need. Accordingly, it is most Likely to be 

the first housing filled by the Project's employees. The County's position that affordable, 
on-site employee housing- likely to be the most desirable housing available to 
employees- would be, on average, onJy half-full throughout the year is absurd. 

Fourth, the FEIR still does not adequately explain how the Project's 
employees' commercial and service needs would he satisfied. See FEIR at 3.2.4-449 
(SMW Jetter, comment no. 09-263). The County emphasizes that the Project would 
include substantial ''tourist-serving commercial space," (FEIR at 3.2.4-544 (response no. 
09-263)), but beyond a convenience store geared toward employees, it does not explain 
how the Project would provide for employees' needs, which would likely differ 
substantially from short-term, recreational visitors' demands. For example, the County 
explains that the existing Intrawest Squaw Village's commercial space is 
"underutilitized" and could thus provide employees with what they need. FEIR at 3.2.4-
653 (response no. 0 12b-2). But that space is geared toward the demands of tourists and 
other short-term, recreational visitors. It is not designed to serve the needs oflonger-term 
residents, who need things like affordable groceries, healthcare, clothing, housewares, 
and hardware-not spas, art galleries, chocolatiers, and the high-end pet emporium 
provided at Intrawest Squaw Village (see http://sguawaJpine.com/events-things
do/viJiage/shopping). To provide the public and decision-makers with sufficient 
information to accurately assess the Project's impacts-which may include inducing new 
development or travel in response to new demand for retail and services from 
employees-the EIR must supply this information. 

The County also claims that we did not provide "specific details related to 
the needs of employees that should have been discussed" in the EIR. FEIR at 3.2.4-546 
(response no. 09-273). Actually, this is what we were asking the County to address, 
which is its responsibility under CEQA-not ours. Further, the County should know 
what sort of needs we were asking to be discussed because the DEIR analyzed, albeit 
inadequately, how the needs of employees living on-site would be met. We also asked 
that the same analysis be made for the same needs of employees living off-site, who 
would be far less likely to use the convenience store and other retail offerings on the 
Project site. FEIR at 3.2.4-452 (SMW letter, comment no. 09-273). The FEIR did not 
conect this error. 

Finally, the FEIR still does not consider how the Project might lead to 
further recreational and tourism growth in the Project area, or induce other resorts in the 
greater Tahoe area to expand. See FEIR at 3.2.4-453 - 453 (SMW letter, comments nos. 
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09-275, 09-276). The County responds that the Tahoe region "exists as [a] tourist 
destination" due to "snow-sports and supporting resorts." FEIR at 3.2.4-546 (response 

. no. 09-275). Thus, it continues, there is no reason to think the Project would "somehow 
substantially increase the likelihood of inducing further recreational and tourism growth 
in the area beyond what would be created by the pFoject." !d. 

But, as the EIR makes clear, the predominant goal of the Project is to 
transform Squaw Valley from a winter-sports resort to a year-round resort-something 
new to Tahoe. See, e.g., DEIR at 3-7. This influx of new summer visitors would very 
likely encourage development of other tourist-serving, summer recreational opportunities 
unlike anything Tahoe has seen before. Indeed, the County itself admits the value of our 
request, acknowledging that it "may have had merit [i]fthe project was the first resort 
constructed near Lake Tahoe." But the County dismisses the necessity of the analysis 
here because the area is full of resorts like "Northstar, Heavenly Ski Resort, Homewood 
Ski Resort, Donner Ski Ranch, Sugar Bowl, [and] Boreal." FEIR at 3.2.4-546 (response 
no. 09-275). These are all winter resorts. The EIR should analyze the impact of this 
first-of-its-kind year-round resort on tourism-related growth in Tahoe, as it will assuredly 
escalate the "anns race" of attractions in the area. 

- -···u;· · The EIR's Analysis of Impacts to Public Services and Utilities 
Remains Inadequate. 

The FEIR fails to correct the problems we identified in the DEIR's analysis 
of the Project's impact on public services and utilities. First, we commented that the 
DEIR must analyze the environmental impacts of constructing wastewater-detention 
facilities !'or the Project. These facilities would be constructed as mitigation for the 
Project's predicted overloading of the Truckee River Interceptor («TRI"), and would hold 
sewage and release it slowly to avoid overwhelming the TRI. See DEIR at 14-36. 
1nstead of correcting this deficiency, the County claims that "because the wastewater 
detention facility would be within the project site, the impacts would be the same as 
impacts from development of other parts of the project." FEIR at 3.2.4-546 (response no. 
09-277). 

However, merely being situated within the Project's footprint does not 
mean that the wastewater-detention facilities would have the same impacts as other 
aspects of the Project. Tanks full of sewage- whether installed above or below ground
pose unique environmental impacts that are not associated with any other aspect of the 
Project. For example, tanks could leak and cause ground or surface water contamination, 
yet the ElR provides no analysis of these potential impacts. Tanks holding sewage also 
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: require ventilation, and the EIR must disclose and analyze the impact on air quality
: especially the odor impacts-of off-gassing from these sewage tanks. Despite our 
' comments warning of this fatal deficiency in the DEIR, the FEIR nowhere identifies or 
analyzes the particular impacts of the new wastewater-detention facilities. 

And to be able to adequately analyze the wastewater-detention facilities' 
impacts, the EIR must identify likely locations for the facilities and discuss the unique 
impacts that may arise in specific locations. For example, the threats posed by leaks or 
spills of sewage would differ in nature and severity based on the location of the tanks. 
Odors would have different impacts depending on how close the detention tanks are to 
areas frequented by people, and especially to sensitive receptors. Additionally, in some 
locations, impermeable underground tanks may intercept and block or divert groundwater 
flow. Without a description of the wa .. tewater detention facilities, including locations, 
and without disclosure of the facilities' potential environmental effects, the EIR cannot 
pass muster. See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(l)(D) (requiring that an EIR analyze 
the environmental impacts of mitigation measures). 

Second, the FEIR fails to correct the DEIR's lack of an adequate analysis of 
the environmental impacts of constructing a new fire station, which would be necessary 
to mitigate the Project's impact on emergency services. DEIR at 14-44. Specifically, the 
ElR does not provide any substantive discussion of the impacts of building a frre station 
outside of the Project Area, stating only that the station's construction and operation 
"would have similar environmental effects to other relatively small development projects 
in Olympic Valley, including construction and operational traffic, air emissions, and 
noise." FEIR at 3.2.4-546 (response no. 09-278) (quoting DEIR at 14-44). 

Identifying only the broad categories of possible impacts, like the EIR does 
here, is not a sufficient analysis of a mitigation measure's impacts. That CEQA allows a 
less-detailed impacts analysis for mitigation measures (see CEQA Guidelines 
§ l5126.4(a)(l )(D)) does not give the County leave to reduce the level of detail in its 
"analysis" to be so vague that virtually no information about the possible impacts is 
discemable. If allowed to rely on such scant description, an EIR could not achieve its 

I 
fundamental informational purpose, which requires that the agency make "a good faith 
effort at full disclosure." CEQA Guidelines § 15151. 

Nor does the County's claim that this is a "programmatic" EIR eliminate its 
duty under CEQA to provide some analysis of an off-site fire station's environmental 
impacts. See FEIR 3.2.4-547 (response no. 09-278). As explained above in Part I.A(I), 
environmental review must be made at the earliest possible date. Certification of the EIR 
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and adoption of the Specific Plan and associated requested approvals would grant 
entitlements to build the Village at Squaw Valley as described in the EIR and commits 
the County to a course of action that would result in the need for a new fire station, which 
may be built off-site. Accordingly, the County must disclose and analyze the impacts of 
an off-site fire station now, to the extent feasible. 

Third, the FEIR continues to underestimate the Project's potential 
significant impacts to recreational resources, such as existing backcountry hiking trails, 

~ from bringing thousands of new visitors and residents to the Olympic Valley. See FEIR 
at 3.2.4-454 (SMW letter, comment no. 09-280). The County claims that because the 
Project would comply with the Placer County General Plan's requirements for park space 
and other recreational opportunities, the Project would not cause substantial deterioration 
of existing recreational resources. FEIR at 3.2.4-547 (response no. 09-280). This is the 
sole basis for the EIR's determination that the Project would not have a significant impact 
on recreational resources. 

However, the General Plan's recreational requirements cannot account for 
all of the Project' s demands on recreational resqurces. The scope of the General Plan's 
requirements for recreational opportunities are tied to the number of new residents a new 
development would bring to the area- not the number of tourists and other recreational 
·visitors that it would bring. See DEIR at 14-42. Accordingly, the General Plan's 
requirements alone would not provide for the massive influx of non-resident visitors to 
the Olympic Valley that the Project promises. Further, unlike residents, who would only 

:occasionally use recreational resources, tourists and visitors come to Squaw Valley so/ely 
:to use recreational resources. This means that, on a per-capita basis, recreational visitors 
would have a greater impact on recreational resources than residents would. The EIR 
fails to explain how mere compliance with a County policy related to providing enough 
recreational resources for residents would somehow ensure that a massive influx of 
I recreation-seeking visitors does not contribute to the deterioration of existing resources. 

Compounding the Project' s impact on recreational resources is the fact that 
the Project would "provide enhanced access to existing public amenities" and develop 
"picnic areas, .. . signage, trailheads, and new restrooms," making these resources easier 
to use and more attractive to users. See FEIR at 3.2.1-21 (response no. F2-2). But the 
EIR does not disclose the impacts of bringing more users to existing recreational 
resources like hiking trails. For example, the Granite Chief Trail-which has a trailhead 
in the Olympic Valley that the Project would develop with "parking, signage, and bike 
parking" (id. }-intersects with the Pacilic Crest National Scenic Trail ("PCT''), (FEIR 
3.2.1-9 (comment no. F2-3)). Commenting on the Project's potential to drive up use of 
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~ existing trails, the Forest Service warned that " ri)ncreased use of the PCT may affect 
recreational experience as well as degrade the trail itself which is not designed for such 

:heavy use" and expressed concern that "[t]he potential impacts to the PCT are not 
addressed anywhere in the [EIR]." /d. 

Instead of analy1.ing the likely impacts that we and the Forest Service 
identified, the County attempts to downplay the Project's impact.<; on recreational 
resources by responding that the improvements to the Granite Chief Trailhead ''would be 

, for the sole purpose of providing safer access for hikers currently using existing trails." 
: FEIR at 3.2.1-21 (response no. F2-3). Not only does this ignore the reality that better 
:facilities would increase use, this directly contradicts the EIR's explanation in the 
:preceding paragraph that the plan to provide more parking and better signage at the 
Granite ChiefTrailhcad would be part of the Project's development of"new and 

; expanded public recreational facilities" to accommodate increased demand. FEIR at 
3.2.1-21 (response no. F2-2). The County cannot have it both ways, simultaneously 
claiming that its improvements would provide sufficient recreational opportunities for a 
steep increase in visitors and asserting that those improvements would have no impact on 
existing trails like the PCT because they are merely intended to provide safer access for 

·existing users. 

Finally, the FEIR fails to correct the deficiencies we identified in the 
: DEIR's cumulative-impacts analysis for public services and utilities. See FEIR at 3.2.4-
454-455 (SMW letter, comment no. 09-281 ). Instead, the County claims that 
"lb ]ecause[] the project would fully mitigate its impacts on public services, a significant 
cumulative impact would not occur." FElR 3.2.4-547 (response no. 09-281). 'This is 

' wrong for two reasons. 

First, some of the Project's contributions to cumulative impacts on public 
services and utilities would not be mitigated. Specifically, some of the Project's impacts 
would be less than significant, and mitigation is not required for these small impacts. 

' This is exactly why CEQA requires that an EIR analyze small impacts like these that may 
alone be insignificant but would contribute to larger, cumulative impacts. See CEQA 
Guidelines § 153 5 S(b) ("Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant projects taking place over a period oftime."). 

For example, the EIR explains that the development of residential and 
commercial space " could increase demand for sheriff/police protection" and 
" [e]mergency response times [to the area] could increase due to increased calls for 
service, especially during peak periods" but determines these impacts would be less than 
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significant. DEIR at 14-45. These are small but very real impacts, and this is exactly 

I what a cumulative-impacts analysis is designed to account for-but the EIR ignores these 
impacts. The EIR should also explain whether the Project's less-than-significant solid
waste generation impact might nonetheless contribute to a cumulatively significant 

I impact on waste management in the area. See DEIR at 14-38. Likewise, the EIR should 

I 
analyze the incremental contributions to cumulative impacts on recreational resources of 
the Project's purportedly less-than-significant impact on hiking trails and other 
recreational resources. See DEIR at 14-42 - 43. 

Next, the information in the EIR does not support the County's claim that 
the Project would "fully mitigate" its impacts on public services and utilities. Mitigation 
measures need only to "minimize" significant impacts-not fully eliminate an impact. 
See CEQA Guidelines§ 15126.4(a)(l). Accordingly, mitigated impacts may still 
contribute to cumulatively significant impacts. For example, the EIR concludes that its 
mitigation for impacts on wastewater collection "would reduce the potential impact to 
sewer capacity to a less-than-significant level." DEIR at 14-37. But there would still be 

I 
some impact to the regional sewer system, and the EIR must therefore analyze this 
incremental contribution to cumulative impacts, or provide evidence that the Project 
would make no such contribution at all. See CEQA Guidelines§ 15355(b). The EIR 
must similarly analyze the Project's contributions to cumulative impacts on fire and 

I emergency services. See DEIR at 14-45. 

13. The EIR Still Fails to Provide an Adequate Analysis of the 
Project's Energy Efficiency. 

The County also failed to correct deficiencies in the EIR's energy
efficiency analysis. In our comment, we explained that the DEJR could not accurately 
evaluate the Project's energy efficiency by comparing its proposed energy consumption 
to existing developments in the area because true energy efficiency can be determined 

I only by comparing the Project's energy demands to contemporary standards. FEIR at 
3.2.4-455 (SMW letter, comment no. 09-284). In response, the County claims, 
perplexingly, that it need not make this comparison because "[t]he question, under 
CEQA, is whether a project would result in a wasteful or inefficient use of energy," 
FEIR at 3.2.4-548 (response no. 09-284). Actually, under CEQ.t\, the question is whether 
a project would result in "wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy." 
Cal. Clean Energy Comm. v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, 209 
(emphasis added); accord CF.QA Guidelines, Appx. F(I); see also CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126.4(a)(l) (mitigation measures should be used to mitigate "inefficient and 
unnecessary consumption of energy") (emphasis added). As we commented, the EIR 
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fails io provide sufficient information to determine whether the Project is energy efficient 
by today's standards, which is essential to determining whether the Project would 
consume only the amount of energy necessary. 

Further, the Project's compliance with Title 24 Building Code energy 
efficiency-standards does not establish that the Project, if built, would be energy efficient. 
See Cal. Clean Energy, 225 Cal.App.4th at 211. While the Building Code addresses 
energy savings for buildings themselves, it does not include other relevant energy
efficiency considerations like "whether a building should be constructed at all, how large 
it should be, where it should be located, whether it should incorporate renewable energy 
resources, or anything else external to the building's envelope." !d. 

The FEIR tails to adequately address comments relating to energy use 
associated with vehicular trips. We explained that the DEIR underestimated the extent of 
l.he Project's transportation energy impacts because it relied on an inaccurate estimate of 
the Project's vehicle miles traveled ("VMT"). FEIR at 3.2.4-456 (SMW letter, comment 
no. 09-286). The FEIR refers the reader to responses to comments 09-114 through 09-
134 which in tum directs the reader to responses to letter 08-d. !d. at 3.2.4-549. Yet, the 
responses to letter 08-d seek to defend the faulty analysis in the DEIR. Consequently; the 
EIR continues to underestimate the Project's trip generation and VMT. For example, as 
we explain above in Part I.B(3)(a), the EIR substantially underestimates the number of 
trips that would be generated by the indoor water park. Once the EIR is revised to 
include an accurate estimate of trips that would be generated by the water park, it must 
revise its VMT estimates, and its analysis of the Project's transportation-related energy 
impacts. 

We also commented that the EIR does not provide any discussion of 
appropriate renewable-energy options for the Project. FEIR at 3.2.4-456 (SMW letter, 
comment no. 09-288). The County responds that the proposed Specific Plan contains 
policies related to energy efficiency. FEIR at 3.2.4-550 (response no. 09-288). But these 
proposed policies merely "encourage" use of renewables and instruct that the Project 
applicant "explore" renewable options. DEIR at 14-26 - 27. Firsl, these aspirational 
policies do not provide analysis of renewable-energy options that are actually viable for 
the Project, which is necessary for a good-faith analysis of the Project's energy 
efticiency. Cal. Clean Energy, 225 Cal.App.4th at 20. Further, the EIR should not just 
"encourage" or direct "exploration of" use ofrenewables- for the Project to truly aim to 
meet Appendix F's goal of"increasing reliance on renewable energy sources," the ElR 
should require use of renewable energy to the extent feasible. See CEQA Guidelines 
Appx. F(I)(3). 
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The County also attempts to evade its obligation to provide a complete 
analysis of the Project's energy efficiency by claiming that specitic analyses we 
requested were only suggested topics that Appendix F says "may" be discussed. See 
FEIR at 3.2.4-550 (response no. 09-289). That Appendix F does not require any 
particular discussion-instead listing topics that may be addressed as part of an EIR's 
energy-efficiency ;1nalysis-does not mean that the County is not obligated to make a 
good-faith effort to fully analyze whether the Project would result in an ''inefficient, 
wasteful[, or] unnecessary consumption of energy." CEQA Guidelines, Appx. F(l); see 
also CEQA Guidelines § 15151 (requiring a "good faith effort at full disclosure"). 
Indeed, part of adequately informing the public and decision-makers about the Project's 
energy efficiency is to explain whether there are more energy-efficient methods for 
constructing the Project, as we indicated in our comment on the DEIR. See FElR at 
3.2.4-457 (SMW letter, comment no. 09-289). The EIR fails to do this. 

The County's also brushes off our comment that the EIR erred in assuming 
that construction materials for the Project would be produced energy-efficiently. We 
pointed out the eriticallogical fallacy in the EIR's analysis, explaining that "[e]nergy
etlicient and economically efficient are not always synonymous" because cheap and 
plentiful nonrenewable resources may encourage wasteful manufacturing. FEIR at 3.2.4-

1 457 (SMW letter, comment no. 09-290). Not only does the County fail to correct that 
error, it takes the position that it need not make such an analysis because "[t]he applicant 
would not control the manufacturing process for materials used to construct the project." 
FEIR at 3.2.4-550 (response no. 09-290). 

This excuse does not hold water. In almost no situation would the party 
constructing a building also manufacture the construction materials. However, the 
builder does control what materials it purchases, and the EIR can analyze the relative 
energy-efficiency of potential materials. Indeed, Appendix F contemplates just such an 
analysis. See CEQA Guidelines, Appx. F(ll)(C)(l) ("If appropriate, the energy 
intensiveness of materials may be discussed."). 

Finally, the FEIR fails to adequately address our comment that the DEIR 
did not conduct the required comparative evaluation of whether any Project alternative 
would result in more or less energy use. See FEIR at 3.2.4-457 (SMW letter, comment 
no. 09-291). The County responds that comparative energy consumption of the 
alternatives is discussed in Chapter 17 of the EIR. FEIR at 3.2.4-550 (response no. 09-
291 ). It is not. 
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14. The Effi's Cumulative Impacts Analysis Remains Inadequate. 

The PEIR's failure to adequately analyze the Project's cumulative impacts 
is discussed throughout this letter and the fmn's letter on the DEIR in conjunction with 
each environmental issue area. However, the FEIR also fails to include, as requested by 
Sierra Watch and many other commenters, an adequate analysis of the Project's impacts 
in conjunction with probable future and concurrent projects, such as the Martis Valley 
pipe (Project 60), the base-to-base gondola, and White Wolf.23 The response to 
comments points the reader to the Master Response regarding cumulative impacts. FEIR 
at 3.2.2-550 (response to comment nos. 09-294-09-295). However, the Master Response 
does not mention the Martis Valley pipe at all. It does claim that cumulative projects 
were limited to those under review before the "cut off' set by the County, which is the 
time of the NOP (here, February 2014). As noted in the finn's cornrtlents on the DEIR, 
the Squaw Valley Public Services District proposed its water project (to deliver water 
from Martis to Squaw) as part of the Tahoe Sierra Integrated Water Management Plan in 
December 2013, before the alleged "cut off." See FEIR at 3.2.4-345 (SMW comment 
lelter, comment no. 09-17, and Exhibit 8 thereto). 

The FEIR claims the base-to-base gondola and White Wolf did not meet the 
County's "cut off' and therefore were not probable future projects under CEQA. As 
explained above (supra, Part I.A(2)) this argument is specious as the gondola is proposed 
by the same applicant as the Project and will be used to connect Squaw and Alpine, 
resorts under common ownership. Furthermore, the applicant has been in frequent 
communication with the owner of White Wolf over the gondola project and the proposed 
development at that site. See Exhibit 24 (Squaw Magazine article re Troy Caldwell). 
lbe EIR may not use a cut off date that clearly excludes known projects in the pipeline in 
the immediate vicinity of the Project. 

The FEIR nevertheless attempts a brief analysis of the gondola (but not 
White Wolf). See FEIR at 3-64-365. This does not come close to meeting CEQA's 
standards, as it neglects to even mention, much less analyze, many potential significant 
impacts. This includes impacts to biological, recreational, and visual resources from the 
placement of the gondola in a wilderness area that is home to the Sierra Nevada yellow 

23 As discussed (supra, Part I.A(2)), the gondola and Project 60 are so intertwined 
with the Pr~ject that they should have been analyzed as part of the Project. At a bare 
minimum, however, the EIR must analyze them as cumulative projects. 

SHlJTr:, ,\1111,\LY 
l· .- . \X' F.l1\! I\ r R c FR Il l' 

647



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

 

Placer County 
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 21 

Placer County Planning Conunission 
August 2, 2016 
Page 85 

:··· legged frog, as well as air quality and growth inducing impacts from the facilitation of 
,t-\l9 more visitors to the area and the development at White Wolf. See Exhibit 25. 

ovJ) 
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A revised and recirculated DEIR must thoroughly analyze the Project's 
cumulative impacts in co~junction with the above referenced projects. 

The FEIR Fails to Correct the Deficiencies in the DEIR's Alternatives 
Analysis. 

l. The FEIR Fails to Provide a Reasonable Range of Alternatives. 

Io our prior comments, we informed the County that the DEIR failed to 
evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the whole Project. FEIR at 3.2.4-
458- 3.2.4-461. Jn response, the FEIR all but admits that two of the alternatives 
evaluated in the DEIR are not true alternatives to the Project, as they apply to narrow 
components and would increase the Project's environmental impacts. See FEIR at 3.2.4-
554 (response to comment no. 09-302, failing to defend "Squaw Valley Road" 
alternative), 3.2.4-55 (response to comment no. 09-303, acknowledging that "the 
Alternative Tank Location was evaluated due to the uncertainty of the project applicant to 
reach agreement on purchasing land encompassing the proposed tank site.") 

Furthermore, two additional alternatives evaluated in the DEIR are "no 
project" alternatives, and one focuses on protection of historic resources. Contrary to the 
FEIR's claims, the EIR's one remaining alternative does not constitute a "reasonable 
range" of alternatives under CEQ A. 

2. The FEIR Fails to Demonstrate the Infeasibility of Less 
Impactful Alternatives. 

Although Sierra Watch and numerous other commenters requested that the 
EIR evaluate a version of the proposed Project without the indoor waterpark, the FEIR 

: still refuses to do so. Instead, the FEIR claims the indoor waterpark is necessary to 
. "provide a comprehensive, world-class, family resort experience to be competitive on an 

international stage."24 FEIR at 3-75. The FEJR similarly indicates that the Reduced 

24 The FEIR also continues to insist that removal of the indoor water park would 
not result in a substantial reduction in environmental impacts. This is partly because, as 
explained above, the EIR severely understates· the Project's impacts, including those 
generated by the indoor water park (e.g., traftic). 

S~llJT I 1 ~II H ,..\ LY 
t'·" -W' [ IN[)[RC LR i tP 

648



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 

 Placer County 
22 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

Placer County Planning Commission 
August 2, 2016 
Page 86 

Density Alternative "may not meet pr~ject objectives for Squaw Valley to be on par with 
peer world class North American ski destinations." FElR at p. 3-62. Yet, the FEIR 
provides no evidence that an indoor water park is necessary to make Squaw a world-class 
resort, or that any/all other competitor resorts have such indoor water parks. Indeed, 
Squaw Valley does not need any new development, much less the mass-scale 
development proposed in conjunction with the Project, to be competitive as a world class 
resort. lndeed, Squaw Valley was recently voted the Number I Ski Resort in North 
America by USA Today, and was also selected by the US Ski Team as a host site for the 
proposed March, 2017 FIS Alpine World Cup. See Exhibit 26. 

Furthermore, the FEIR fails to provide any information regarding the 
feasibility of the alternatives presented in the EIR, and most notably the reduced density 
alternative that appears to be feasible and would reduce Project impacts. This includes a 
failure to provide the requested financial f~asibility data for the various alternatives, even 
while the FEIR admits that a financial consultant has prepared this analysis and submitted 
it to the County. The County should not delay in making this information available to the 
public, as it is critical that the public review any evidence the County may rely upon in 
making its feasibility determination. As noted in our letter on the DEIR, the County 
cannot approve the Project as proposed if there is a feasible alternative that would 
substantially lessen the Project's significant impacts. Pub. Res. Code§ 21002. An 

I 
alternative need not meet every Project objective or be the least costly in order to be 
feasible. See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b ). 

D. The FEIR Must Be Recirculated. 

The finn's comments on the DEIR set forth CEQA's standard for 
recirculation. FEIR at 3.2.4-462 (comment no. 09-306) (citing CEQ/\ Guidelines§ 
15088.5). The FEIR recognizes, as it must, that this is the correct standard, but asserts 
the standard has not been met here. FEIR at 3-109-3-111. The FEIR is incorrect. As 
demonstrated throughout this letter, Sierra Watch and others have presented information 
that reveals either new or more severe significant environmental impacts, or potentially 
feasible mitigation measures or alternatives to lessen these impacts, that have not been 
subject to review and comment in a DEIR. The County must revise and recirculate the 
DEIR to include proper analysis and mitigation of all the Project's significant impacts. 
Otherwise, approval would be illegal under state law. 
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II. APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT WOULD VIOLATE THE STATE 
PLANNING AND ZONING LAW AND THE SUBDIVISION MAP ACT. 

The State Planning and Zoning Law and the Subdivision Map Act require 
that development decisions be consistent with the jurisdiction's general plan. As 
reiterated by the courts, "[u]nder state law, the propriety of virtually any local decision 
affecting land use and development depends upon consistency with the applicable general 
plan and its elements!' Resource Defense Fund v. County of Santa Cruz (1982) 133 
Cal.App.3d 800, 806. Accordingly, "[t]he consistency doctrine [is] the linchpin of 
California's land use and development laws; it is the principle which infuses the concept 
of planned growth with the force of law." Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural ElDorado 
County v. Board of Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1336. 

For the reasons described in Part ## of this letter, the Project is inconsistent 
with the Placer County General Plan and the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use 
Ordinance. Because of the Project's glaring inconsistencies with these planning 
documents, approval of this Project would violate State Planning and Zoning Law and the 
Subdivision Map Act. 

III. CONCLUSION 

In sum, the EIR is legally inadequate and cannot serve as the basis for 
Project approval. Further, the Project is inconsistent with key platming policies for the 
region. For these reasons, Sierra Watch respectfully requests that the Platming 
Commission recommend denial of the Project. 

Very truly yours, 

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP 

~~]?~~ 
Amy J. Bricker 
Laurel L. Impett, AICP, Urban Planner 
Laura D. Beaton 
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cc: 

Tahoe National Forest 

Tahoe Regional Planning Authority 

Anny Corps of Engineers 

California Office of the Attorney General 
California Department of Water Resources 

California Department of Natural Resources 

California State Office of Historic Preservation 

Department of California Highway Patrol Truckee Area 

CaiTrans 

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Town of Truckee 

Nevada County 

Squaw Valley Mutual Water Company 

Squaw Valley Public Service District 

North Tahoe Fire Protection District 

Friends of Squaw Valley 

Truckee River Watershed Council 

Joanne Roubique 
District Ranger Tahoe 
National Forest 

Joanne Marchetta 
Executive Director 

Leah M Fisher 
Senior Project Manager 
California North 

CEQA Enforcement Division 

Ed Wilson 
Director of Public Affairs 

Johnathan Laird 
Natural Resources Secretacy 

Julianne Polanco 
State Historic 
Preservation Officer 
Ryan Stonebraker 
Captain 

Kevin Yount 
Rcgiona.l Planning Liasion and 
Intergovernmental Review 

Laurie Kemper 
Lahontan Regional Water Board 
Ombudsman 
Tony Lashbrook 
Town Manager 
Brian Foss 
Planning Director 
John Johnson 
President 
Mike Geary 
General Manager 
MichaelS. Schwart7. 
Fire Chief 

Friends of Squaw Valley 
Steering Committee 
Lisa Wallace 
Executive Director 
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Friends of the West Shore 

Sierra Nevada Alliance 

Center for Biological Diversity 

The League to Save Lake Tahoe 

Tahoe Area Sierra Club 

Mountain Area Preservation 

North Tahoe Protection Alliance 

KSL Capita! Partners 

Squaw Valley Ski Holdings 

Squaw Valley Real Estate 

Exhibits: 

Susan Gearhart 
President 

Peter VanZant 
Executive Director 

JennyLoda 
Amphibian and Reptile 
Staff Attorney 

Darcie Goodman Collins 
Executive Director 
Cindy Ochoa 
Chapter Chair 
Alexis Ollar 
Executive Director 
Anne Nichols 
President 

Bryan Elliot 
Senior Vice President 
Andy Wirth 
President 

Chevis Hosea 
Vice President of Development 

Exhibit 1 "Squaw Valley chief faces community opposition to expansion." 
B. Branan. Sacramento Bee. Aprill9, 2016. 

Exhibit 2 "The Gondola That Will Change California Skiing Forever." P. Tolme.; 
"A Gondola To The 21st Century." D. Cox; ''Two Mountains, One Link." 
M. Michelson; "Not-So-Secret Stash." I. Backstrom. 2015-16. Squaw 
Ma~azine 

Exhibit 3 Alpine Meadows/Squaw Valley Base to Base Gondola Initial Project 
Application. J. Spenst. 

Exhibit 4 Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Proposed Squaw Valley-Alpine Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Project. 
County of Placer. April22, 2016. 

Exhibit 5 USFS Notice of Proposed Action 
Exhibit 6 Alpine Meadows Master Plan. SE Group. March 2015. 
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Exhibit 7 "Fugitive Dust Emissions from Paved Road Travel in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin." D. Zhu, H. Kuhns, S. Brown, J. Gillies, V. Etyemezian, and A. 
Gertler. Air & Waste ManaJ!ement Association. 59: 1219-1229 (2009). 

Exhibit 8 North Lake Tahoe Town Centers- Economic Development Incentives 
Program and Implementation Plan. Economic & Planning Systems Inc. 
November 2015. 

Exhibit 9 "Sustainability in the Field: Lake Tahoe Hospitality and Environmental 
Protection." E. Leeming, D. Hansen, M. Alavosius, and D. Reimer, 
Behavior and Social Issues, 22 21-39 (2013). 

Exhibit 10 Review of Final Environmental Impact Report for the Village at Squaw 
Valley Specific Plan. T. Mvers. June 10, 2016. 

Exhibit 11 California Climate Science and Data for Water Resources Management. 
Ed. E. Lynn. California Department of Water Resources. July 2015. 

Exhibit 12 "Is Tahoe Broken?" M. Clark SnowBrains.com, January 23, 2015. 
Exhibit 13 Chart Book: The Legacy of the Great Recession, Center on Budget & 

Policy Priorities, July 29, 2016. 
Exhibit 14 Red Wolf Lodge at Squaw Valley. Reservations.com. July 19,2016. 
Exhibit 15 Squaw Valley Public Service District Board of Directors Meeting Minutes. 

#803. July 28, 2015. 
Exhibit 16 Squaw Valley Public Service District. Comments on Final EIR - Village at 

Squaw Valley Specific Plan. M. Geary. May 6, 2016. 
Exhibit 17 Squaw Valley Public Service District. Comments on Final EIR- Village at 

Squaw Valley Specific Plan. P. Bansen. May 6, 2016. 
Exhibit 18 Letter re Mountain Adventure Camp Trip Generation Estimate Village at 

Squaw Valley Specific Plan, Placer County, California. N. Liddicoat, MRO 
Engineers. May 25,2016. 

Exhibit 19 "Spike in dead trees adds to fire danger." K. Alexander, San Francisco 
Chronicle, May 18, 2016 

Exhibit 20 CEQA Handbook, Appendix E-1 (Preparing a Health Risk Assessment for 
Land Use Pro jects). Placer County Air Pollution Control District. 

Exhibit 21 "Announcing Nonstop Flights From Atlanta to Squaw Valley on Delta 
Airlines." A. Wirth, April 29, 2016. 

Exhibit 22 "Using a Digital SLR Camera to Monitor Light Pollution." Z. Kollath. 
Dark Skies Awareness IYA2009 Cornerstone Project. 

Exhibit 23 California Historical Landmarks By County. California State Parks Office 
of Historic Preservation. htto://oho.oarks.ca.2ov/?oae.e id=2 1387 

Exhibit 24 "The Human Link." J. Daley. Squaw MaKazine. 2015-16. 
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Exhibit 25 Letter re Scoping Comments on the EIR and EIS for the Squaw Valley-
Alpine Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Project. A. Bricker, L. Beaton, 
and L. lmpett. Mav 23,2016. 

Exhibit 26 "Squaw Valley Proposed for 2017 World Cup." USSA. usskiteam.com. 
March 24, 2016. 
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O6-1 This comment is a summary of the variety of topics addressed in detail in the remainder of 
the comment letter. Please see responses to the more detailed comments on each of these 
issues, responses to comments 06-2 through O6-48. 

O6-2 The comment states that the FEIR does not correct the DEIR’s incomplete description of the 
project and the project setting. Specifically, the comment suggests that a project-level EIR 
should have been prepared rather than a programmatic EIR to describe the project in 
sufficient detail to allow meaningful evaluation of the project’s effects rather than deferring 
such analysis. This issue was addressed in detail in responses to comments O9-4 through 
O9-15 in the FEIR. Contrary to the commenter’s statements, the EIR does not improperly 
defer analysis. The comment describes perceived deficiencies in the DEIR and FEIR 
conceptually, but provides no specifics that can be responded to. Concerns with the 
description of sewage infrastructure and the level of biological resources surveys are 
identified; however, again, no specific reasons for a perceived deficiency are identified. Also, 
see response to comment O9-59 in the FEIR regarding the programmatic nature of the DEIR, 
including the project description. More detailed responses are provided below to comments 
that raise specific issues in the EIR. 

O6-3 The comment states that the FEIR cannot justify the improper piecemealing of the project. 
This issue was addressed in responses to comments O9-16 and O9-17 in the FEIR. Contrary 
to the commenter’s statements, the proposed Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan project is 
separate from the proposed Gondola project to connect the Alpine Meadows ski area to the 
Squaw Valley ski area and the Public Service District’s proposed redundant water supply 
project to provide a source of emergency backup water supply to Olympic Valley, as 
described in responses to comments O9-16 and O9-17 in the FEIR. Although the comment 
expresses disagreement with the responses provided in the DEIR, it provides no evidence to 
indicate that these responses are inadequate. The comment provides no evidence 
contradicting the basic point that the VSVSP and the Gondola project have separate utility, in 
that the VSVSP would (if approved) proceed without the gondola, and the gondola would (if 
approved) proceed without the VSVSP. 

The comment identifies the proposed Gondola project as being included in the Alpine 
Meadows Resort Master Plan (Master Plan), and therefore should have been considered in 
the DEIR cumulative impact analysis. This Master Plan is prepared and updated on an 
ongoing basis as a condition of Alpine Meadows’ Special Use Permit (SUP) with the U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS). Much of the Alpine Meadows Ski Resort is located on National Forest 
System (NFS) land and is operated under the authorization of the SUP. The Master Plan is 
intended, in part, to keep the USFS apprised of future projects that are being considered on 
lands covered by the SUP. Further, as stated in the comment, the gondola was added to the 
Alpine Master Plan in March 2015. This is three years after initiation of the VSVSP and 
release of the NOP. Release of the NOP is considered the baseline upon which the impact of 
the project, including cumulative development, is based. See CCR Section 15125(a) and San 
Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (1984) 151 
Cal.App.3d 61. The CEQA process cannot re-start every time a new related project is 
proposed, or the process would never be completed. Because the gondola was proposed well 
after the initiation of the VSVSP EIR, it need not be included in the analysis of cumulative 
impacts 
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 The comment suggests that the County analyze this overarching plan (i.e., the connection 
and combination of Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows) as well as the water supply for the 
project in one document. However, for the reasons discussed under responses to comments 
O9-16 and O9-17 in the FEIR, the EIR analysis adequately evaluates the project; no changes 
to the DEIR are necessary.   

O6-4 The comment suggests that the FEIR did not evaluate impacts of the project in the Tahoe 
Basin and ignored Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) environmental thresholds, but 
then critiques the manner in which the FEIR addressed TRPA environmental thresholds. The 
comment misstates how the FEIR addressed TRPA thresholds. 

As explained in Section 3.1.15 of the FEIR, lead agencies under CEQA are required to 
determine the significance thresholds they use (“The determination of what thresholds of 
significance to apply and whether an impact of a project is significant remains within the 
independent review and discretion of the lead agency under CEQA. “The determination of 
whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment calls for careful judgment 
on the part of the public agency involved.”) (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064,” FEIR at page 
3-87). 

Section 3.1.15 goes on to explain how impacts to the Tahoe Basin associated with the 
project are addressed in the FEIR—including the use of TRPA thresholds for traffic and VMT. 

While the comment sites case law with respect to the need to consider environmental 
impacts in an EIR (reference to the Protect the Historic Amador Waterways case), this 
comment does not identify specific impacts that the commenter believes are not addressed. 
Please see the other responses to this comment letter. 

O6-5 The comment claims that the FEIR did not “take into account” the Tahoe Basin’s carrying 
capacity and failed to analyze/adopt mitigation (or alternatives) that would reduce significant 
impacts to the Basin. 

The comment first states that VMT from the project was not considered properly because it 
underestimates VMT from the project that would occur in the Basin. No substantiation is 
provided that the VMT is an underestimation. Specifically, the comment suggests that the 
VMT contribution to the Tahoe Basin may be underestimated because the commenter 
believes the percentage of trips entering/exiting the Tahoe Basin is greater than the 
estimation of 41 percent used in the VMT calculation. The proportion of summer daily trips 
that enter/exit the Tahoe Basin is based on a survey of the trip origins and destinations of 
Village at Squaw Valley visitors and employees (see Table 9-14 of DEIR) and the proportion of 
total project trips made by each group type over the course of a day. The commenter offers 
no details in support of the assertion that the analysis to develop the 41 percent value is 
incorrect or insufficient. 

The comment claims the FEIR did not determine the cumulative VMT from the project and 
other development in and around the Basin. Please see response to comment R1-3 and the 
Master Response regarding Project-Generated Vehicle Mile Traveled in the Tahoe Basin in 
this document. With regard to VMT and the effect of the project on Lake Tahoe, please see 
pages 3-25 through 3-26 and 3.2.4-117 through 3.2.4-118 of the FEIR, as well as the 
Master Response regarding Project-Generated Vehicle Mile Traveled in the Tahoe Basin in 
this document.  
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Regarding the TRPA “threshold” of 200 daily trips, traffic is not one of the carrying capacity 
thresholds adopted by TRPA for the Lake Tahoe Region (see TRPA Resolution 82-111). TRPA 
defines 200 daily trips as a “significant increase” in Chapter 65 of its Code of Ordinances, 
and this requires preparation of a technical traffic and air quality analysis, including 
mitigation, for TRPA (see Chapter 65.2.5). While this is a TRPA requirement, it is not 
applicable to the proposed project for the reasons explained in Section 3.1.15 of the FEIR. 
Nevertheless, and as explained in Section 3.1.15 of the FEIR, the VSVSP FEIR evaluated 
traffic and air quality impacts, including in the Basin (see Chapters 9 and 10 of the DEIR, as 
modified by the FEIR). Extensive mitigation for both traffic and air quality impacts, including 
expansion of transit service that would reduce traffic impacts to the Basin, are included in 
the DEIR, and supplemented by the FEIR (see, particularly, pages 3-27 and 3-28 of the FEIR).  

With regard to alternatives, several alternatives that would reduce traffic and air quality 
impacts are included in the EIR; however, the EIR does not “adopt” alternatives; rather, it 
describes alternatives and their effects. It is the discretion of the County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors to consider the project and its alternatives, as 
presented in the EIR, and decide whether the project or an alternative should be approved. 

The comment provides assertions of inadequacies, but does not discuss the FEIR 
conclusions with regard to the issues raised in the comment, or provide any evidence that 
the analysis is not adequate.  

Finally, the comment states that this project would use “up to 40% of the Basin’s remaining 
VMT” and that this indicates “significant impacts that must be analyzed in the EIR.” As 
explained in the Master Response in this document addressing Project-Generated Vehicle 
Miles Traveled in the Tahoe Basin, cumulative development would not be expected to result 
in a VMT higher than the TRPA VMT threshold. Further, the comment does not acknowledge 
that the project is consistent with development densities permitted by Placer County’s Squaw 
Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance (SVGPLUO), which has been in effect since 
1983, and if approved would develop at a density of approximately 50 percent of the 
SVGPLUO holding capacity applicable to the project area. If the project is approved and built, 
and if that results in “consuming” available VMT in the Tahoe Basin such that some projects 
in the Basin would not be approved so that the Basin remains under TRPA’s VMT threshold, it 
is difficult to translate that into a significant effect on the environment. Regardless, it 
appears, as explained in the VMT Master Response, that planned development in the Basin 
would not be hindered, based on cumulative VMT considerations. However, this response 
informs the Placer County Board of Supervisors that its approval of the VSVSP could 
ultimately limit approval of project in the Basin by the County, TRPA, and other land use 
agencies overseeing development in the Basin. See, also, response to comment O2-9 in this 
document. 

O6-6 The comment states that the FEIR does not support the occupancy assumptions used in the 
EIR, and claims the FEIR relied on outdated occupancy data. As described in Section 3.1.11 
of the FEIR, occupancy assumptions are based on 13 years of data (2002-2014) for 
comparable projects across North America. Comparability is important, as it considers 
product type, product pricing, etc. In other words, it would not be appropriate to compare a 
resort project such as VSVSP to a motel, any more than it would be appropriate to apply data 
regarding turnover and orders at a fast food restaurant to a formal sit-down restaurant. The 
analysis provided in the DEIR, supplemented by further information provided in FEIR, 
provides appropriate evidence to substantiates the conclusions in the document.  

1 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 2012. Resolution 82-11. Available: http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Resolution-82-11_12-2012.pdf. 
Accessed September 2016. 
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The commenter suggests that other data is available that suggests higher occupancy should 
be assumed. One piece of data is cited from a report, Economic Development Incentives for 
North Lake Tahoe Town Centers2. This report shows a range of occupancy of 70 to 73 
percent for overnight accommodations in Squaw Valley for 2012-2014. The problem with 
this information is twofold: 

1. It is a very limited period of time, including partial year data for 2012 and 2014. 

2. The data, which is not explained, would likely have included Red Wolf Lodge, which as 
explained on page 3-70 of the FEIR is a low priced property, not comparable to the 
project, and which has seen a 75 to 100 percent annual occupancy at the same time 
(2008-2014) more comparable (to the project) facilities saw annual occupancies of 34.7 
to 55.1 percent.  

Regarding the data used in an EIR for a project in South Lake Tahoe, Placer County has not 
reviewed that EIR, nor need it do so. Rather, the FEIR is clearly based on substantial 
evidence in the record which clearly and transparently demonstrates the assumptions used 
in the FEIR reflect a reasonably foreseeable occupancy (and also includes a margin of error; 
see pages 3-70 and 3-71 of the FEIR).  

Regarding the question as to what relevant issues relied on this data: 

 Land Use and Forest Resources: relied on buildout of the project; occupancy was not a 
factor. 

 Population, Employment, and Housing: this information was informed by the occupancy 
factor, which helps determine overall employment for the project and this, in turn, 
informed employment-related population and housing demand information. 

 Biological Resources: relied on buildout of the project and occupancy was not a factor, 
with the exception of resources that could be affected by groundwater use; this data is 
influenced by water consumption which is based on annual occupancy. 

 Cultural Resources: relied on buildout of the project; occupancy was not a factor. 

 Visual Resources: relied on buildout of the project; occupancy was not a factor. 

 Transportation and Circulation: assumed full occupancy/peak days. 

 Air Quality: operational impacts assumed full occupancy/peak days. 

 Noise: operation impacts assumed full occupancy/peak days. 

 Soils, Geology, and Seismicity: relied on buildout of the project; occupancy was not a 
factor. 

 Hydrology and Water Quality: relied on buildout of the project for resources that would be 
affected by occupation and use of the project, with the exception of resources that could 
be affected by groundwater use; this data is influenced by water consumption which is 
based on annual occupancy. 

2 Placer County. 2015 (February). Economic Development Incentives for North Lake Tahoe Town Centers. Hearing Report. Prepared by Economic & 
Planning Systems, Inc. with Joe DeCredico Studios. 
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 Public Services and Utilities: relied on buildout of the project for resources that 
considered an annual demand, such as water, but considered peak occupancy for 
resources that address peak demand, such as peak flows for sewer infrastructure. 

 Hazardous Materials and Hazards: relied on buildout of the project; occupancy was not a 
factor. 

 Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change: relied on annual occupancy assumptions in the 
calculations of various emission sources, such electrical usage. 

The application of occupancy assumptions is either identified in the Methods and 
Assumptions section of each chapter, information provided in appendices describing analysis 
methods and assumptions, or in documents and reports used to support the EIR impact 
analysis and cited in the chapter text and provided in the administrative record. 

O6-7 The comment references a “Myers Report” provided as Exhibit 10 with this comment letter. 
The “Myers Report” is responded to in this document as Letter 06.10. This comment letter 
summarizes or reiterates many of the items presented in Letter O6.10. See response to 
comment letter O6.10. 

The comment states that the FEIR does not remedy the DEIR’s failure to adequately analyze 
and mitigate the project’s impacts on water supply, hydrology, and water quality. The 
comment also references comments provided by Sierra Watch, the Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, the Squaw Valley Public Service District, and the Squaw Valley Mutual 
Water Company on this topic. See the following responses to comment letters in the FEIR (in 
the order they are referenced by the commenter): O8, S4, L4, and L3.  

 The commenter’s previously submitted comments related to the project’s impacts on water 
supply and hydrology/water quality are adequately addressed in responses to comments O9-
23 through O9-56 and O9-95 through O9-113, respectively, in the FEIR. Many of these 
responses refer to the Master Response in the FEIR addressing water supply, which directly 
addresses issues provided in this comment letter. Much of the comment relates to the 
consideration of climate change on water supply. In summary, and as conveyed in the DEIR, 
FEIR, and WSA, a key element effecting groundwater conditions in the Olympic Valley is the 
timing of precipitation each year. Although there are climate change models that may project 
possible changes in the volume or type of precipitation, there are none that address timing of 
precipitation. Therefore, to project effects of climate change on groundwater conditions in 
the Olympic Valley beyond what is already provided in the EIR and WSA would require 
significant speculation and conjecture not appropriate for either of these documents. The 
comment does not provide any new information regarding the content or analysis in the EIR 
or identify specific deficiencies in the responses in the FEIR. Therefore, no further response 
is provided here. Also, see the Master Response in the regarding recirculation in the FEIR. 

O6-8 The comment reiterates comments provided on the DEIR and expresses disagreement with 
the response provided in the FEIR. Although the comment expresses disagreement with the 
methods used to model changes in flows in Squaw Creek, it provides no alternative method 
for obtaining information on this topic and therefore provides no evidence that it is not the 
best information available. The comment contends that the effects of the VSVSP on the 
projected flows in Squaw Creek are underestimated and are not supported by substantial 
evidence. Refer to the responses to comment letter 08a in the FEIR for responses to these 
claims. Specifically, the comment indicates that revisions to the water supply assessment 
(WSA) that analyzed higher occupancy rates and increased water demand provided in the 
FEIR were not carried forward into the analysis of effects to the flows of Squaw Creek. This is 
incorrect. For analysis of the effects of groundwater pumping on biological resources using 
the assumptions of the 2015 WSA, refer to the Master Response regarding water supply in 
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the FEIR (pages 3-13 through 3-14). As discussed in the Master Response regarding water 
supply and indicated in response to comment 08-50 in the FEIR, additional analyses based 
on the updated 2015 WSA did not change the anticipated effects on the refugia habitat 
provided by Squaw Creek. 

The comment does not provide any new information regarding the content or analysis in the 
EIR or identify specific deficiencies in the responses in the FEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is provided here. 

O6-9 The comment reiterates comments provided on the DEIR and expresses disagreement with 
the response provided in the FEIR. Specifically, the comment asserts that the response to 
comment 08a-36 in the FEIR is incomplete because details (including the quantity of water 
that would be pumped, dewatering procedures, and the frequency of dewatering) are not 
provided. The comment also contends that the response to comment 09-97 should include a 
description of the precise permit conditions that would apply to this project. As indicated in 
the DEIR (page 13-48), “each construction phase of the proposed project would have 
discrete permits and stormwater management requirements consistent with all federal, 
state, and local laws applicable at the time.” As described elsewhere in this document, 
because this is a program EIR evaluating the concepts presented in a plan for the overall 
development of Squaw Valley, the suggested details such as the quantity of water pumped 
are not available, nor are they necessary for reaching informed decisions on the plan. In fact, 
these details would not be realistically available for virtually any project level EIR, nor are 
they needed to complete the impact assessment. Construction dewatering is influenced by 
the timing of construction, precipitation, the specific dewatering methods approved by the 
Lahontan RWQCB, which would authorize the work, and other factors. Any estimates related 
to quantity of water pumped or frequency of dewatering would be purely speculative. In 
addition, such information is not needed for an impact assessment if the need for 
dewatering, and parameters (e.g., regulations) for the proper implementation of dewatering 
and treatment and disposal of pumped water are identified. 

As noted by the commenter, Mitigation Measure 13-2b: Implement additional construction 
protection measures, includes a requirement to prepare a construction dewatering and 
discharge plan that would be submitted to the Lahontan RWQCB for approval prior to 
initiating any excavation activities (see DEIR page 13-51). The mitigation measure requires 
that the Dewatering/Diversion plan includes the following details: location of the discharge 
area or outfall and name of receiving water; a description of the discharge or diversion 
method and plan drawings; the frequency and estimated volume and rate of discharge; 
expected pollutants and concentration in discharge, and control measures to be applied and 
maintained for pollutant control; and planned effluent and/or receiving water monitoring 
(visual and other). The comment appears to imply a lack of confidence in the ability of the 
Lahontan RWQCB to regulate construction dewatering, construction stormwater 
management, and related activities in a manner that is adequately protective of water 
quality. As indicated in response to comment 08a-36, the analysis of dewatering impacts is 
qualitatively based on the understanding that dewatering would be limited to instances when 
groundwater is relatively high during construction of parking structures and during instream 
work. The approval process for the dewatering plan would serve to quantify and verify these 
assumptions.  

O6-10 The comment states that the DEIR’s evaluation of the impacts of groundwater pumping on 
interactions between groundwater and surface water was flawed. In summary, the comment 
reiterates comments provided on the DEIR and conveys disagreement with the responses on 
the FEIR, but provides no new information, other than referencing a letter from Tom Meyers. 
See response O9-98 in the FEIR, which adequately addresses the issues that are re-raised 
(note that response to comment O9-98 references responses to comment O8a-47 and O8a-
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48). Regarding the reference to the attached letter submitted by Tom Myers, see responses 
to comment letter O6.18 in this document. 

O6-11 The comment reiterates previously submitted comments related to the project’s potential 
impacts on Truckee River water quality, and states that this comment was not adequately 
addressed in the FEIR. Specifically, the comment asserts that while Truckee River streamflow 
was addressed (see response to comment O9-56 in the FEIR), Truckee River water quality 
was not. See, however, response to comment O9-92 in the FEIR, which states: 

The comment states that the cumulative effects analysis for fish and aquatic species 
did not account for contribution to the cumulative degradation of the Truckee River’s 
water quality and affects to aquatic species in the Truckee River. See response to 
comments I319-4 and L1-4, the portion of the water supply Master Response related 
to effects on the Truckee River, and response to comment O9-56. The proposed 
project would not have adverse effects on the Truckee River related to water volume 
or quality, and therefore would not have an adverse effect related to fish. 

 The referenced portions of the FEIR (especially response to comment L1-4) adequately 
address Truckee River water quality impacts resulting from the project.  

O6-12 The comment states that mitigation measures proposed in the FEIR do not ensure that 
significant impacts from groundwater pumping will be avoided. The comment refers to 
Mitigation Measures 6-1c and 13-4, as revised in the FEIR, and states that mitigation is 
improperly deferred. The issue of deferred mitigation associated with Mitigation Measure 13-
4 is adequately addressed in responses to comments O9-49. The comment focusses on 
Mitigation Measure 6-1c, but Mitigation Measure 6-1c is directly connected to Mitigation 
Measure 13-4, as well as the other mitigation measures associated with Impact 6-1. To 
consider Mitigation Measure 6-1c in isolation ignores the suite of related mitigation 
measures that together provide a comprehensive response to the potential environmental 
effect. For the reasons described in those responses, Mitigation Measures 6-1c and 13-4, as 
revised in the FEIR, are not improperly deferred. The implication in the comment that the 
discussion of Impact 6-1 and associated mitigation measures defers identification of impact 
significance is incorrect. The “potentially significant” conclusion is a conclusion of 
significance; there just is not currently sufficient information to be certain that a significant 
impact would occur. Mitigation Measures associated with Impact 6-1 require the collection of 
sufficient information to confirm whether the described significant impact does occur, and 
provides a course of action to reduce the significant impact if evidence is found that 
conditions described under Impact 6-1 occur.  

 Regarding the comment that the County cannot rely on the SVPSD to ensure implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 6-1c, see response to comment L3-1 (submitted by Mike Geary of the 
SVPSD) in this document. As stated therein, the SVPSD’s requested text changes and 
modifications [concerning the responsible party for mitigation] have been incorporated into 
the DEIR and FEIR Errata Sheet (Revised 8-5-16) since publication of the FEIR. The 
responsible party for ensuring Mitigation Measure 6-1c is implemented will be the project 
applicant, but the SVPSD may elect to work with the applicant on this matter.  

O6-13 The comment states that the FEIR does not correct the DEIR’s failure to consider the 
project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on water quality in the Truckee River (as 
previously stated in comment O9-113 in the FEIR). See response to comment O6-11, above, 
regarding Truckee River water quality. This topic was adequately addressed in the FEIR. 

O6-14 The comment reiterates a comment provided on the DEIR and expresses an opinion that the 
responses provided are not sufficient. The comment indicates that the results of “full 
surveys” of the area’s biological resources are necessary for the public and decision-makers 
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to make an informed decision about the specific plan. The comment does not define “full 
surveys,” nor does it identify why the surveys used in the EIR are not adequate to support the 
programmatic level of analysis.  

As indicated in response to comment 08b-34 in the FEIR, in those areas where surveys were 
not conducted at a level required to procure permits, the analysis was based on 
reconnaissance–level surveys, review of aerial photography and, in the case of potential 
trails, informed estimates of the types of sensitive resources that may be affected based on 
habitat type, reports of sensitive species sightings, and other data. The DEIR also included 
performance standards as part of the mitigation requirements to demonstrably reduce 
potential impacts to sensitive habitats, if impacts were to occur. Thus, the DEIR did not defer 
analysis of impacts or mitigation measures; instead, it conducted various surveys and 
employed other tools to identify potential resources, determine if they may be affected, and 
developed mitigation as needed for those areas of know impacts. See also responses to 
comments 09-59 and 09-60 in the FEIR. 

As indicated in response to comment 09-60 in the FEIR, the mitigation requires a more 
detailed definition of the boundaries of wetland features and adherence to performance 
standards and permit conditions attendant on the delineation process. This is not deferral of 
mitigation; the measures are clearly laid out and the actions and outcomes following the 
results of further data collection are clear. Furthermore, regulatory requirements include 
survey protocols for these additional surveys, which aid in calculating the effect of 
development for the purposes of issuing permits required by the wildlife agencies for 
potential effects on special-status species. Among the requirements for these surveys is 
often a limitation on how far in advance the surveys are conducted and short lifespans in 
which the data can be relied upon. The need to sometimes collect further information after 
an EIR is complete is well established in CEQA, particularly for program EIR evaluations of 
plan level documents. 

The comment cites several court cases that do not appear to directly correlate to the 
comment. In the Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa 
Barbara case, the court considered whether an EIR for a proposed shore-front resort hotel 
failed to consider a number of purportedly reasonable project alternatives and concluded 
that the county’s decision to reject the alternatives was supported by substantial evidence. 
The Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino case pertains to approval of a negative declaration 
based on an initial study prepared to evaluate an application for a use permit to construct a 
private sewage treatment plant. In this case, a hydrological study was not conducted to 
inform the evaluation of potential environmental impacts, but was recommended by County 
staff as a condition of approval. In that instance, the courts found that it was inappropriate 
for hydrological studies to be conducted after project approval because environmental review 
should occur at the earliest feasible phase in the planning process, when “genuine flexibility 
remains.” In this case, the permit approval was the final decision on the development. The 
VSVSP, however, is only the first step in the planning process for the project area. Indeed, 
ample flexibility in implementation of the plan remains to make adjustments in response to 
the results of subsequent surveys conducted for specific project proposals. 

O6-15 The comment reiterates a comment provided on the DEIR and expresses disagreement with 
the response provided in the FEIR. However, the comment does not provide any new 
information regarding the content or analysis in the EIR.  

The original comment on the DEIR reads: 

“Finally, like the DEIR’s water supply section, the biological resources chapter 
fails to discuss California’s severe drought conditions. This information is 
critical to determining the Project’s impacts on biological resources from 
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groundwater drawdown. The DEIR’s failure to acknowledge the severe 
drought is particularly deceptive; the Project’s impacts must be evaluated in 
light of these ecologically stressful conditions. The revised EIR should provide 
this detailed analysis.” 

The comment implies that a temporary condition should somehow be used to assess 
environmental effects that will occur sometime in the future. By the time the VSVSP 
starts construction, there is a high likelihood that the current drought will be over. It 
can be assured that during the 25-year buildout period for the project, the current 
drought will end, and there will likely be multiple periods of abundant water and 
further droughts. There is no requirement that CEQA evaluate biological effects that 
might occur in some future drought year, and then describe another set of 
consequences if the effect occurs in a wet year, and then describe another set of 
consequences if the effect occurs during a normal precipitation year, etc. The EIR 
correctly uses existing conditions to set a baseline and them compares 
environmental effects against that baseline. Effects on biological resources resulting 
from potential changes in groundwater elevation do consider drought years, in that 
the groundwater modelling incorporates a range of various annual precipitation 
levels, including drought.  

O6-16 The comment reiterates comments provided on the DEIR and expresses disagreement with 
the response provided in the FEIR. However, the comment does not provide any new 
information regarding the content or analysis in the EIR.  

 See response to comment 09-59 in the FEIR regarding the programmatic evaluation and 
analysis of potential impacts to biological resources. 

For responses to comments raised in the letter submitted by SVPSD (dated May 6, 2016), 
see response to comment L5-1 in this document. 

The suggestion that a five-year-interval of monitoring frequency until 30 percent project 
occupancy may miss threshold effects of groundwater drawdown is highly unlikely. The WSA 
identifies sufficient water supply at full project buildout. Even if one disagrees with this 
conclusion, the WSA provides no evidence that at 30 percent project occupancy there would 
be any adverse effects on groundwater levels. The comment provides no reasoning why the 
planned 5-years of monitoring after project buildout, whether or not that intersects with a 
“significant drought period” is insufficient.  

O6-17 The comment states that the DEIR does not provide adequate mitigation of impacts to the 
yellow warbler and olive-sided flycatcher. This issue is adequately addressed in response to 
comment O9-84 in the FEIR. The language in Mitigation Measure 6-3 (pages 6-56 and 6-57 
of the DEIR) does in fact require the applicant to establish appropriate buffers around nests 
and limit operating periods in consultation with CDFW to avoid disturbances during the 
nesting season. The comment does not provide any new information regarding the content or 
analysis in the EIR, but rather asserts that this is weak mitigation, leaving too much 
discretion to the applicant. The County disagrees with this opinion. The statement that 
buffers “will be established through consultation with CDFW” identifies that buffers must be 
determined and enforced through direct consultation with CDFW. Buffers would not simply 
be “established” on paper but instated in the field during construction. Consultation with 
CDFW would not only ensure CDFW’s input on the buffer, but also their knowledge of the 
issue in the field and ability to enforce the buffer. Enforcement of all mitigation measures will 
be ensured through the County’s adoption of the MMRP.  
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O6-18 The comment reiterates comments provided on the DEIR and expresses disagreement with 
the response provided in the FEIR. However, the comment does not provide any new 
information regarding the content or analysis in the EIR.  

Regarding impacts to meadows and response to comment 09-90 in the FEIR, the comment 
accurately reflects the County’s finding in the FEIR that the earlier comment’s 
characterization of Sierra Nevada meadows was based on opinion. However, the response to 
comment 09-90 in the FEIR continues (FEIR page 3.2.4-492),  

Nevertheless, with respect to the DEIR failing to adequately address the project’s 
contribution to cumulative loss or adverse effects on meadow habitat...Mitigation 
Measures 6-1a, 6-b, and 6-1c will ensure that any loss of meadow habitat be 
compensated for at a minimum 1:1 no net loss basis at a location agreeable to 
USACE and the Lahontan RWQCB, both of whom prioritize mitigation proximate to the 
location of the impact, and therefore, there will be no contribution to the cumulative 
degradation of sensitive habitats within the region or bioregion.  

The determination was made that the project would not make a substantial contribution to a 
significant cumulative effect because there would be not net loss of acreage; not because 
the project impact was mitigated to a less-than-significant level. See also response to 
comment 09-91 in the FEIR, which states in part (FEIR page 3.2.4-492),  

The comment is correct that, generally, an otherwise direct and less than significant 
impact may nevertheless result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to an 
already significant cumulative impact, particularly if a resource is already found to be 
in a degraded condition.  

With regard to concerns raised in comment 09-92 about cumulative effects on the habitat 
quality of the Truckee River, the response to this particular comment in the FEIR includes 
cross references to three other responses (L1-4, 09-56, and I319-4), as well as the portion of 
the Master Response regarding water supply specific to effects on the Truckee River. As is 
detailed in these responses, a streamflow analysis (included as Appendix B to the FEIR) 
found that the cumulative water demand of would not substantially effect the volume of 
water in the Truckee River. Reduced streamflow is the key concern when evaluating potential 
effects on fish and aquatic habitats. Also see Response O6-11 regarding Truckee River water 
quality. 

O6-19 See the Master Response regarding “Use of Parking Supply as part of Trip Generation 
Estimate” in this document and the responses to the MRO Engineers Report identified as 
letter O6.18. 

O6-20 The comment states that the EIR’s analysis of and mitigation for impacts relating to 
emergency access is legally inadequate. The comment is directed at Impacts 15-4 
(emergency evacuation) and 15-6 (wildfire) and further states that the EIR does not contain 
the necessary evidentiary support to ensure these impacts would be mitigated to less-than-
significant levels. 

 Regarding the comment about standards or thresholds for assessing the significance of 
impacts relating to emergency response and wildlife evacuation, the DEIR properly relied on 
the CEQA Guidelines appendix G initial study checklist questions as the basis for thresholds 
of significance (specific to hazardous materials and hazards), which are listed on pages 15-
13 of the DEIR. The comment provides no additional information as to why the Appendix G 
questions are not adequate as a source of significance thresholds for this project. 
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 Responses to comments O9-209 through O9-215 in the FEIR adequately address the topics 
of wildfire risk and emergency evacuation. Further, see responses to comment letter L2 
(submitted by Chief Pete Bansen of the Squaw Valley Fire Department) in this document, 
which describe Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation Plan (EPEP) that was prepared for 
the project under the supervision of Placer County (and is available on the County’s website 
at https://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planning/pchearings) to 
evaluate the risks, hazards, and response mechanisms for various emergency events, 
including wildland fire, avalanche, seismic events, and flooding in the project area. The EPEP 
was submitted to the Placer County Planning Commission in advance of the August 11, 2016 
public hearing for the project. At the public hearing, testimony was provided by various 
County staff, including John McEldowney of the Placer County Office of Emergency Services 
and Lieutenant Jason Lockhart of the Placer County Sheriff’s Office, regarding the EPEP. In 
addition, Chief Bansen of the Squaw Valley Fire Department also provided expert witness 
testimony on the adequacy of the EPEP. 

O6-21 This comment raises a number of questions pertaining to the potential indirect effects 
associated with motorists looking for parking during a peak winter ski day. The project 
provides a supply of parking to accommodate all but the busiest three or four days of a 
typical ski year. During such conditions, the three-lane coning program, accompanied by 
traffic control personnel would be in effect to efficiently deliver motorists to parking 
structures. Secondary effects cited in the comment include potential for illegal parking, 
overflow parking into neighborhoods, effects on transit service, and conflicts with bicycles or 
pedestrians. A detailed evaluation of those effects was not conducted because such an 
evaluation would have been speculative due to the uncertainty of how parking garages would 
be managed. For example, the increased reliance on parking structures could decrease the 
incidents of vehicles driving and searching for a parking space because the flow of traffic is 
more easily controlled and the availability of parking spaces can be more easily monitored. 
When a level within a parking structure is full, or the whole parking structure is full, vehicles 
can be directed to another level or structure. As vehicles leave the structure, this can be 
monitored and when a sufficient number of parking spaces are open, vehicles can be 
redirected to that structure. These options are not readily available in a very large surface 
parking lot, such as under existing conditions.  

The comment also asserts that the proposed ‘real time’ parking supply information system 
would not necessarily work because there is no effective way to communicate this to the 
general public that may be traveling long distances (e.g., from the Bay Area). This type of 
system is feasible and operational at Vail, Colorado. The public can obtain minute-by-minute 
real-time parking occupancy data for the two primary garages serving that ski resort. 
Depending on their distance to the resort and level of occupancy, they can choose to park in 
one garage versus the other, park elsewhere in the village, or visit a different resort entirely. 
Similar ‘real-time’ systems are being implemented in downtown Sacramento in conjunction 
with the opening of Golden 1 Center. 

Comments regarding the numbers of parking spaces provided as part of the VSVSP are 
repeated from comments on the DEIR and are answered by the responses in the FEIR. The 
comment also references comments provided by MRO engineers. See responses to Letter 
O8d in the FEIR and responses to comment letter O6.18 in this document. The comment 
letter references comments provided by the SVPSD. See Response to Letter L2 in this 
document. In addition, this comment fails to recognize the overall ability of the applicant to 
turn away customers when no parking is available. There are multiple locations prior to 
entering the resort to convey information on parking availability to motorists, and multiple 
other mechanisms to convey this information (e.g., the real time parking supply information 
system mentioned above). The comment states “there is no evidence that the Project would 
be able to manage its parking in a manner that avoids significant environmental effects”; 
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however, the comment provides no evidence that in the future, with the requirements of 
mitigation measures in the EIR and other obligations, such as commitments in the Specific 
Plan, that it would not. 

O6-22 This comment states that the DEIR fails to describe current transit operations, identify the 
project’s increase in transit demand, and evaluate the effects these increases would have on 
local and regional transit service. Section 9.1.9 of the DEIR describes existing transit service 
including bus routes, hours of service, cost, and ridership. Impact 9-7 describes the project’s 
impacts to existing transit service including estimates of increases in peak winter ridership. 
The DEIR concludes that the project could cause a demand for transit that exceeds what is 
currently provided unless expanded service is implemented, thereby resulting in a significant 
impact. Therefore, each of the assertions made in this portion of the comment are not 
accurate. 

 Additional information on applicant contributions to transit funding and the adequacy of that 
funding has been prepared since completion of the FEIR and is detailed in the staff reports to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.  

O6-23 The comment states that the EIR does not adopt feasible mitigation measures for the 
project’s significant transportation impacts. These comments were previously submitted on 
the DEIR and addressed in responses to comments O9-132 through O9-134 in the FEIR. See 
also the FEIR Master Response regarding traffic and the numerous responses to comments 
related to traffic issues, including possible mitigation measures, both in the FEIR and in this 
document. No new questions or issues pertaining to the environmental analysis are raised in 
this comment. Therefore, no further response can be provided. 

O6-24 This comment does not raise any new technical or procedural issues that have not already 
been addressed as part of FEIR. 

O6-25 The comment claims that the EIR should have been recirculated based on changes to the 
GHG analysis resulting from comments on the DEIR as well as a Supreme Court case that 
invalidated a common approach to determining GHG emissions impacts in EIRs (see 
extensive discussion of this issue both in Section 3.1.17 of the FEIR as well as various 
responses to comment letter S1 in this document, beginning with response to comment S1-
9). 

The County disagrees with the assertions in this comment for several reasons, as explained 
below: 

 The comment asserts that the DEIR concluded that project impacts to GHG were less-
than-significant in 2020 and that the FEIR changed this conclusion to significant. Impact 
16-2 of the DEIR and FEIR both concluded that operation impacts of the project would be 
significant. This conclusion did not separate the project into pre- and post-2020 
discussions, as it evaluated the project as a whole, a requirement of CEQA. 

The DEIR had concluded that the project would not conflict with ARB’s Scoping Plan for 
2020 targets. This discussion was removed from the EIR, but this does not alter the 
conclusion of the EIR regarding the significance of the impact. (The County notes that, in 
spite of this text removal, the project in no way conflicts with any Scoping Plan policies; 
however, the discussion of Scoping Plan targets was removed as a result of 
interpretations of the cited Supreme Court decision.) 

 The FEIR removed the DEIR conclusion that, after mitigation, the GHG emissions for 
project elements completed by 2020 would be below a GHG target from the Scoping Plan 
and therefore less-than-significant for project elements built prior to 2020. The DEIR had 

Placer County 
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 39 666



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

concluded that the overall project could not be mitigated to less-than-significant and that 
the entire project GHG impact was potentially significant and unavoidable.  

The reason the text was removed, as explained in the FEIR, is that the basis for the 
conclusion of pre-2020 project elements would be less-than-significant was invalidated 
by the Supreme Court (reliance on a “business as usual”, BAU approach tied to the State 
Scoping Plan; see Section 3.1.17 of the FEIR), and because very little of the project 
would be constructed by 2020 based on current timeframes. However, the GHG 
emissions associated with the project were not increased; in fact, a revised analysis in 
the FEIR demonstrated that less GHG emissions would be generated by the project. The 
generation of GHG emissions would still, as concluded in the FEIR, be significant, but 
they would be less than reported in the DEIR. 

Based on this analysis, it is incorrect to argue that the GHG impact has increased in 
severity. It has not; GHG emissions from the overall project would be less than reported 
in the DEIR and the impact conclusion that the overall project would result in a 
potentially significant and unavoidable impact associated with GHG emissions has not 
changed. The impact is the same impact as reported in the DEIR but is less severe 
(emissions would be less). The comment fails to specify how this conclusion can be 
interpreted as a “more severe” impact. 

The commenter’s statement that two phases of the project could be constructed by 2020 
does not add to the contention that the impact is more severe. The timing of when 
project elements are constructed is moot with regard to the overall impact of the project 
on GHG emissions, and no explanation is provided by the commenter to support why 
completion of more than one phase (if this were to be accomplished) by 2020 translates 
to a more severe GHG impact. 

O6-26 See response to comment O6-25, above, regarding the 2020 timeframe. The comment 
criticizes the discussion of relative GHG efficiency of the project, it provides no rationale in 
support of the criticism. The remainder of this comment misstates the facts, analysis, and 
the conclusions of the FEIR, conflating discussions of issues, planning principles, and other 
concepts with significance conclusions. These misstatements are addressed below. 

 Regarding the commenter’s contention that the FEIR finds the project is beneficial 
regarding GHG emissions because it would supplant older, less efficient uses, the 
comment confuses a discussion regarding how GHG emissions can be more efficiently 
generated per economic activity (less GHG emissions per land use type) if the project is 
properly designed, with the conclusions in the FEIR. The referenced discussion in the 
FEIR discusses State policy aimed at developing more GHG-efficient land uses in hopes 
that, over time, they will replace less efficient land uses and help achieve a Statewide 
goal of GHG reduction while still allowing growth of economic activity. The commenter 
contends this is “misleading information”, yet provides no specifics as to why. The FEIR 
does not, anywhere, claim that the project would result in a beneficial impact to GHG 
emissions.  

 Regarding the comment criticizing the FEIR statement that the project is consistent with 
many concepts in Sustainable Community Strategies (SCS), which the commenter states: 
“This claim is particularly disingenuous as, discussed infra, the Project is flatly 
inconsistent with the SCS for the area.” As stated on page 3-95 of the FEIR, the project 
was not covered by an SCS but would be consistent with many of the principles that are a 
hallmark of SCSs: 

As described in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the DEIR, it is adjacent to existing 
development (infill); would be largely built on an existing paved site (not a greenfield); 
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and is designed to maximize walkability, minimize internal trips, and utilize transit (VMT 
reduction strategies), etc.  

The comment does not provide any specifics regarding why this statement is 
“disingenuous”. It is an objective statement of fact. Moreover, the project is now included 
in the 2016 SACOG SCS which would support the County’s evaluation; see response to 
comment S1-9 of this document. 

 The last paragraph of this comment continues to suggest that the FEIR concludes the 
project would result in beneficial impacts to GHG emissions, but does not state where 
the FEIR makes this statement, so no reply can be provided. The statements regarding 
the intent of the applicant to generate profits by attracting people to the project, and that 
this would result in environmental impacts, is noted.  

 The comment that this is a “new resort” is noted. The comment admonishes that “(T)o 
claim otherwise is misleading and violates CEQA.”  The comment does not cite where the 
FEIR states, implies, or in any way suggests that the project is not a new resort. This is a 
misleading statement by the commenter. The commenter is referred to the 41-page 
project description in the DEIR (Section 3), as modified by pages 2-1 through 2-6 of the 
FEIR, for a discussion of how the project site will be modified to include a four-season 
resort with residences, commercial areas, a village concept, “Mountain Adventure 
Center”, parking structures, etc. The FEIR evaluates this project.  

 Regarding the request that the EIR “must be recirculated to remove any claims that the 
Project will or may benefit the climate,” the only such claim is the commenter’s, and this 
response clarifies this misstatement. 

O6-27 The comment claims the FEIR did not address implications of the project’s inconsistency with 
the MTP/SCS. The DEIR acknowledges at page 16-18 that the project was not assumed in 
the MTP/SCS (in place at the time the DEIR was prepared) and that the project emissions 
would be additional to SCS assumptions. However, this is no longer the case; see response 
to comment S1-9 of this document regarding the fact that the project is now included in the 
SCS.  

Regarding the statement that the FEIR “fails to provide the public with an understanding of 
how a major new regional source of GHG emissions from a resort project…could throw the 
State off the steep emissions reductions trajectory needed to help correct course to avoid 
some of the most catastrophic impacts from climate change”: 

 The FEIR concludes that the project would result in a potentially significant and 
unavoidable impact to climate change associated with GHG emissions. From a CEQA 
standpoint, “significant and unavoidable” is the most adverse of conclusions with respect 
to an environmental impact.  

 The statement that the project “could throw the State off the steep emissions reductions 
trajectory” suggests this project is orders of magnitude larger than it is. As described in 
response to comment S1-9 of this document the project’s emissions represent 0.01 
percent (one one-hundredth of one percent) of State’s GHG emissions. It is simply too 
small of a GHG emitter to substantively effect overall California GHG emissions. This is 
not to suggest that the project will not play a role in statewide GHG emissions; it will 
along with a multitude of other projects. Rather, it would be inaccurate to claim the 
project is of sufficient magnitude to “throw the State” off its trajectory. 

 The comment ignores the FEIR mitigation, which includes reducing GHG emissions to 
target levels if feasible, and purchasing GHG emissions offsets to close that gap. Thus, 
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where the project may not be able to reduce onsite emissions, it would be required to 
purchase offsets to attain targets. Thus, targets will be attained; however, they may be 
attained off site or even in a location outside of California. GHG emissions are, after all, 
global. 

 The comment claims the FEIR should have followed the commenter’s prior suggestions 
to establish a specific GHG reduction target (“comparing Project or vehicle emissions to 
the regional targets set for 2020 and 2035 by the MTP/SCS”, etc.) and states “the 
County is on notice that the requested analysis is feasible.” The consultant preparing the 
EIR has substantial expertise preparing GHG analyses. This expertise includes preparing 
still-cited guidance papers on GHG analysis for the California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (co-author: CEQA and Climate Change, 2008) as well as providing expert 
assistance to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District in establishment of its GHG 
thresholds—thresholds that were specifically cited as valid in the referenced Supreme 
Court case (CBD v. CDFW). This expertise extends to preparation of climate action plans 
throughout the state, and vast other related experience. The consultant has concluded 
that there is simply no feasible approach to establish a project-specific GHG reduction 
target, absent a jurisdiction-specific GHG reduction plan (such as a climate action plan 
and/or an SCS [which pertains to vehicle emissions targets only]) or policy approaches 
yet to be developed by the State. The comment does not provide any suggestions, 
examples, or evidence as to the “feasible” approach. Thus, while the County appreciates 
the comment that such an analysis “is feasible”, the comment is without support. 
However, as noted, the project is now included in the SACOG SCS, and the County has 
funded a GHG reduction plan (see response to comment S1-10). Thus, the mitigation 
included in the FEIR is not only feasible, but will place the project along the appropriate 
trajectory consistent with SB 32 targets (1990 GHG levels by 2020; 40 percent below 
1990 GHG levels by 2030), as geographically applied to this type of project. 

O6-28 The comment states the GHG analysis relied on partial trip lengths in calculating GHG 
emissions. This is not accurate. VMT was used for 2 purposes in the DEIR, and now has been 
used for a third purpose in the FEIR. For the DEIR, VMT was used to determine air quality 
impacts to the air basin, which is based on total VMT in the air basin, and for GHG emissions, 
which is based on VMT inclusive of trips that originate or end outside of the air basin. See 
Appendix H of the DEIR and Appendix C of the FEIR. Thus, the GHG analysis considers full trip 
lengths to and from the Bay Area, Sacramento area, and other origins. The statement in the 
FEIR regarding “overestimation” of GHG emissions for vehicles traveling through the Bay 
Area and the Sacramento area is accurate; these GHG emissions are accounted for in the 
SCS’s prepared for these regions. However, while overestimated, the EIR did not discount 
these emissions from the analysis. Therefore, the EIR fully considers GHG emissions 
associated with vehicles originating in the Bay Area and Sacramento area, even if these 
emissions are also accounted for in the SCS documents. 

 Regarding the 92-mile trip length, while this may represent the average distance for a car 
driving to or from the Bay Area/Sacramento area, the same vehicles would also take smaller 
excursions once they arrive at the VSVSP project site, such as occasional trips to the Tahoe 
basin. The 30-mile average trip length is just that, an overall average. 

 Regarding the comment on air travel, the EIR concludes that the project is unlikely to result 
in increases in the number of air flights to the region and concludes it would be speculative 
to assume that new flights would be added. The comment fails to explain why the conclusion 
in the FEIR is not adequate or accurate. The mere fact that Squaw Valley advertises that 
people can fly to the region is not evidence that the project would result in more flights. See 
response to comment 09–156 in the FEIR. The comment confuses forecasting with 
speculation. A forecast must be based on a reasonable expectation, based on substantial 
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evidence. There is no expectation that more flights would be added, based on the project, 
and no evidence was provided to suggest otherwise. 

O6-29 The comment primarily questions the decision to link the performance metric in Mitigation 
Measure 16-2 to state targets, rather than the 1,100 MT threshold applied in the EIR. As an 
initial matter, the comment claims that “the FEIR has employed a different threshold of 
significance for GHGs…” In fact, no change in the thresholds of significance used in the 
analysis is indicated. Pages 2-76 to 2-83 in the FEIR indicate revisions in the analysis of GHG 
effects to reflect the recent California Supreme Court decision, CBD v CDFW. The PCAPCD 
Tier I mass-emission threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e/year is applied to the project in both the 
DEIR and FEIR. 

 The comment also reiterates a previously-expressed position that Mitigation Measure 16-2 
improperly defers mitigation, and specific measures should be imposed on future 
development in this analysis of the specific plan. As detailed in response to comment S1-10, 
GHG reduction targets are subject to change in response to legislation or governor executive 
action in the future. Mitigation Measure 16-2 recognizes that both GHG emission targets and 
regulatory programs that limit GHGs are apt to change over the 20-year (estimate) project 
construction timeframe. Consequently, Placer County concluded that using a static target to 
assess the significance of project impacts and the type and extent of mitigation would not 
recognize the nature of progressing GHG programs and regulatory actions, and the degree to 
which they can succeed in reducing GHG emissions. Mitigation Measure 16-2 requires that 
GHG emissions associated with the project are reduced to the point that they meet GHG 
reduction targets, calculated with the future targets and regulatory programs that reduce 
GHG emissions in place at the time subdivision maps for project phases are submitted. The 
targets would be based on a substantiated linkage between the State goals or a local (Placer 
County) GHG reduction plan.  

 As noted in the comment, there are many known methods to reduce GHG emissions. The 
FEIR lays out a list of GHG reduction measures that are considered feasible (see page 3-
108), including solar panels, Energy Star appliances, and exceeding Title 24 energy 
efficiency standards, and determined that these measures would reduce GHG emissions by 
5,097 MT CO2e/year in 2037 (assuming full buildout by that year). The degree to which 
these programs would be implemented would be based on a Placer County GHG reduction 
program or some other substantiated link to AB 32 targets. The County recently approved 
funding for the preparation of a countywide GHG reduction plan that would provide the 
requisite program; the plan is scheduled for completion in 20183. If the GHG reduction plan 
is not completed, the project can be linked to AB 32/SB 32 targets through compliance with 
Scoping Plan programs applicable to the project. The AB 32 Scoping Plan programs currently 
applicable to the project are outlined in Appendix G of the FEIR and are listed on page 3-108 
(and summarized above). (A scoping plan for implementation of SB 32 is in the preparation 
stage.) 

Therefore, the mitigation measure provides a performance standard to be met by project 
development, a suite of feasible actions to meet the performance standard, an assessment 
of the mitigation potential of those actions, and a mechanism for the lead agency to track 
and enforce compliance with the performance standard. Mitigation Measure 16-2 is 
designed to flexibly respond to the uncertain future of GHG policies and programs. This 
adaptive management provides a mechanism to promote the most effective measures to 
reduce the emissions from specific proposals in light of the future regulatory scenario, 
physical environmental conditions, and technological advancements. 

3 Fisch, Alex. Supervising Planner. Placer County Planning Services Division, Auburn, CA. August 31, 2016—telephone 
conversation with Gary Jakobs of Ascent Environmental regarding the countywide GHG reduction plan. 
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O6-30 The comment reiterates comments provided on the DEIR and expresses disagreement with 
the response provided in the FEIR. However, the comment does not provide any new 
information regarding the content or analysis in the EIR. As explained elsewhere, the level of 
detail provided in the analysis and mitigation is sufficient for a programmatic EIR; and a 
programmatic EIR does, in fact, have a unique function and requirements.  

Further, for the purpose of noise measurements and modeling, the nearest receptor is used 
as a “worst case” representation of one’s potential level of exposure. This provides members 
of the public with ample information to determine how noise from the project would affect 
them. Note also that, although the comment asserts that sensitive receptors are not 
identified in Exhibits 11-1 and 11-2 of the DEIR, which identify noise sensitive land uses and 
noise measurement locations, such receptor locations are in fact labeled in white on the 
exhibits.  

O6-31 The comment criticizes the FEIR for not mitigating construction noise impacts to a less-than-
significant level. As explained in Mitigation Measures 11-a and 11-b of the DEIR and in 
several sections of the FEIR, including 3.15 and 3.16, despite application of various 
measures, the construction noise would be significant and unavoidable because noise 
sources would be mobile. Noise shields and other measures would be effective but would not 
necessarily sufficiently reduce nighttime noise during temporary (infrequent) nighttime 
construction noise events, and daytime noise would be sporadically disruptive during 
construction. The comment’s contention that the explanation in the FEIR is consistent with 
the notion that “the greater the environmental harm…the lesser the obligation of conducting 
environmental review” is incorrect. The issue is not the intensity of the “environmental harm” 
as the EIR identifies the potential for nighttime construction noise to be a significant impact. 
The issue is the complexity of the impact mechanism and the level of speculation and 
conjecture required to provide the level of detail requested by the commenter. The EIR 
identifies that there are circumstances where nighttime construction might occur. Whether 
nighttime construction is required will be dependent on the design of each structure, the 
construction methods used, and other factors that cannot be determined at this phase of the 
project. The EIR correctly provides mitigation for the impact, but also identifies that there are 
circumstances where the mitigation may not be feasibly or fully effective (e.g., moving 
vehicles). Therefore, the EIR correctly identifies the impact as significant and unavoidable.  

The comment suggests that the same mitigation measures applied to avoiding noise impacts 
to Squaw Valley Academy could be applied elsewhere (replacing windows, increasing 
insulation, etc.). The reason this mitigation was proposed for the Academy is that it would 
protect the primary function of this use: educating students during daytime classes when 
construction activities would typically take place. 

However, the Placer County noise ordinance exempts daytime construction noise from its 
standards. This is typical of noise ordinances in jurisdictions throughout the State, in 
recognition that daytime uses are not as noise sensitive as nighttime uses. Because of this 
exemption, and because other measures would substantially reduce noise (although not to 
the point where it would never be disruptive), additional mitigation was not proposed. It 
would be infeasible to provide noise-reducing windows and noise-reducing insulation in all 
sensitive land uses in order to mitigate noise levels that are exempted by ordinance. As to 
nighttime noise, because construction activities at night would be infrequent and would only 
occur when needed (example: to complete a concrete pour), and would be subject to 
mitigation (temporary noise barriers), additional mitigation such as window replacement 
would be considered cost prohibitive in consideration of the temporary nature of the effect 
(i.e., the mitigation would not be proportional to the impact).  

As to vibration mitigation, the measure provides conformance to a standard and engineering 
studies, subject to approval by Placer County, as well as monitoring and reporting; see page 
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11-23 of the DEIR. The specific approach the applicant would take to achieve this standard 
can be accomplished by a number of means, as outlined in the measure; the actual 
approach need not be identified at this time (it will be subject to engineering studies at the 
subdivision map level if the project is approved) so long as the performance standards are 
met, including specific approvals and monitoring by/reporting to Placer County. 

O6-32 See response to comment O6-30, above, regarding the locations of sensitive receptors; 
these receptors are labeled (“residential,” “Red Wolfe Lodge,” etc.) on Exhibits 11-1 and 11-
2 of the DEIR and the tables correlating existing noise measurements to these uses (Table 
11-3 of the DEIR).  

 The remainder of the comment reiterates comments provided on the DEIR and expresses 
disagreement with the response provided in the FEIR with regard to the location of noise-
generating uses. These uses are identified and evaluated to the degree they are known; 
where not known, worst-case assumptions regarding the potential effects on sensitive land 
uses are provided and performance standards to reduce the effects to less-than-significant 
are proposed. This is an appropriate approach for identification of impacts and mitigation; 
the comment does not explain why this approach is invalid. 

 As to mitigation and performance standards associated with HVAC units, see Mitigation 
Measure 11-2 on page 11-28 of the DEIR. Regarding mitigation associated with outdoor 
activities, see Mitigation Measure 11-4a on pages 11-29 and 11-30 of the DEIR. 

O6-33 Regarding the comment that the EIR underestimated traffic-related noise impacts, as 
explained on page 3-45 of the FEIR, the approach to noise analysis was based on peak day 
traffic levels, rather than on annual average traffic, which is the typical approach to traffic 
noise impact analysis. To that end, it could be argued that the FEIR overestimated traffic in 
calculating noise. However, as explained in the FEIR, this unusual analytical approach was 
taken in the FEIR in recognition of the peak-nature of project traffic generation.  

 As to traffic noise, the FEIR acknowledged that the DEIR may have erred in its assumption 
that residences located along Squaw Valley Road all have dual-pane windows. The FEIR 
rectified this by requiring re-pavement of Squaw Valley Road with rubberized asphalt, which 
would reduce existing plus project noise to the point where it is less than existing conditions. 
See discussion on pages 3-44 through 3-49 of the FEIR. Based on this, the FEIR concluded 
that noise would be reduced to a less-than-significant level (rather than being significant and 
unavoidable as concluded in the DEIR). 

 The comment states that the 4-6 decibel noise reduction associated with the mitigation is 
not supported by substantial evidence, but fails to explain why the reference for this data is 
insufficient (see citation on page 3-46 of the FEIR). As to criticism on the “4-6” decibel 
reduction, this is the total range of expected reduction depending on a variety of factors, and 
the low end (4 decibel reduction) is sufficient to fully mitigate project traffic noise; see page 
3-48 of the FEIR. 

O6-34 The commenter’s assertion that re-paving Squaw Valley Road would result in new 
environmental impacts (wildfire evacuation hazard, toxic air pollution, odors, water quality) is 
unsupported. First, re-pavement of roads is a routine activity that occurs as a matter of 
normal maintenance and is sequenced so that roads can still be used while re-pavement 
occurs (timing the activity to non-peak times, closing strips of roads and narrowing lanes to 
allow two-way traffic, traffic control, etc.). Re-pavement would likely occur when road use is 
lowest so as to not cause traffic disruption. Also, re-pavement would be subject to the same 
construction mitigation as the rest of the project’s construction activities (water quality 
control measures, air permitting, etc.). This comment provides no evidence that new impacts 
would occur. 
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O6-35 The comment reiterates comments provided on the DEIR and expresses disagreement with 
the response provided in the FEIR. In response to comment O9-195, the FEIR (page 3.2.4-
524) states: “The baseline for the visual analysis is described in Section 8.1, ‘Environmental 
Setting,’ in Chapter 8, ‘Visual Resources,’ of the DEIR.” Baseline night sky conditions are also 
described in the master response regarding the visual impact analysis in the FEIR (see pages 
3-35 and 3-36). 

Further to comment O9-195, the FEIR states:  

The Granite Chief Wilderness Area is a large area. As established in Section 8.1.5, 
“Summary of Viewing Conditions,” in the DEIR, trail users would generally have 
limited views of the Valley due to terrain and vegetation.  

The DEIR concludes that new light and glare generated by development in the main 
Village would have a significant and unavoidable impact on views of the area. As 
indicated in the analysis (see page 8-60), standard practices and design guidelines 
would reduce the effect of additional lighting. However, more lighting and associated 
sky glow may still be perceived as a significant change. This is true both within the 
immediate vicinity of the project and from remote viewing locations, including the 
Granite Chief Wilderness Area and the Basin. Therefore, additional consideration of 
the project’s potential effects on neighboring jurisdictions would not change the 
analysis conclusions of the DEIR. For further discussion of the existing light and glare 
conditions as viewed from neighboring jurisdictions, refer to the Master Response 
regarding the visual impact analysis in the FEIR. For a discussion of the project’s 
consistency with TRPA policies, see the Master Response regarding TRPA thresholds 
in the FEIR. 

This should not be misconstrued to indicate a change in significance determination. The 
potential for the project to be viewed from the Granite Chief Wilderness Area was 
acknowledged in the DEIR, which also concluded that there would be significant impacts 
associated with light to those viewing the area. The mitigation measures recommended to 
reduce lighting impacts would also reduce the effects to viewers from the Granite Chief 
Wilderness Area. Contrary to the comment’s claim, an analysis of the effects of the proposed 
development on night skies has been conducted that is sufficient to conclude the level and 
types of impacts anticipated from subsequent projects that may be proposed under this plan. 
Further analysis is not necessary. 

O6-36 The comment reiterates comments provided on the DEIR and expresses disagreement with 
the response provided in the FEIR, and also identifies new concerns related to the analysis of 
light produced by the VSVSP. 

With respect to the efficacy of Mitigation Measure 8-5a, which calls for the installation of 
landscaping to screen light emitted by the East Parcel, the measure does provide for 
oversight by the Development Review Committee. Specifically, “Landscape screening shall 
be installed concurrent with the first phase of development on the East Parcel and shall be 
reviewed for effectiveness with each successive phase of development. If after the initial 
installation of landscape screening it is subsequently determined that additional screening is 
required to improve screening effectiveness, the Development Review Committee (DRC) may 
require installation of additional landscaping during future construction phases.” The 
“massive buildings” noted in the comment would not be located on the East Parcel. As stated 
in the DEIR (page 8-59), “employee housing structures nearest the residential areas to the 
north of the site would be approximately 56 feet in height and the shipping and receiving 
structure would be 40 feet in height.” Furthermore, since publication of the DEIR, the design 
and layout of land uses on the East Parcel has been revised, as described in Section 2.1, 

 Placer County 
46 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 673



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

“Project Modifications,” of the FEIR, and employee housing buildings would be limited to a 
maximum of 35 feet tall. 

Mitigation Measure 8-2b (as also implemented by Mitigation Measure 8-5b) ensures that all 
project phases will be compatible with the Plan Area Development Standards prescribed in 
Appendix B of the VSVSP by requiring the applicant to obtain Design Review approval from 
the Placer County Design/Site Review Committee (D/SRC). Mitigation Measure 8-5b also 
requires preparation on an Improvement Plan that includes a detailed lighting and 
photometric plan. The comment asserts that there are no performance standards or criteria 
to govern the future implementation of this mitigation. In fact, the mitigation measure 
includes specific standards related to streetlights, lights in parking areas, building lights, and 
landscape lighting. Given that this programmatic EIR analyzes a specific plan and the design 
for specific structures has not been completed, it is inappropriate prepare such a detailed 
lighting plan at this stage of design. The intent of the plan, and the specific requirements 
provided in Mitigation Measure 8-5b, is to limit excess light productive that could affect the 
quality of nighttime views in the Valley. As noted in the master response addressing the 
visual impact analysis in the FEIR, the “DEIR concludes that residents and visitors may 
consider any new light, though designed to mitigate potential sky glow to the extent feasible, 
an adverse change in nighttime views of the area” and “CEQA establishes that ‘public 
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are…feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such 
projects…’ (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21002).” As such, this measure is included 
in the project as a feasible measure to eliminate excess light that could be viewed from 
adjacent residences, but is not considered to effectively eliminate light pollution. The impact 
is determined to be significant and unavoidable for the main Village area (DEIR page 8-60).  

Finally, the comment indicates that suggestions regarding methods to limit light pollution 
were not considered. In fact, the responses to comments O9-195 to O9-199 in the FEIR 
explain that the methods outlined in the comment are either expressly included in the 
lighting plan, methods that would include similar results are already included in the plan, or 
the measure is considered impractical. For example, response to comment O9-196 states 
that established “standards address light and glare impacts by committing to measures 
related to shielding, spectrum, and quantity of light. Specific requirements include shielding 
outdoor lighting, use of full cut-off luminaries for street lighting, use of energy-saving and 
warm-toned lamps, and a list of prohibited lighting types. These guidelines meet or exceed 
Placer County’s requirements.” Response to comment O9-197 in the FEIR indicates that the 
VSVSP was amended to “limit fluorescent lighting use to interior spaces only” in response to 
the comment.  

O6-37 The comment states that the FEIR does not adequately respond to comments about the 
project’s impacts to historic resources. The commenter’s previously submitted comments on 
the DEIR (specific to historic and cultural resources) are addressed in responses to 
comments O9-200 through O9-206 in the FEIR. Additionally, this topic is addressed in 
responses to comment letters I137 and I138 (submitted by Dan Hikel). 

 Regarding the comment that the FEIR does not provide substantial evidence that other 
historic buildings on the site are not significant, response to comment O9-201 appropriately 
describes the confidential nature of select project-related reports, including those pertaining 
to cultural resources. In fact, these types of reports are often labeled as confidential and only 
released to qualified professionals, as noted in the FEIR response. This is because 
archaeological and other heritage resources can be damaged or destroyed through 
uncontrolled public disclosure of information regarding their location. Cultural survey 
documents contain sensitive information regarding the nature and location of archaeological 
sites that should not be disclosed to the general public or unauthorized persons. Information 
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regarding the location, character, or ownership of a cultural resource is exempt from the 
California Public Records Act under Government Code Section 6254.10. Specific to historic 
resources, however, these types of reports can be made available to members of the public 
under certain circumstances due to the decreased sensitivity of historic buildings relative to 
archaeological resources (which may also have Native American significance). Therefore, it is 
at the County’s discretion to make the historic resource evaluation report prepared for the 
project available to members of the public. We are unaware of the commenter making a 
request to review this report. Regardless, the information contained in that report is 
summarized in the DEIR and provides substantial evidence for the DEIR’s conclusions, 
contrary to the commenter’s assertion. 

 Regarding the comment that the FEIR does not discuss the project’s consistency with Placer 
County General Plan Policy 5.D.6, see responses to comments O9-248 and O9-249 in the 
FEIR, which address project consistency with General Plan policies related to cultural 
resources, as well as the General Plan’s overall goal related to cultural resources. Contrary to 
the commenter’s assertion, Policy 5.D.6 does not prohibit the damage or destruction of 
these resources. Rather, it requires applicants to identify and protect these resources. 
Cultural resources are described in the DEIR, which identifies the loss of historic structures 
as a significant and unavoidable impact, despite the application of mitigation measures that 
include documenting historic buildings before removal and creating an interpretive program, 
exhibit, or display. The County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will determine 
whether the project is consistent with the overall intent of the General Plan based on their 
view of these policies, and the importance ascribed to the buildings as historic resources. 
Therefore, the EIR is adequate and no changes are necessary in response to this comment. 
Also, see the Master Response regarding recirculation in the FEIR. 

 Regarding the comment that the FEIR does not provide substantial evidence for the 
conclusion that potential impacts to archaeological resources would be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level, Mitigation Measures 7-3a through 7-3d require the applicant to 
conduct standard industry practices such as performing Native American monitoring, 
implementing worker environmental awareness training, stopping work in the event of a 
discovery, and preparing subsequent evaluation reports. These standard industry practices 
constitute effective mitigation because they would ensure that archaeological resources are 
avoided, moved, recorded, or otherwise protected and treated appropriately, in accordance 
with pertinent laws and regulations (DEIR page 7-23). Mitigation Measure 7-3c, which is 
specifically cited by the commenter, states that  

…if complete avoidance is not possible, follow accepted professional standards in 
recording any find including submittal of the standard DPR Primary Record forms 
(Form DPR 523) and location information to the appropriate California Historical 
Resources Information System office for the project area (the NCIC). 

The commenter incorrectly states that the EIR admits elsewhere that mitigation to a less-
than-significant level can only occur if the resource is avoided. In fact, as noted above, the 
DEIR states that impacts to archaeological resources (Impact 7-3) would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level because “actions would be taken to avoid, move, record, or 
otherwise treat the resource appropriately, in accordance with pertinent laws and 
regulations” (DEIR page 7-23). 

Finally, regarding the comment that the DEIR mitigation does not provide for contingency 
funding and a sufficient time allotment to allow for avoidance or appropriate mitigation, the 
commenter misinterprets CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Response to comment O9-204 
in the FEIR quotes this section of the CEQA Guidelines and appropriately states that the DEIR 
mitigations is consistent with this section. “Contingency funding and sufficient time 
allotment,” as the commenter demands, would be available [emphasis added] as required by 
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CEQA and provided by the applicant to implement Mitigation Measure 7-3c. Contrary to the 
commenter’s assertions, CEQA does not require mitigation measures to include such details 
as contingency funding and detailed schedule information. 

O6-38 The comment pertains to the DEIR’s public safety analysis and mitigation. The commenter’s 
previously submitted comments on the DEIR (specific to public safety) are responded to in 
responses to comments O9-207 through O9-219 in the FEIR. 

Regarding wildfire risk and emergency access, see response to comment O6-20, above. 

Regarding earthquake and avalanche risks, responses to comments O9-207 and O9-208 in 
the FEIR adequately address this issue and explain why mitigation measures in the DEIR are 
not deferred, as the commenter asserts. As noted by the commenter and in the FEIR 
responses, an Avalanche Hazard Study4 was prepared for the project, results of which are 
summarized throughout Section 12, “Soils, Geology, and Seismicity,” of the DEIR. This report 
was cited as a reference in the DEIR, and, as such, is available on the County’s website at: 
http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/envcoordsvcs/eir/villageats
quawvalley/references.  

Regarding the comment that the FEIR does not provide substantial evidence that seismic 
and avalanche hazards will be reduced to a less-than-significant level, this issue is 
adequately addressed in response to comment O9-208 in the FEIR, which states that 
recommended mitigation measures would not eliminate risks entirely. Rather, mitigation 
measures would lower the magnitude and probability of the impacts to an acceptable level, 
which is standard practice in California. The commenter misinterprets the portion of the FEIR 
response that compares the risk of various activities. Here is the full sentence from the FEIR 
response, 

Some degree of risk is inherent in nearly every activity, from walking on a sidewalk to 
riding a bicycle or driving to the grocery store, and more people are injured in these 
activities than earthquakes, avalanches, etc.  

The County did not intend to trivialize seismic and avalanche hazards, but rather to 
demonstrate that risk in inherent in many different types of activities, and especially in 
California. The FEIR response states that “…the vast majority of California, for instance, is 
subject to seismic hazards from earthquakes and development continues to be approved, 
subject to adherence to building codes (without the need for EIRs).” The County will review 
and consider approval of the project’s Fault Evaluation Report and Avalanche Hazard Study, 
as noted in the FEIR response. The comment provides no new information applicable to the 
EIR analysis.  

O6-39 The use of Lot 28 for propane storage was eliminated as a potential project element in the 
errata sheet released August 4, 2016. With respect to propane storage elsewhere in the 
Valley, the comment provides no evidence contrary to the County’s understanding that 
significant impact associated with propane storage would be avoided through compliance 
with existing regulations related to tank design, operation, and emergency response. As 
indicated in response to comment O9-217 in the FEIR (page 3.2.4-532), CEQA requires that 
reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts are disclosed (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064[d]). The County believes that it is reasonable to presume that the tanks would be 
designed in a manner appropriate for the geologic climate and managed in a way that avoids 
leaks that could affect water quality, soils, and safety. Applicable regulations are identified in 
the DEIR (page 15-9). Potential effects on water quality associated with operation of the 

4 Heywood, Larry. 2014 (March 7). Avalanche Hazard Study: Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan Squaw Valley, 
California. Prepared for Squaw Valley Ski Corporation. 
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storage tanks are analyzed in Impact 13-1 (pages 13-45 through 13-47 of the DEIR). Use of 
hazardous materials is addressed in Impact 15-1 (pages 15-15 through 15-16), and 
interference with an adopted emergency evacuation plan is addressed in Impact 15-4 (page 
15-19).  

O6-40 The comment states that the EIR failed to adequately evaluate project consistency with the 
Placer County General Plan and the SVGPLUO. The comment goes on to list several policies 
that the commenter claims would be inconsistent with plan approval. The commenter claims 
that the perceived inconsistencies result in significant and unavoidable impacts and that 
approval of the project would violate CEQA and California Planning and Zoning Law.  

The following information is provided in response to each claim of inconsistency. 

  Placer County General Plan Policy 3.A.7 
See response to comment O7-3 in this document for the text of this policy as well as a 
response to the comment that the project is inconsistent with Policy 3.A.7. Furthermore, the 
commenter’s claim that traffic impacts would be “unmitigated” is incorrect as the EIR has 
identified and applied all feasible mitigation. However, not all traffic impacts are able to be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The commenter also claims that other project 
impacts, such as air quality, noise, and public safety were not taken into account in the EIR 
analysis. This claim is incorrect as analyses of air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, 
and public safety impacts were modelled and analyzed to incorporate data from the traffic 
analysis. 

Placer County General Plan Policy 3.A.8 
See response to comment O7-3 in this document for the text of this policy. The commenter 
states that the EIR provides no evidence that the County or the applicant has made any 
attempt to work with local jurisdictions to provide acceptable levels of service and asserts 
that the project would result in significant impacts in contravention of Policy 3.A.8. 

The commenter provides no evidence for this unfounded assertion. In addition to compliance 
with CEQA notification requirements, County staff and the County’s traffic consultant have 
had numerous written correspondences and meetings with Town of Truckee staff, TRPA staff 
and Caltrans staff throughout review of this project. An initial meeting with Caltrans staff was 
conducted to confirm study periods, locations, and analysis methods, as well as roadways 
that did not require study because of the project site, peaking characteristics, and expected 
distribution. Further meetings/coordination with Caltrans staff were conducted to determine 
appropriate mitigation strategies. County staff also met with the Town of Truckee staff on 
multiple occasions to discuss various aspects of the project, including traffic, and the County 
staff has also met with TRPA staff on multiple occasions to discuss project impacts to traffic 
in the Lake Tahoe Basin and the expansion of transit services to reduce existing levels of 
traffic and project generated traffic.  

In 2007, Placer County and the Town of Truckee executed a Cross Jurisdictional Traffic Fee 
Agreement, which found that equivalent levels of impact that were projected to occur within 
each jurisdiction’s transportation network. The Town of Truckee and Placer County agreed 
not to require payment of Traffic Fees to each other because the payments would effectively 
cancel each other out. Instead, the Cross Jurisdictional Traffic Fee Agreement determined 
that each jurisdiction will retain the full amount of the Traffic Fee payments applied to new 
projects within each respective jurisdiction and utilizes those monies to fund network 
improvements within the jurisdiction where the fees are collected. This agreement is still in 
effect and the Town of Truckee has not requested to modify the agreement. No project 
impacts to the transportation network are projected to occur outside the jurisdictional 
boundaries of Placer County and the Town of Truckee. 
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Placer County General Plan Policy 1.G.1 
See response to comment O7-3 in this document for the text of this policy. Regarding the 
comment that the project is inconsistent with Policy 1.G.1, see response to comment O4-12 
in this document. 

Placer County General Plan Policies 1.K.1 and 1.K.5 
The text of these policies is provided below. 

The County shall require that new development in scenic areas (e.g., river canyons, 
lake watersheds, scenic highway corridors, ridgelines and steep slopes) is planned 
and designed in a manner which employs design, construction, and maintenance 
techniques that: 

A. Avoids locating structures along ridgelines and steep slopes; 

B. Incorporates design and screening measures to minimize the visibility of 
structures and graded areas; 

C. Maintains the character and visual quality of the area. 

The County shall require that new roads, parking, and utilities be designed to 
minimize visual impacts. Unless limited by geological or engineering constraints, 
utilities should be installed underground and roadways and parking areas should be 
designed to conform to the natural terrain. 

The project does not include new development that would be located along ridgelines, and 
the vast majority of new development would be located on flat or nearly flat ground. A small 
portion of the project area (Lots 16-18) would be located in an area with steeply sloping 
topography; however, no buildings would be constructed on contiguous slopes steeper than 
25 percent in accordance with policies of the Squaw Valley General Plan. In accordance with 
existing County policy and the policies of the specific plan, all project development would be 
subject to design review approval. Project designs would be required to comply with the 
provisions of the Development Standards and Design Guidelines, which include detailed 
provisions for landscape screening, retaining walls for grade cuts, architectural design and all 
other aspects of site design. Compliance with the Development standards and Design 
Guidelines, which express project designs and materials usage that reflect the natural 
environment and mountain architecture, would ensure that the visual quality and character 
of the area are maintained. In addition, policy PU-8 of the specific plan specifies that all new 
dry utilities shall be installed underground. Linear wet utilities, such as sewer and water, are 
installed underground except those portions that cannot be undergrounded due to needs for 
access and maintenance (e.g. well pumps, sewer lift stations). Any above-ground utility 
installations would be reviewed during design review and screened to the extent feasible. 
Also, see Chapter 8, “Visual Resources,” in the DEIR and the Master Response regarding the 
visual impact analysis in the FEIR for information related to the visual quality of the project 
and the design review process. 

Placer County General Plan Policies 6.A.3 and 6.C.1 
The text of these policies is provided below. 

The County shall require development projects proposing to encroach into a stream 
zone or stream setback to do one or more of the following, in descending order of 
desirability: 

a. Avoid the disturbance of riparian vegetation; 
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b. Replace all functions of the existing riparian vegetation (on-site, in-kind); 
c. Restore another section of stream (in-kind); and/or 
d. Pay a mitigation fee for in-kind restoration elsewhere (e.g., mitigation banks). 

The County shall identify and protect significant ecological resource areas and other 
unique wildlife habitats critical to protecting and sustaining wildlife populations. 
Significant ecological resource areas include the following: 

a. Wetland areas including vernal pools. 

b. Stream zones. 

c. Any habitat for special status, threatened, or endangered animals or plants. 

d. Critical deer winter ranges (winter and summer), migratory routes and fawning 
habitat. 

e. Large areas of non-fragmented natural habitat, including blue oak woodlands, 
valley foothill and montane riparian, valley oak woodlands, annual grasslands, 
and vernal pool/grassland complexes. 

f. Identifiable wildlife movement zones, including but not limited to, nonfragmented 
stream environment zones, avian and mammalian migratory routes, and known 
concentration areas of waterfowl within the Pacific Flyway. 

g. Important spawning and rearing areas for anadromous fish. 

The project does not include construction of above ground improvements, such as buildings 
or parking structures that would disturb riparian habitat or encroach on a stream zone. 
Portions of the Class 1 trail and Squaw Creek linear interpretive park located between the 
south side of Squaw Valley Road and the north side of Squaw Creek may include portions of 
the trail that would be located within the 100-year floodplain of Squaw Creek. However, the 
majority of the trail is anticipated to be located outside of the 100-year floodplain and stream 
corridor.  

The project proposes to comprehensively restore this impaired section of Squaw Creek in 
compliance with policies of the Squaw Valley General Plan and the Placer County General 
Plan, both of which call for restoration of streams and other bodies of water previously 
altered by human activities. Furthermore, stream restoration would improve stream habitat 
conditions within the project boundary (and reduce downstream impacts resulting from the 
current condition) and would result in creation of new wetlands that would trap harmful 
sediments that are a primary contributor to impaired water quality within the stream, thereby 
potentially improving fisheries and stream habitat. Newly created wetlands would comprise a 
significantly larger area than the existing wetlands that would be disturbed during 
construction of the stream restoration project, and it is anticipated that their functionality 
would also be improved over the existing wetland that is somewhat degraded due to its 
proximity to existing ski resort uses, such as volumetric snow storage, that have led to 
excessive sedimentation.  

No aspect of the project is inconsistent with the cited policies and the commenter provides 
no evidence in support of their claim of inconsistency. Also, see response to comment O9-
110 and responses to comment letters O8a, O8b, and O8c (submitted on behalf of Sierra 
Watch) and O14 (submitted by the Truckee River Watershed Council) in the FEIR, which 
address stream restoration. 
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Placer County [Tahoe Basin] Area Plan Policy LU-P-5 
The commenter asserts that the project is inconsistent with Placer County [Tahoe Basin] Area 
Plan Policy LU-P-5 that the County, “Direct development towards Town Centers and preserve 
the character of surrounding neighborhoods.” This policy is contained in the public draft of 
the Tahoe Basin Area Plan and is specifically directed at land use policies of the Tahoe Basin 
Area Plan. The VSVSP project is not located within the geographic area covered by the Tahoe 
Basin Area Plan, and therefore the policy is not applicable to project. However, it is notable 
that the project would redevelop an existing ski resort base and that the majority of the 
project would occur on previously disturbed lands that are already developed with ski resort 
uses.  

Squaw Valley General Plan Policies 
 The commenter asserts that the FEIR does not resolve the numerous inconsistencies with 

the SVGPLUO, specifically stating that the FEIR uses flawed reasoning to conclude that the 
project is consistent with SVGPLUO policies by downplaying the project’s significant increase 
in traffic trips, congestion, and delays. This issue is adequately addressed in response to 
comment O9-253. Also see the Master Response regarding traffic and the Master Response 
regarding the SVGPLUO in the FEIR. 

O6-41 The comment states that the DEIR’s analysis of the project’s population, employment, and 
housing and growth-inducing impacts is inadequate and underestimates the project’s 
impacts. The comment further states that the FEIR does not correct these inadequacies and 
unrealistically minimizes the number of new employees by relying on full-time equivalent 
(FTE) employees. This issue was addressed in responses to comments O9-261 through O9-
268 (population, employment, and housing impacts) and O9-269 through O9-276 (growth-
inducing impacts) in the FEIR. Also, see responses to comment letter O12b in the FEIR, which 
contains a detailed discussion of potential growth associated with the project, including 
growth from anticipated workforce housing demands.  

 Regarding the comments about FTE and seasonal fluctuations in employees, see responses 
to comments O9-264 and O9-265 as well as O12b-10 in the FEIR. The comment also 
references comments made by the Nevada County Board of Supervisors and responded to in 
the FEIR (see response L1-2). As described in response to comment L1-2 in the FEIR, the 
DEIR properly analyzed potential secondary impacts related to traffic (including parking), air 
quality, and transportation related noise.  

As described in the staff report to the Planning Commission, the project would develop 
employee housing for up to 201 new resort employees plus replacement housing for 99 
existing employee units (with a maximum of up to 300 employees including some 
replacement employee housing). The remainder of employee housing would be fulfilled by 
construction of off-site employee housing, dedication of land needed for units, payment of an 
in-lieu fee, or any combination thereof in accordance with General Plan Policy C-2 and 
employee housing policies contained in Specific Plan Section 3.5 (Employee Housing). In 
addition to these commitments, the project would also contribute $500,000 to the County 
for development of workforce housing in the greater Lake Tahoe region. Accordingly, the 
project would comply with Placer County General Plan policies pertaining to provision of 
workforce housing in the Eastern portion of the County and would contribute additional 
funding to the County for provision of additional housing. The Board of Supervisors will 
consider the merits of the project’s Employee Housing Plan and its contributions toward 
resolving the region’s shortage of workforce housing options when rendering a decision on 
this project.  

Regarding the comment that the EIR’s application of lodging-occupancy assumptions to 
employee occupancy is unjustifiable, see the Master Response regarding occupancy 
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assumptions in the FEIR. The comment frequently critiques the use of the 55% occupancy 
rate as if it was representative of a peak occupancy rate for employee housing (e.g., implying 
that the 791 employee peak identified in the traffic analysis should be applied all year for 
employee housing demand), when the 55% occupancy rate is only used to estimate average 
annual occupancy. The comment states that the FEIR provides an insufficient explanation of 
occupancy assumptions; however, no new questions or issues pertaining to the 
environmental analysis are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

Regarding the comment that the FEIR does not adequately explain how the project’s 
employees’ commercial and service needs would be satisfied, see responses to comments 
O9-263, O12b-2, and O12b-10 in the FEIR.  

Regarding the comment that the FEIR does not consider how the project might lead to further 
recreational and tourism growth in the project area or induce other resorts in the greater 
Tahoe area to expand, see responses to comments O9-275 and O9-276 in the FEIR. The 
comment characterizes the proposed project as a “first-of-its-kind year-round resort”; 
however, resorts in the area have for decades been adding summer time services and 
amenities in an effort to increase summer occupancy; golf courses, using ski lifts to support 
mountain biking, and the Heavenly Epic Discovery center are only a few examples. Although 
such amenities likely bring some additional visitors to the Tahoe-Truckee region, they are 
typically not a generator of single day visitors. The more important contributor to visitation is 
lodging so that those driving from regional populations centers (e.g., Sacramento, the Bay 
Area) have opportunities to stay in the area and access these amenities. The environmental 
effects of the lodging provided by the VSVSP, and associated population increases, including 
growth inducing effects, are addressed in the EIR.  

O6-42 Responses to comments O9-277 through O9-281 in the FEIR adequately respond to the 
commenter’s concerns about the DEIR’s analysis of the project’s public services and utilities 
impacts, which are evaluated under Impacts 14-1 through 14-9 in the DEIR.  

Regarding wastewater impacts, see responses to comments L4-32 through L4-35 (submitted 
by the Squaw Valley Public Service District) and responses to comment letter L5 (submitted 
by the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency) in the FEIR. Regarding the comment that the EIR 
does not adequately describe wastewater detention facilities, including locations, nor the 
environmental impacts associated with these facilities, see the responses to comments in 
the FEIR regarding the programmatic nature of the EIR, particularly response to comment O9-
14, which specifically addresses this comment. No new questions or issues pertaining to the 
environmental analysis are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is 
provided. 

 Regarding the comment that the EIR does not adequately analyze the environmental impacts 
of constructing a new fire station, see responses to comments O9-13 and O9-278 in the 
FEIR, which specifically address this comment. No new questions or issues pertaining to the 
environmental analysis are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is 
provided. 

O6-43 Regarding impacts to recreational resources, see response to comment letter F2 (submitted 
by the U.S. Forest Service) in the FEIR for a discussion of trails in the area, including revisions 
to the DEIR. The comment further states that the EIR does not disclose the impacts of 
bringing more users to the existing recreational resources. This issue is specially addressed 
in responses to comments O9-275 and O9-280 in the FEIR. No new questions or issues 
pertaining to the environmental analysis are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further 
response is provided. 
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O6-44 Regarding the DEIR’s cumulative analysis for public services and utilities, see response to 
comment O9-281 in the FEIR, which adequately addresses this comment as well as the 
cumulative analysis in the DEIR (DEIR pages 18-45 and 18-46). No new questions or issues 
pertaining to the environmental analysis are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further 
response is provided. 

O6-45 Responses to comments O9-283 through O9-291 adequately respond to the commenter’s 
concerns about the project’s energy efficiency, which is evaluated under Impact 14-4 in the 
DEIR. Further to the responses in the FEIR, see the Master Response regarding project-
generated VMT in the Tahoe Basin in this document. No new questions or issues pertaining 
to the environmental analysis are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is 
provided. 

O6-46 The FEIR Master Response regarding the cumulative analysis (FEIR pages 3-63 to 3-66) 
adequately responds to the commenter’s concerns about projects identified by the 
commenter that were not included in the analysis of cumulative impacts in the DEIR. The 
County believes that the addition of these projects to the list of projects used in the 
cumulative analysis would not change the conclusions of the EIR. The County is not obligated 
to analyze every potential project, nor continually update the analysis to respond to new 
project applications. 

O6-47 The comment reiterates comments provided on the DEIR and expresses disagreement with 
the response provided in the FEIR. However, the comment does not provide any new 
information regarding the content or analysis in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 
provided here. See responses to comment letter O9 in the FEIR. 

O6-48 The comment states that the new or more sever significant impacts, potentially feasible 
mitigation measures, and alternatives to lessen these impacts have been presented by 
Sierra Watch and other commenters. Thus, the comment states that the DEIR should be 
revised and recirculated. However, for the reasons explained in responses to comments O6-1 
through O6-47, above, and throughout the FEIR and this document, the EIR analysis is 
adequate and no changes to the EIR are necessary. Also, see the Master Response regarding 
recirculation in the FEIR. 

 The comment further states that because the project is inconsistent with the Placer County 
General Plan and SVGPLUO, project approval would violate the State Planning and Zoning 
Law and the Subdivision Map Act. However, for the reasons explained in response to 
comment O6-40, above, and throughout the FEIR and this document, the project would not 
be inconsistent with the Placer County General Plan or the SVGPLUO. The Placer County 
Board of Supervisors has responsibility over project approval and will consider this issue 
during project deliberations. 

 Finally, the comment states that the EIR is legally inadequate and cannot serve as the basis 
for project approval. However, for the reasons explained in responses to comments O6-1 
through O6-47, above, and throughout the FEIR and this document, the EIR analysis is 
adequate and no changes to the EIR are necessary. See also response to comment O6-40, 
above, regarding the project’s consistency with the Placer County General Plan and 
SVGPLUO. The Placer County Board of Supervisors will consider this issue during project 
deliberations. 
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1.0 Introduction 
The final Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR (FEIR) reviews plans to develop the proposed Village at 

Squaw Valley Specific Plan (VSVSP), an expansion of hotel and residential development in Squaw Va lley 

CA. The FEIR is a finalization of the draft EIR (DEIR) that had been prepared in 2015. The FEIR does not 

republish the DEIR but simply encompasses it as the f inal with changes specified in the FEIR. It includes 

a revised water supply assessment (WSA) as Appendix A. The FEIR also includes responses to comments 

provided to the DEIR, including Myers (201Sa and b). 

My comments on the DEIR (Myers 201Sa and b) are incorporated herein by reference. I use the FEIR 

convention of labeling comments so herein any reference to a specific comment or response uses that 

nomenclature. 
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2.0 Baseline Conditions 
The DEIR compares the project-induced conditions to baseline conditions. Because the project would 

occur along with other local growth, the 2040 WSA scenario includes project buildout along with other 

project growth in the valley. Baseline is "a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 

vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published ... " (DEIR, p 1-3). 
The DEIR determines baseline groundwater conditions as those that would occur due to pumping at the 

level of development that existed when Placer County issued the notice of preparation, or October 10, 

2012, not the groundwater conditions as they exist on that date. Baseline is a groundwater model 

simulation of 2012 pumpage with 1992 through 2014 hydrology. My comment 08a-8 did not argue that 

the method used was inappropriate but rather about how it was used to compare to conditions after 

project buildout. 

Comment 08a-44 more explicitly described the inaccuracy imparted by the way the DEIR presented 
b::~seline. "At loc::~tions with wells, b::~seline is ::1 time series of w::~ter levels ::~t those wells ::~s ::~ffected by 

the pumping, and seasonal and annual variability in recharge. Between the wells, baseline is the 

groundwater level resulting from seasonal and annual recharge and as affected by the overlapping 

drawdown from the various pumping wells" (Myers 2015a, p 15). Because the after project buildout 
conditions include wells at different locations than during baseline, the analysis compares locations with 

and without wells for the two scenarios. This is a problem because the baseline assumes wells at 

different locations than the built-out project, resulting in a comparison of two different scenarios. To 

accurately evaluate the project's impacts, the EIR would need to compare identical wellfield scenarios 

with the only difference being baseline and with project pumping rates. Additionally, th is is a problem 

because the sufficiency criteria is 65% of saturation which is approached only at pumping wells. Adding 

wells decreases drawdown at existing wells as simulated under baseline conditions which makes the 

comparison look like there would be less drawdown for project buildout conditions when reality is the 

aquifer is cumulatively stressed much more than during baseline conditions. Response 08a-44 is a 

rather lengthy defense of determining baseline based on the 2012 pumping conditions without 
recognizing that the comment addresses the fact comparisons between drawdown at a well is a 

comparison of inappropriate things. 

Another problem with the response and the use of baseline is that it defends the use of 2012 conditions 

without considering whether those conditions are overdrafting the aquifer, or not. Although it does not 
equate 2012 conditions with pre-development or otherwise pristine conditions, the FEIR implicitly 

assumes that whatever environmental impacts current conditions cause are acceptable. 

• A new suggestion is that average saturated thickness for 2012 conditions should be compared 

with average saturated thickness for with-project conditions (2040). For environmental impacts, 
the saturated thickness should be determined based on drawdown at a grid rather than just at 

the wells. This would eliminate issues with the placement and number of existing and new wells. 

For operations, it may still be necessary to compare saturated thickness at the wells. 

3.0 Subterranean Stream 
Myers (2015) made a case for the aquifer being a subterranean stream in Comment 08a-78: 
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The WSA claims the groundwater is percolating rather than flowing in a subterranean stream 

(WSA, p S-7), but does not support this contention. Groundwater flowing in the Olympic aquifer 

appears to be flowing in a subterranean stream, as described in the Garrapata decision, in that 
(1) there is a subsurface channel present, (2) the channel has relatively impermeable bed and 

bands, (3) the course of the channel is known, and (4) groundwater flows in the channel. As 
described above, the Olympic Valley aquifer is alluvium that lies in a glacial-carved valley of 

granitic bedrock. The granitic bedrock forms a subsurface channel and defines its banks. 

Williams (2001) shows profiles and cross-sections that show the maximum depth to bedrock is 

about 150 feet over its approximate one and half mile length and quarter mile width. Cross

sections also show alluvium confined on both side and underneath. 

The response quotes the Garrapata decision states "(t]he burden of proof is on the person asserting that 

groundwater is a subterranean stream flowing through a known and definite channel" (Response OSa-

78). That is precisely what the comment quoted above does. It also states "absent evidence to the 
contrary, groundwater is presumed to be percolating groundwater, not a subterranean stream" (ld.). 
The comments show how the bedrock that defines the valley forms the channel and effectively renders 

the aquifer a subterranean stream. The Garrapata decision does not specify that the recharge can only 
be from a stream. 

The response also references response 08a-70 which notes that the California Department of Water 

Resources, in its Bulletin 118 (CaiDWR 2004), has designated the basin as a groundwater basin without 

mentioning subterranean streams. It is not required that Bulletin 118 define it as a subterranean stream 
(ld.). In fact the Bulletin provides evidence supporting the basin being classified a subterranean stream. 

It refers to "the contact of valley deposits and hard rock valley walls and as downward migration of 

'upper' aquifer groundwater" (ld.). 

4.0 Simulation of Nine or Six We lls 
At numerous points in my review of the DEIR, I raised the point that the WSA claimed they would 

develop six new wells to meet the demand but then simulated nine new wells (Myers 2015a). 

The WSA concluded six new wells would be necessary "to meet both project and new non

project demands" (DEIR, p 13-55), but they simulated nine potential new well locations in the 

groundwater model to "better show how the basin as a whole would function with increased 

demands" (ld.). Taylor et al. (2014) Table 2 shows nine proposed new municipal wells and their 

Table 3 shows that all of the wells, existing and new with one exception, were simulated to 
pump the same rate, 54.7 af/y; other entities' wells pump at other rates based on their specific 

conditions but mostly at rates proportional to their historic pumping. DEIR Exhibit 13-17 shows 

nine wells labeled as new (07/11, 09/14, 10/12, 15/07, 15/09, 16/10, 23/12, 38/54, and 45/53). 
The impacts shown in DEIR Exhibits 13-18 through 13-21 are also for all nine wells. The 

estimated drawdown would be less than if just six wells had been simulated. The simulation of 

this scenario with more pumping wells than will actually be used is that it spreads the impacts 

over more wells (Taylor and Reilly 2014). (Myers 2015a, p 14, comment OSa-43) 

The FEIR mischaracterized this by suggesting the WSA actually claims there would be nine, not six, wells 

installed (FEIR, p 3-3). It also mischaracterized the issue. "The WSAs analyzed nine-well scenarios 

because it was expected that with more wells, saturation rates could be lower with some wells, 
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primarily because some of those wells would be located in less productive portions of the aquifer. By 

placing modelled wells in less productive portions of the aquifer, the modelling would be more likely to 

show if well saturation levels would fall below the identified threshold" (FEIR, p 3-10). While less 
productive portions of the aquifer may indeed require more drawdown, spreading the pumping rates 

over nine wells instead of six reduces the rate at any given well and therefore reduces the drawdown by 
spreading it more evenly over a larger area. 

The problem with simulating nine wells rather than six is that nine wells spreads the drawdown over a 

larger area and minimizes the drawdown at any specific area. Larger drawdowns, even if over a smaller 

area could have more effect on depth-to-groundwater sensitive issues such as wetland vegetation and 
the amount of water drawn from the stream both short-term and long-term. This is because a deeper 

drawdown could cause a steeper gradient drawing water from the stream. 

A six-well scenario completed for the FEIR, in response to these comments, revealed substantially more 
impact to the stream, with an increase in months with drying at three model cells in the meadow 
increasing from 13.6 to 16.2, 9.2 to 12.3 and 2.2 to 3.0 percent (FEIR, p 3-12). The depth to water also 

increased by an average at three model cells of 4.8, 3.6, and 2.9 inches and a maximum of 9.0, 8.4, and 
8.2 inches, respectively (FEIR, p 3-13). These results also suggest an increase in depth to the water table 

beneath riparian and in wetland areas. The DEIR and FEIR acknowledge the effects of pumping on 

resources is potentially significant: "Therefore, the long-term impacts of groundwater pumping to 

reduced stream flow, increased channel drying, and reduced bank stability in the meadow reach of 

Squaw Creek would be potentially significant to aquatic habitat and fish populations" (FEIR, p 3-12, -13). 
The FEIR proposed mitigation measure 6-1c to accommodate these potentially significant impacts (ld.). 

5.0 Recharge Simulation 
Recharge replenishes the groundwater in the aquifer. In three ways the groundwater modeling as done 

for the WSA and FEIR/DEIR biases the estimation of impacts by limiting the simulated drawdown. 

• Recharge model zone 9, which covers most of the western part of the project area and is mostly 
covered by development and parking lots, has 60% of the recharge as undeveloped parts of the 

valley. 

• The distribution through the year allows far too much recharge during late fall/early winter 

when it can quickly replenish the late summer/fall deficits. 

• Simulated recharge using the model as amended in 2014 is almost six times the amount it had in 

2001 when it originally was conceptualized. 

Comment 08a-38 noted that the modeling of recharge did not account for the impervious area in the 

west portion of the project area. The relevant part of the comment is: 

The groundwater modeling completed for the WSA and this DEIR ignores the impervious land 
cover and simulates a recharge zone all across the west basin, including on impervious 
developed areas; see the groundwater model review below. This clearly is in error. The 
recharge rates from this recharge zone did not reflect the fact the area is covered with 
impervious asphalt and buildings. It may be argued that the overall amount of recharge is the 
same but because of impervious area it should have been input to the model differently. (Myers 
2015, p 12-13) 
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The response suggests that a parking lot would still acc.ept 60 percent of the recharge rate that occurs in 

the eastern part of the project area . Comment 08-60c notes: "Zone 9 (Figure 7) covers the current 

development which means the model assumes recharge through the parking lots, which is impossible. 
The differing zones along the edges of the domain suggests simulation of mountain front recharge." 

(Myers 2015, p 23). Recharge zone 9 is mostly impervious parking lot and the response indicates that 
recharge through an impervious area would be 600/o of that through a pervious area. The model allows 

more water to enter the groundwater system in the project area than would actually occur, and would 

therefore have more water recharged nearby to replenish the water pumped and to limit the impacts on 

Squaw Creek. These errors are critical because modeling recharge in areas where it does not occur, near 

the proposed new wells, can minimize the drawdown caused by those wells because the travel time 
from the recharge area to the wells is shorter. 

• Simulating recharge through impervious areas near the proposed wells and the stream 

minimizes the simulated drawdown and inappropriately limits the predicted project impacts. 

Comment 08-60d concerned the temporal distribution of recharge as simulated in the model and noted 

that allowing recharge during early winter would simulate a rapid recovery of groundwater drawdown 

that occurred in the late summer and fall. The climatology behind the comment is that early winter 

snowfall would not melt (with some exception) until the spring and therefore not recharge the 

groundwater until the snow melt really begins. The response generally was to claim their methodology 

was conservative: 

The temporal distribution methodology is conservative in that it results in snowmelt early in the 

winter and spring months at a time when potential recharge to the aquifer is abundant. The 

result is that more water leaves the model as runoff than would if snowmelt was lagged for 

longer periods, which would result in more potential recharge water availability later in the 

spring months. (Response 08a-60d). 

This response uses circular logic. Allowing recharge to spread from late fall through the spring increases 
the time it is available. It is generally true that total recharge far exceeds the ability of the aquifer to 

accept it so if recharge commences earlier the aquifer will be full longer. If recharge did not begin in late 

fall, the groundwater would remain drawn down but eventually fill in spring when snowmelt truly 

begins. 

• The response therefore ignores the issues and the ramifications of the error in the recharge 
modeling are that potential simulated dry periods in the streams are shorter than would 

otherwise occur. 

Comment 08a-60e noted that currently simulated recharge into recharge zone 9 averages about 3900 

af/y while in earlier editions of the model recharge was about 688 af/y. The response tries to explain 
this as being part of the natural variation, but misses the point that the 3900 af/y was an average from 

the entire time period. Total recharge as simulated with the current model is much higher than as 

simulated in the earlier versions. It has nothing to do with the error in Snotel data. Response 08a-61b 

also ignores the huge difference in the water balance. 

• The effects are that the current model has much more recharge than earlier editions and 

therefore much more water available to meet pumping demands and flow to the stream. The 
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FEIR therefore substantially underestimates drawdown and drawdown effects to Squaw Creek 

because it overestimates the amount of water available. 

Additionally, comment OSa-39 pointed out that the analysis failed to consider changes to recharge in the 

East Parcel, which is currently undeveloped. The changes could be important and the DEIR fails to 
consider them. The project would add "approximately 4.24 acres of impervious surfaces" (DEIR, p 13-

53) in that area, but the DEIR dismisses this as not being "in a groundwater recharge zone of importance 

to the OVGB" (ld.). It is however a tributary to the Truckee River and this lost recharge will be lost to the 

Truckee River system. While it may just be runoff earlier during the season when the recharge would 

have occurred, the change in pervious area could change the timing of flow from current conditions; it 
could decrease baseflow in the Truckee River during the t ime of year that groundwater discharge to the 

river is most important. This could be manifestly important in years like th is one (2015). Instead of 

considering it, the DEIR ignores this critical groundwater flow by stating it is not important. (Myers 2015, 

p 13). 

6.0 Impacts to the Stream, Wetlands, and Riparian Vegetation 
The primary potential impact caused by the project would be pumping-related groundwater drawdown 

and the effects on streamflow and riparian vegetation. The FEIR primarily compares the with-project 

drawdown to the baseline drawdown, which is already a substantially stressed condition (see section 2.0 

regarding baseline). The FEIR predicts impacts but this and previous comment memoranda (Myers 

2015a) suggest that the impacts will be far greater than predicted (Myers 2015, p 4-7). This section 

primarily responds to comments. 

The DEIR suggested that pumping directly pulls only a small portion of the actual pumpage from the 

streams, a gross understatement of the effects pumping could have on the streams. Pumping causes a 

drawdown which begins to capture surface water. Comment 08a-28 concerns the aquifer tests which 

lasted for relatively brief periods. The results of these tests make it appear that the actual amount of 

water drawn from the stream was small because the tests only measured dewatering of the stream 

while pumping actually occurred. A well that pumps for 8 hours would create a drawdown and begin to 

draw water from the creek and would continue to draw from the stream to make up the lost storage in 

the groundwater. The response does not account for the water that is drawn from the creek to make up 
the drawdown left in the aquifer after pumping stops. The effect of this will be cumulative because the 

pumping is cyclical- there is likely residual drawdown from one cycle remaining when pumping the next 

cycle commences. The FEIR underestimates this cumulative drawdown by essentially ignoring that it 

occurs. 

Comment OSa-11 requested more specific information regarding the dependence of habitat on 

groundwater to understand the impacts due to groundwater management. The response claims that 

construction would be the primary impact to wetlands. The response completely misses the important 

point that wetlands depend on the depth to groundwater which could be changed by the project 

(consider impacts 6-1, 6-8, and 6-13 in the DEIR) . 

Comment OSa-14 requested that the DEIR provide analysis based on groundwater model simulations of 

how long the groundwater table will be drawn below thresholds important for various vegetation types. 

The response suggests that hydrographs at various points should suffice on this point. However, 

hydrographs only contain the data necessary to determine the duration of time that groundwater levels 
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will be below given threshold levels. Therefore, the FEIR does not disclose the amount of time 

groundwater levels will be lower than critical threshold level. The actual hydrograph values must be 

manipulated to obtain the results requested here: 

• To adequately disclose the nature of groundwater drawdown and its impact on the creek and 

habitat, the FEIR should provide frequency/duration graphs of how long the drawdown exceeds 

a given level, which will improve the assessment of thresholds. It is only with the original data 

that duration/frequency analyses or actual estimates that the time drawdown exceeds a 

threshold could be made. 

• To supplement the understanding of the increased duration beneath a threshold, the comment 

requested a map be provided that could show the locations where groundwater drawdown 

would exceed a given depth. Rather than creatively consider the modeling output, the response 

suggests there are 228 unique conditions they could post. Although the request was for a map 

showing durations, the FEIR could provide a single drawdown map during perhaps the most 
stressed period, such as late summer during the driest year. 

Comment 08a-14 also requested that the DEIR provide evidence or explanation as to why it can claim 

recovery from stressed conditions would occur. The FEIR provided no such evidence. 

Comments 08a-15 to 08a-19 dealt with the amount of time that groundwater is below certain critical 

depths which could be assessed from frequency/drawdown graphs, but the responses essentially refer 
the reader to some hydrographs of groundwater level. As explained, a groundwater drawdown 

hydrograph may contain the output from which durations analyses could be completed, but it is simply 

not useful to make meaningful comparisons using the hydrographs. The time scale of the graphs is 

many years and the difference in time period that drawdown exceeds a critical level would be measured 

in weeks. This would be impossible to estimate from the hydrographs. 

The FEIR therefore still fails to consider the additional time that drawdown exceeds critical levels. 
Quoting from the original comment: 

There are at least three significant thresholds affecting riparian vegetation- 3.3 ft bgs, 10ft bgs, 

and 15 to 29ft bgs, ... The water table in many model cells drops below these threshold in some 

years under baseline conditions but under WSA 2040 conditions the groundwater level will drop 
below the thresholds for longer time periods in more years .... To quantitatively assess the 

increased times the groundwater level is below the thresholds, the DEIR should present a 
drawdown frequency analysis for each monitored model cell showing the actual time 

groundwater levels go below various levels. The DEIR should also provide a graph showing the 

amount of time the drawdown exceeds a given drawdown to compare to known root depths. 

(Myers 2015, p 6-7) 

Comment 08a-47 indicated that more data regarding losing and gaining for the stream's seven reaches 

instead of the stream as a whole was necessary to accurately understand the effects of pumping on 

Squaw Creek. Comment 08a-47 stated: "If the groundwater level is higher than the flow depth, 

groundwater will flow from the groundwater into the stream; if it is lower than the stream, stream 

water will flow into the aquifer. The DEIR should present simulated flux to/from the seven reaches 
rather than to the stream as a whole." (Myers 2015, p 16). Response 08a-47 suggests that groundwater 

model calibration by reach would be necessary to achieve this and that measured flow from the entire 
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period of record would be necessary to complete that calibration. The response inaccurately 

characterizes the data that could be used to much improve the model calibration. Synoptic stream 

surveys collected when the stream is at baseflow, during late summer when snowmelt has ceased and 
some stream reaches have gone dry, would identify which reaches are gaining and losing. Baseflow 

conditions are not substantially different from year to year and one year of data could be used so that 
calibration would capture the periods when groundwater/surface water relations are most important. 

• The FEIR does not have sufficient data to provide reasonable estimates of the impacts the 

Project will have on the creek, as the response essentially acknowledges. A year of synoptic 

streamflow measurements to determine gaining and losing reaches (during baseflow conditions) 

and recalibrating the model to the data would allow for a useful impact assessment. 

The DEIR also states that soil borings would be installed in wet meadow vegetation to assess whether 

the vegetation depends on groundwater during the late summer months (FEIR, p 2-47). The proposed 
pldll b nul ~peciric ~u ib Vdlue b t.lirriculllu d~~e~~. There b flU udiniliun Ul ue~cripliun ur lruw 

dependence on groundwater would be established. Typically, groundwater dependence means that the 

vegetation depends on water emanating from the groundwater table. It is not necessary that the roots 

actually reach the water table but that they be close enough that exfiltration, or upward unsaturated 

flow, provide a source of water to the roots. Riparian vegetation often depends on groundwater, even 

though the roots are above the water table at least for some periods, that is flowing toward a stream. 

This applies to the riparian/stream/groundwater system near Squaw Creek. The initial baseline period 

of five years (ld.) is probably adequate, but there is no reason that the monitoring frequency should 

decrease to five-year intervals (FEIR, p 2-48) until 30% occupancy is achieved because pumping rates will 
be increasing and infrequent monitoring could miss threshold effects, such as drawdown increasing 

faster than it does for lower pumping rates. Monitoring also should not cease within five years after full 
buildout (ld.) because changes to riparian ecosystems can take time and because five years is not 

sufficient to have monitored through a significant drought period while at full development. Long-term 

monitoring should occur until a substantial drought occurs coincident with full water usage. This would 

be the only way to verify the model predictions of 2040 WSA conditions. 

The FEIR substantially revised Mitigation measure 6-lc which includes a substantial amount of 

monitoring of groundwater-related impacts to riparian ecosystems (FEIR, p 2-46), but there remains 

substantial uncertainty which will limit its usefulness. Numerous comments had led to the revisions (ld.) 

which indicates the issues raised regarding groundwater pumping and drawdown effects on the stream 

could be substantial. Drying surface water resources is a primary potential negative impact of this 
project. Mitigation could be just documenting the degradation if adequate planning for it does not 

occur up front. After it is built, it would be difficult to choose no action or to substantially scale back the 
development plans. Therefore, it is essential that planning include the best data and analysis possible. 

In addition to the specific comments above, it should be noted that the Lahontan Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (LRWQB) disagreed with the DEIR assessment that flow changes in the creek 

would be minor (Comments S4-11, FEIR, p 3.2.2-19). "Water Board staff disagrees with the current DEIR 
assessment. Improper management of groundwater extraction could dewater Squaw Creek, adversely 

affecting riparian vegetation resulting in increased creek erosion, increased creek temperatures, and 

decreased aquatic and terrestrial wildlife habitat. It is unclear how the stated mitigation measures will 

prevent or reduce these impacts to levels that are not potentially significant" (ld.). The response is to 

8 

690



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

 

Placer County 
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 9 

refer to Response $4-7 which disagrees with LWRQB comment regarding the fact that the assessment 

applies only to a strict copy of the WSA pumping regime. Changes, either in total annual amount or 

seasonal distribution, could render the FEIR finding invalid. Basically, the FEIR responded to LWRQB that 
mitigation will accommodate any errors in the FEIR analysis, an argument LWRQB disagrees with, as do 

I. 

7.0 Project Demand for Water 
Planning demand from future development requires estimates of what the occupancy of that 

development will be. Comment 08a-41 raised questions regarding the occupancy rate used for the 

project because it is so low as to ultimately question the need for the project: 

Occupancy could be up to 800/o higher than the estimated rate because the WSA assumes annual 
occupancy is 55.2% based on observed rates from 2009 through 2011, a significant recession 
period. Full occupancy would be 800/o higher than the recession-era occupancy, therefore the 
water supply sufficiency estimates should be based on much higher potential demand even if 
the underlying estimates are accepted as accurate. Actual occupancy will likely be temporally 
variable, therefore the water supply sufficiency analysis, and analysis of environmental impacts 
for the DEIR, should consider future demand in a variable fashion. This means that the 
simulation of future demands should consider periods with occupancy much closer to full. 
(Myers 2015, p 13) 

The response suggests occupancy according to information for six resort properties in Squaw Valley 

from 2008 through 2014. It does not address the appropriateness of using recession-era occupancy 

values, although response 08a-42 claims the recession ended in 2009. Though technically correct that 

GDP ceased its quarterly declines in 2009, the economy was not booming and many would argue it still 

is not. The point is that a good economy should result in a much higher occupancy. To justify the 
occupancy rates used for the analysis, the FEIR should present an analysis of Squaw Valley resorts during 

earlier pre-recession years or an analysis of industry-wide occupancy data to better justify their low 
occupancy value. 

The FEIR presents an analysis with occupancy increased by 5%, but only for supply issues, not for the 

environmental impact (FEIR, p 3-15). The FEIR only compared the percent saturation to the 65% criteria 

and did not disclose simulated groundwater level hydrographs or any other information that would help 
to assess the environmental impacts. The FEIR provides four reasons as to why it did not consider the 

environmental impacts of the simulation with 5% higher occupancy (ld.). 

The first is that the 5% higher rate, or 61.3% is not "reasonably foreseeable" (ld.), and refers to another 

section on occupancy rates. That section claimed that in a review of occupancy at "other comparable 
facilities in the U.S., annual occupancy has peak above 55 percent in isolated years" (FEIR, p 3-67) with a 

"high of 61.6 percent one year between 2002 and 2014 in one data set" (ld.). The FEIR neither provides 
this data nor references the source so it has not adequately disclosed the basis for limiting occupancy 

rates. Using unreferenced data to justify a conclusion is not defensible. The second essentially repeated 

reason one in that they accept the claim that occupancy data was accurate. The third relies on water 

being a "public health issue" (FEIR, p 3-15) so that it was only appropriate to consider whether the 

system can handle a short-term peak. The fourth dealt with emissions. 

9 

691



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 

 Placer County 
10 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

The FEIR therefore has not justified not considering a significantly higher occupancy rate, at least for a 

period of time. 

• The FEIR could be grossly underestimating impacts if demand spikes above what is projected. 

The FEIR should present the predicted impacts on the environment, including wetlands, riparian 

vegetation, and streamflow, of pumping at significantly higher rates for at least a year. 

8.0 Water Supply Sufficiency 
The FEIR assesses the sufficiency of the water supply by comparing the saturated thickness at the wells 

to a threshold of 65%. The threshold was operational meaning that the wells could easily provide the 
needed water if drawdown at the well allowed 65% of the aquifer to remain saturated. This criteria says 

nothing a bout environmental impacts. Response 08-45a essentially confirms this and does not justify 

the use of 65%. The comment primarily was of whether the DEIR should have used the value 65%: 

The DEIR specifies that maintaining 65% is acceptable ... for water supply in the valley. 
Simulations as shown for project-only conditions (DEIR Exhibit 13-19) show the average 
saturation remains above 800Ai and only for a few wells in a few years falls below 80%. Their 
significance criteria based on 65% saturation are not reached. This of course depends on the 
model being accurate. 

The 65% saturation criteria is an operational threshold for maintaining the ability to pump the 
water from the wellfield and has nothing to do with maintaining any environmental conditions. 
Taylor et al. (2014) decided on 65% after a literature search because that was the deepest 
drawdown recorded in the past at existing wells onsite and it did not cause a problem at any 
wells as far as they knew. 65% is simply the necessary saturation to maintain well pumping 
efficiency and is meaningless with respect to basinwide groundwater management. The 
guidance has nothing to do with maintaining a yield or not causing other deleterious impacts to 
the basin, such as lowering discharge to streams and springs. It also does not consider the 
cumulative effects of overlapping drawdown cones. In other words, the drawdown from one 
well will affect nearby wells so that the drawdown at any point is a summation of drawdown 
from each well. It is possible that the saturation could fall below 65% due to these overlaps. 

The DEIR cites the WSA in concluding that the increased groundwater pumping "would not 
cause any of the wells to drop below 65 percent saturation thickness for more than three 
consecutive months or more than four times during the study period" (DEIR, p 13-55). As noted, 
this has little to do with environmental effects and it also depends on the simulation pumping 
from nine rather than the proposed six wells. The implication is that if development occurs as 
proposed in the WSA, the impacts would be less than significant, and only if "different wellfield 
construction or operations are ultimately implemented, groundwater availability and wellfield 
operations could be adversely affected" (DEIR, p 13-63). By design, if the WSA well construction 
plans are followed, they will be different from those simulated in the model. (Myers 2015, p 15-
16) 

Response 08-45a does not consider whether the criteria has anything to do with environmental impacts 
or basinwide groundwater management. The response states that the "model simultaneously simulates 

pumping from all wells" so the effect of overlap is accounted for. The responder misunderstood the 

comment. Because of overlap, it is possible the cumulative drawdown from two or more wells away 

from the actual wells could be more critical, especially from an environmental perspective. If that 

10 
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cumulative impact is near Squaw Creek, it could increase the amount of water drawn f rom the creek or 

increase the drawdown beneath the riparian vegetation. Exhibits 13-23 to 13-27 in the DEIR are a 

hydrograph of water level directly beneath the stream, but does not discuss what these figures actually 
mean or disclose any additional factors about the riparian vegetation or wetlands near the stream. For 

example, those exhibits (13-23 to 13-27 in the DEIR) show that the length of time the water level is 
below the stream bottom will increase with increasing development, with the hydrograph at West Cell G 

(Figure 1) providing a good example. The green line, representing baseline conditions, is consistently 

within the red lines, for 2040 WSA and With Project conditions, at the point they cross the line 

representing stream bottom. This means the time water level is below the stream bottom is less for 

baseline conditions. The increase in time the stream is dry is more important than the actual level 
below the stream bottom because once the stream is dry the depth to water is not important. The FEIR 

fails to analyze the increased t ime the stream is dry. Because drying occurs annually, the changes are 

increases in time the stream is dry. The best analysis would be a statistical comparison among 
scenarios. 

Additionally, depth to water is important under the riparian areas away from the streams. The FEIR 

does not present any water level graphs for areas away from the stream, therefore the FEIR has not 
disclosed impacts related to drawdown under the riparian areas. 

By considering only the percent saturation at the wells and relying on unanalyzed water level graphs for 

the stream, the FEIR has not responded to this comment. The issue of cumulative drawdown away from 

individual wells affecting the environment has also not been considered at any point away from the 
streams. 

11 
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Groundwater Elevat.ion Under Creek- West Cell G 

.... 

Figure 1: Hydrograph of simulated groundwater elevation under the Creek at West Cell G, from 
Exhibit 13-24, DEIR. 

9.0 Monitoring 
Adequate project monitoring is necessary to verify whether the predicted impacts were accurate and to 

determine whether additional mitigation may be necessary as called for in the FEIR. LRWQB notes that 

monitoring is not mitigation (Comments 54-7, FEIR, p 3.2.2-18). Modeling cannot be a substitute for 

monitoring because monitoring is used to verify that the modeling was correct. Models predict impacts 

that would occur due to stresses on a system not currently occurring, and monitoring verifies whether 

those predictions were correct. Mitigation verifies the predicted changes and should provide additional 

mitigation if the observed impacts go beyond the predicted impacts. If monitoring shows that the 

model underestimated impacts, it should be incumbent on the mitigation plan to provide remedies for 
the additional impacts. If modeling were actually a substitute for monitoring, there would really be no 

need to monitor. See also the discussion in Section 6.0. 

Comment 08a·21 requested that monitoring continue after full project build-out at least until there has 
been a significant drought; the response rel ies on there being a drought during the period that build out 

is occurring. 

12 
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10.0 Groundwater Model Review 
Most comments on the groundwater model were of details related to modeling techniques, but three 

aspects the model however clearly could have led to underestimated or inaccurate impacts. The f irst 

concerned the simulation of recharge as discussed above in the Recharge section. The second and third 

concern the method of determining model parameters, including hydraulic conductivity and overall 
calibration methods. 

Comment 08a-60g raised questions about the method used to calibrate conductivity values around the 

model domain, noting especially how the parameters formed shapes that would not be expected in 

geology. The modeler had used pilot point methodology that caused obviously incorrect patterns in the 
model parameters. Figures 10 and 11 in the quote refer to figures in Myers (2015a): 

The resulting parameter fields do not resemble hydrogeologic patterns, however, as can be seen 

on the circular patterns shown on Figures 10 and 11. Figure 10 shows circular areas with 
horizontal conductivity exceeding 100ft/d in the middle of areas with conductivity much less 

than 100ft/d. Vertical anisotropy has fewer circular zones, but those that occur in layers 2 and 

3 are areas where the model will simulate very little vertical flow. It is also very unusual to have 
the very high anisotropy in surface layers (layer 1 in Figure 11) because surface formations tend 

to be sorted rather than exhibiting continuous layers. (Myers 201Sa, p 26) 

Response 08a-60g did not address how geology created circles of similar aquifer parameters. The 

response simply noted that the model was calibrated to observed groundwater level data. The model is 
not unique however, and the calibration may be the best possible based on the conceptualization 

provided by the modeler. It may be possible to calibrate the model better using parameter zones based 
on actual geology, such as gradations in lithology or changes in formation. The comment requested a 

better description of how pilot points were actually used, but the response did not provide one. It is 
difficult to conclude how this affects the predicted impacts other than to illustrate the model 

parameters are likely very inaccurate. 

Comment 08a-61a noted that a presentation of calibration results for a groundwater model should 

include a presentation on how well the simulation matches observed groundwater levels and flows. The 
model report had failed to present information on flows. The response basically just claims that water 

levels are sufficient. The model is clearly not unique, because groundwater levels could be matched 

perfectly for a vast range of flows just by changing the conductivity values. Matching observed and 

simulated fluxes is as important as matching head values (Anderson and Woessner 1992), but the FEIR 

response ignores that fact. 

The ramification is that the model report is just not sufficient to provide the reader with confidence in 

the ability of the model to replicate existing conditions. 
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The same commenter provided similar comments on the water supply assessment (WSA) prepared for the 
County by the Squaw Valley Public Services District (SVPSD) during the DEIR comment period and all 
comments were responded to in the FEIR.  

The WSA was independently prepared by the SVPSD in fulfillment of California Water Code Section 10910-
10915. The WSA was prepared by three firms expert in water demand and supply analysis and groundwater 
modeling; Farr West Engineering, HydroMetrics and Todd Groundwater. The WSA was first released in July 
2014 and was included as Appendix C of the DEIR. In response to comments on the DEIR and in 
consideration of additional drought-related data, the WSA was updated and released in July 2015 and 
included as Appendix A of the FEIR, along with supporting data in Appendices B1-B5 of the FEIR. A detailed 
response to water comments, including by this same commenter, was provided in Section 3.1.1 of the FEIR; 
the response includes 16 pages of analysis and explanations. 

By virtue of its unique nature—one cannot “see” groundwater—the analysis is conducted by using observable 
data and computer modeling. The modeling reflects expert analysis that forecasts an outcome, based on 
decades of past years’ data and current observations in the project area. The forecast projects expected 
outcomes over the next 25 years based on wellfield configurations, changing weather and climate 
conditions, other forecasted development, and project demands. Section 15144 of CEQA states that EIRs 
involve some degree of forecasting, and “(W)hile foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency 
must use its best efforts to find out and disclosed all that it reasonably can.” The WSA, and hence, this EIR 
has gone to great lengths to do this very thing. 

Because the analysis is based on modeling and forecasting, other experts may not agree that the analysis or 
the model is correct. However, CEQA recognizes that there may be disagreement among experts and that the 
lead agency will ultimately exercise its expertise and authority as lead agency to determine the technical 
adequacy of its expert analysis. The WSA was prepared by experts and is being critiqued by an expert hired 
to find flaw with it. “Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate…” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15151). In the instance here, this commenter goes to great lengths to identify new disagreements 
with the analysis in the FEIR. The FEIR already includes a thorough response to disagreements by this 
expert, and an additional point-by-point response to comments on the FEIR is not provided here. It would be 
pointless to continue to argue over details of modeling that attempts to predict the future when a 
reasonable, independently-prepared, well-documented and expert approach to modeling has already been 
undertaken. Moreover, the comments restate and provide misinterpretations of similar comments. For 
instance, the comments regarding occupancy assumptions argue, contrary to facts, that the assumptions 
are not supported by references, are based on recession data, and underestimate project use. See Section 
3.1.11 of the FEIR and particularly 3-68 through 3-71. 

Importantly, the County recognizes that the analysis is based on modeling, and that the behavior of the 
groundwater table may not follow precisely the results predicted in the WSA. Consequently, several 
mitigation measures are included in the FEIR that require close and frequent ongoing monitoring of 
groundwater behavior and potential effects, and adjustments if unanticipated impacts occur. See, for 
instance, Mitigation Measure 6-1a in the FEIR concerning biological effects and Mitigation Measure 13-4 
concerning monitoring and adjustments. In light of this, no further response is provided. 
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May 25,2016 

Ms. Laurel L. lmpett, AICP 
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP 
396 Hayes Street 
San Francisco, California 94102 

0 .. " 

Subject: Mountai11 Adventure Camp Trip Generation Estimate 
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan, Placer County, Califomia 

Dear Ms. lmpett: 

As part of our continuing review of the transportation and circulation analyses completed with 
respect to the proposed Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan in Placer County, California, MRO 
Engineers, Inc. has evaluated several documents describing the development of the trip generation 
estimates for the project component known as the Mountain Adventure Camp (MAC). According to 
the Project Description, the MAC will be a 90,000 SF recreation facility with the following features: 

• Indoor/outdoor pool system, 

• Water slides, 

• Indoor rock climbing, 

• 300-seat movie theater, 

• 30-lane bowling alley, and 

• Multi-generational arcade. 

As we noted in our June 25, 2015 letter, it is reasonable to expect that the MAC, with its extensive I 
and challenging recreational opportunities, will become an attraction in its own right. Despite this, 
the DEIR (Table 9- 18) indicated that under peak winter conditions it will generate a grand total of 58 
guest vehicle-trips over the course of an entire Saturday, with 4 guest vehicle-trips in the Saturday 
AM peak hour and 6 guest vehicle-trips in the Sunday PM peak hour. In the peak summer Friday 
PM peak hour, the DEIR says the MAC would generate a total of 6 guest vehicle-trips. 

Response to Comment 08d-8 (p. 3.2.4-333) in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FBIR) I 
documents a revised set of trip generation estimates for the MAC, which were developed in the 
August 19, 2015 memorandum described below and are addressed further in this letter. According to 
the FBIR, in the winter the MAC would generate a total of ISO dai ly trips, 4 Saturday AM peak-hour I 
trips, and 14 Sunday PM peak-hour trips. In the summer, it would generate 140 daily trips and 19 
Friday PM peak-hour trips. No analysis was performed using these revised trip generation figures. 

We understand that Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger has received from Placer County several 
documents describing the derivation of the trip genemtion esrimate for the MAC, including: 

• A May 6, 2016 memorandum from Adrienne Graham, AICP, to Alex Fisch of the Placer 
County Planning Department (Subject: "Requested reference material: H&LA Study") 

\'\' 
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A May 5, 2016 memorandum from Gordon Shaw, PE, AICP, of LSC Transportation , 
Consultants, Inc., to Chevis Hosea of Squaw Valley Real Estate, LLC (Subject: "Additional 
Information on MAC Trip Generation") 

An August 19, 2015 memorandum from Gordon Shaw, PE, AICP, of LSC Transportation 
Consultants, Inc., to Chevis Hosea of Squaw Valley (Subject: "Mountain Adventure Camp 
Trip Generation") 

We have performed a detailed review of these documents, which revealed that the derivation of the 
MAC trip generation estimates included significant errors. Because of these errors, the volume of 
traffic associated with the MAC has been seriously underestimated. The results of our review are set 
forth below. 

1. The Trip Generation Estimates arc Based on Erroneous Assumptions Regarding the Size 
of the Mountain Adventure Camp 

All three of the documents listed above refer to a fourth document entitled, Market Feasibility Study 
and Financial Analysis Report for the Proposed Indoor Water Park and Adventure Center (Hotel & 
Leisure Advisors, July 23, 2012). According to the Graham memorandum, Hotel & Leisure Advisors 
(H&LA) was retained, " ... to estimate visitation patterns and volume, pricing, overall feasibility, 
and other components of the MAC." 

1'. 

) (,\ / ( 

The Graham memorandum also presents an excerpt from the H&LA study (specifically, page D-9 of I \J-9. 
that study), along with the notation that: 

The original Adventure Center was proposed at 120,000 square feet so the attached 
excerpt from the [H&LA] report was based on this size. The size of the current 
MAC was reduced to 90,000 square feet in Janumy 20/4. Therefore, current 
visitation metrics informing the traffic analysis for the EIR were extrapolated and 
reduced from the H&LA analysis to better represent the smaller facility with smaller 
visitor capacity. 

Similar statements concerning the size of the MAC are contained in both LSC memoranda. In 1 
particular, the May 5, 2016 document states: 

A figure of 422,000 attendees per year was drawn from the HLA report, as first is 
presented in the table on page D-9 for long-term levels for a 120,000 square foot 
facility. 

Referring to the H&LA market study, the August 19, 2015 LSC memo says: 

This study was conducted for a 120,000 square foot facility. 

In reality, however, the H&LA study did not address a 120,000 square foot (SF) facility. Instead, it 
studied an 80,000 SF facility. 

Attachment A contains a copy of page D-9 from the H&LA study, which was attached to the May 6, • 
2016 Adrienne Graham memorandum. Page D-9 is a tabular representation of a spreadsheet entitled, 
"Projected Attendance and Indoor Waterpark Revenue- Proposed Indoor Waterpark and Adventure 
Center, Squaw Valley." Near the bottom of that page, we have highlighted in yellow a line that 
specifies the size of the facility being considered. As shown, the facility is assumed to be 80,000 SF, 1 

not 120,000 SF. J 

I 
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To ensure that this was not simply a typographical error (i.e., that the analysis was still based on 
120,000 SF, and that this line is just misstated), we have replicated the calculations on that line of the 
H&LA spreadsheet, which provides an estimate of the "Projected Indoor Attendance Per SF." 

• If, for example, we divide the annual attendance for 2015 (396,000) by 80,000 SF, we get 
5.0 attendees/SF, as shown on the table. If it were truly for a 120,000 SF facility, we would 
divide 396,000 by 120,000 and get 3.3 attendees per SF. 

• Similarly, for the year 2020, if we divide the annual attendance (422,000) by 80,000 SF, we 
get 5.3 attendees per SF, which also matches the value shown in the table. Annual 
attendance of 422,000 divided by 120,000 SF would result in 3.5 attendees per SF. 

• These numbers are important, because H&LA uses them as confirmation of the validity of 
their patronage forecasts. Page D-10 of the H&LA report says: 

Our projected allendance per square foot rangesfrom5.0 in the first year to 5.3 
in the third year of the analysis. Our estimate is within the range of other indoor 
waterparks as shown on the following table. 

The referenced table provides values for "attendance/SF" for six other locations, with values 
ranging from 3.8 to 7.5. With regard to the MAC, only the attendance/SF values for an 
80,000 SF facility fall within the range presented in the table on page D-10. As noted above, 
if the H&LA analysis had truly addressed a 120,0000 SF MAC, the corresponding values 
would have been 3.3 or 3.5 attendees/SF, both of which are outside that range. 

2. The H&LA Patronage Estimates Were Improperly Factored From 120,000 SF to 90,000 SF 

The patronage numbers from H&LA page D-9 were then factored downward by LSC, with the intent 
being to reflect a 90,000 SF facility. That is, the values derived on H&LA page D-9 were multiplied 
by a factor of 0.75 (i.e., 90,000 I 120,000) to adjust the estimates for the erroneous 120,000 SF 
facility to represent the proposed 90,000 SF facility. 

Because the H&LA analysis was actually for an 80,000 SF facility, the patronage estimates should 
have been adjusted upward to develop estimates for a 90,000 SF facility. Specifically, the patronage 
values on H&LA page D-9 should have been multiplied by a factor of 1.125 (i.e., 90,000 I 80,000). 

As described in the May 5, 2016 LSC memorandum, the 422,000 annual attendance shown on 
H&LA page D-9 was multiplied by 0.75 to derive the annual patronage of 316,500 attendees, which 
they rounded down to 315,000. What they should have done is adjust upward from 80,000 SF to 
90,000 SF - i.e., multiply 422,000 by 1.125, which results in an estimate of 474,750 patrons per 
year, which would be rounded to 475,000 patrons per year. 

This error trickles down through the entire trip generation process so that all of the MAC trip 
generation estimates are substantially understated. 

3. The Estimates Were Incorrectly Adjusted for On-Site Hotel Guests 

The August 19, 2015 LSC memo describes the derivation of the number of annual MAC patrons who 
will be guests at the Squaw Valley lodging facilities. As noted in item 2. in that memorandum: 

The trip generation depends upon the proportion of guests that fall into the 
following three categories: those that are part of a Squaw Valley hotel package, 
those that are visitors staying in other lodging around the region, and those that are 

700



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 

 Placer County 
4 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

Ms. Laurel L. Impel/, AICP 
May 25,2016 

Page4 

residellls. The [H&LA] Market Feasibility Study identifies the proportions of 64 
percent, 26 percem, and 10 percent, respectively. 

However, these are not the percentages that were actually employed in estimating the volume of 
traffic a~sociated with the MAC. Instead, according to the LSC memo: 

... the number of hotel package guests were held cons tall/ and the reduction in total 
guests [at the MAC] taken from the two other categories (proportionate to the 26 
percent and 10 percent factors). This yields resulting proportions for the small 
(currently proposed) facility of 86 percent for hotel package guests, 10 percent for 
the other regional visitors, and 4 percent for regional residents. 

In other words, the estimated number of hotel package guests at the MAC is based on the initial 
patronage estimate, which they believed related to a 120,000 SF facility. Instead of reducing the 
number of hotel package guests to reflect the smaller facility, they arbitrarily held this number 
constant and reduced the number of off-site, trip-generating guests sufficiently to match the overall 
total estimated patronage. In doing so, they artificially constrained the volume of traffic associated 
with the facility (since none of the on-site lodging guests are assumed to generate a vehicle-irip). 

There is simply no basis for suggesting that the number of hotel package guests at the MAC would 
suddenly increase from 64 percent of the total to 86 percent of the total patronage as the size of the 
MAC facility is reduced. And, correspondingly, there is no basis for reducing the trip-generating 
portion of the total patronage from 36 percent to 14 percent. 

To put this in perspective, consider the fact that if the initial patronage estimate had been for an even 
larger facility (150,000 SP, perhaps), under this approach, the on-site lodging guests would have 
fully consumed the capacity of the MAC when the patronage estimates were adjusted downward to 
match the actual facility size. This would have led to the conclusion that the MAC could 
accommodate no patrons from off-site, and the facility's trip generation would be zero. 

To illustrate this, Table I presents patronage estimates for a 150,000 SF facility and the proposed 
90,000 SF MAC. Assuming that the MAC had initially been assumed to be 150,000 SF, Table I 
shows that it would have total daily patronage of 2,334 guests. Breaking that total down using the 
proportions defined by H&LA indicates the following daily patronage by category: 

• Hotel package guests: 1,494 guests (64 percent), 

• Other Tahoe-region visitors: 607 guests (26 percent), and 

• Tahoe-area residents: 233 guests ( 10 percent). 

But, as shown, the 90,000 SF MAC would only generate total daily patronage of 1,394 guests. Thus, 
the approach taken by LSC, in which they held the number of hotel package guests for the larger 
facility constant, would suggest that the number of those guests would actually exceed the total t 

projected demand at the proposed 90,000 SF faci lity. It would also sugge~t that no patronage could 
occur from off-site, and that no guest vehicle-trips would be associated with the MAC. We believe 
this demonstrates that the approach used in developing the MAC trip generation estimates is faulty. 
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Initially Asswninl! 150 000 SF and HoldJn2 Hotel Packa~e Guests Constant 
Mountain Adventure Camp Size 

150,000SF 90,000 SF 

Annual Patronage 527,7501 315,0002 

Peak Winter Monthly Patronage (February)3 58,025 34,6501 

Daily Patronage- TOTAL 4 2,334 1,3941 

·, 

Daily Patronage By Category No. % No. % 

Hotel Package Guesr 1,494 64% 1,494 107% 

Other Regional Visitor 607 26% 0 0% 

Resident 233 10% 0 0% 

TOTAL 2,334 100% 1,494 107% 

Notes: 
1 Factored from estimate for 120,000 SF. MAC presented in Hotel & Leisure Advisors, Market 

Feasibility Study and Financial Analysis Report for the Proposed Indoor Water Park and 
Adventure Center, July 23,2012, p. D-9. 

2 Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc., Memorandum from Gordon Shaw to Chevis 
Hosea, "Additional Information on MAC Trip Generation," May 5, 2016. 

3 II percent of annual patronage, per LSC May 5, 2016 memorandum. 
4 Assuming MAC is open 6 days per week, per LSC May 5, 2016 memorandum. 
5 Number of hotel package guests is held constant at 1,199, based on a 120,000 SF facility. 

(Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Memorandum from Gordon Shaw to Chevis Hosea, 
"Mountain Adventure Center Trip Generation," August 19, 2015. 

We also wonder if the same approach would have been taken if they had realized that the H&LA 
patronage estimates were for a smaller MAC facility and, therefore, needed to be factored upward to 
develop estimates for the 90,000 SF MAC. That is, would they still have held the number of on-site 
lodging guests constant when factoring the overall estimates upward? And would they then have 
shown that the proportion of on-site hotel package guests was less than the 64 percent value 
indicated in the H&LA analysis and that the off-site, trip-generating patrons was a greater percentage 
of the total? 
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The ramifications of this faulty approach are further illustrated on Table 2. Shown there are 
patronage estimates for MAC facilities of four different sizes: 

• 60,000 SF, 

• 90,000 SF (based directly on information developed by LSC), 

• 120,000 SF (using the annual patronage estimate developed by H&LA), and 

• I 50,000 SF. 

The process used to develop these estimates was taken directly from the May 5, 2016 LSC memo 
from Gordon Shaw to Chevis Hosea, as follows: 

• The annual patronage values were all factored from the 422,000 patrons per year value 
presented in the H&LA market feasibility study. As in the LSC analyses, this estimate was 
mistakenly assumed to represent a 120,000 SF facility. The annual patronage estimate for a 
90,000 SF facility was taken directly from LSC's May 5, 2016 memo. 

• The peak winter monthly patronage represents II percent of the annual patronage, per LSC's 
May 5, 2016 memo. 

• As in the LSC analysis, the total daily patronage was based on the assumption that the 
facility would be open six days per week. 

• The breakdown of daily patronage by category followed the approach employed by LSC in 
developing the patronage estimates and trip generation estimates for a 90,000 SF MAC: 

o The percentages shown for a 120,000 :Sr facility were taken from page D-9 of the 
H&LA market feasibility report. Those percentages indicate the following breakdown of 
MAC patrons: 

Hotel package guests: 64 percent, 

Other Tahoe-region visitors: 26 percent, and 

Tahoe-area residents: 10 percent. 

o For all other MAC sizes, the number of hotel package guests was held constant at 1,199, 
and the number of other Tahoe visitors and Tahoe-area residents was proportionally 
reduced. Thus, as shown in Table A in the August 19, 2015 LSC memo, the various 
percentages were altered for a 90,000 SF facility, as follows: 

Hotel package guests: 86 percent, 

Other Tahoe-region visitors: 10 percent, and 

Tahoe-area residents: 4 percent. 

The daily patronage estimates for a 60,000 SF MAC are particularly interesting. As shown, the 
number of hotel package guests (which is held constant from the analysis of a 120,000 SF facility, 
per LSC) significantly exceeds the tota! daily patronage estimate of 934 patrons. This is, of course, 
illogical and unreasonable. Moreover, it suggests that no off-site patrons would be accommodated 
and the number of guest vehicle-trips generated by the MAC would be zero. 

. ' .. 
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Mountain Adventure Camp Size 
60000 SF 90,000 SF l20,000SP 150,000SF 

Annual Patronage 211,000 315,0001 422,0002 527,750 

Peak Winter Monthly 
PatronaJte (February)3 23,210 34,6501 46,420 58,025 

Daily Patronage- TOTAL 4 934 1,3941 1,868 2,334 
-;-

Daily Patronage By Category No. % No.1 %1 No. % No. % 

Hotel Package Guest5 1,199 128% 1,199 86% 1,199 64% 1,199 51% 

Other Regional Visitor 0 0% 139 10% 483 26% 820 35% 

Resident 0 0% 56 4% 186 10% 315 14% 

TOTAL i,l99 128% 1,394 100% 1,868 100% 2,334 100% 

Notes: 
I Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc., Memorandum from Gordon Shaw to Chevis 

Hosea, "Additional Information on MAC Trip Generation," May 5, 2016. 
2 Source: Hotel & Leisure Advisors, Market Feasibility Swdy and Financial Analysis Report for 

the Proposed Indoor Water Park and Adventure Center, July 23, 2012, p. D-9. 
3 I I percent of annual patronage, per LSC May 5, 2016 memorandum. 
4 Assuming MAC is open 6 days per week, per LSC May 5, 2016 memorandum. 
5 Number of hotel package guests is held constant at I, I 99, based on a 120,000 SF facility. 

(Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Memorandum from Gordon Shaw to Chevis Hosea, 
"Mountain Adventure Center Trio Generation," August I 9, 2015. 

It is also interesting to consider the daily patronage estimates for a 150,000 SF MAC, as shown in 
the right-most columns of Table 2. Again following the LSC methodology and holding the number 
of hotel package guests constant, those individuals represent only 51 percent of the total patronage. 
The proportion of off-site patrons would increase to a total of 49 percent, and the number of guest 
vehicle-trips would substantially increase. 

With this in mind, Table 3 presents the results of a similar analysis illustrating the effects of 
recognizing that the H&LA patronage estimates actually represented an 80,000 SF facility, as 
described above. Factoring up the annual patronage of 422,000 for the assumed 80,000 SF MAC to 
the currently-proposed 90,000 SF facility indicates annual patronage of 475,000 visitors for the 
larger facility. Daily patronage would be 2,100 visitors. 

When the daily patronage is broken down into categories (and the number of hotel package guests is 
held constant at I, 199), the number of off-site, trip-generating guests is estimated to be 90 I 
(compared to 669 for the 80,000 SF MAC). Those off-site guests represent 43 percent of the total 
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daily patronage, and the proportion of hotel package guests is 57 percent (compared to the H&LA 
value of 64 percent for an 80,000 SF faci lity). 

Table 3 · 
. .. 

.•. 'r· 
Daily Patronage Estimate Comparison 

' 80 000 SF vs. 90 000 SF Mountain Adventure Cam_Q · 
.'1 :-' . Mountain Adventure Camp Size;. 

' 80,000SF 9Q.PQ0SF 

Annual Patronage 422,0001 475,0002 

Peak Winter Monthly Patronage (February)3 46,420 52,250 

Daily Patronage -TOTAL 4 1,868 2,100 

' 
Daily Patronage By Category No. % No. % 

Hotel Package Guest5 !,199 64% 1,199 57% 

Other Regional Visi tor 483 26% 651 31% 

Resident 186 10% 250 !2% 

TOTAL 1,868 100% 2,334 100% 

Notes: 
I Source: Hotel & Leisure Advisors, Market Feasibility Study and Financial Analysis Report for 

the Proposed Indoor Water Park and Advemure Cemer, July 23, 2012, p. D-9. 
2 Factored from 80,000 SF to 90,000 SF (i.e., 422,000 X (90,000/80,000) = 474,750, rounded to 

475,000) 
3 II percent of annual patronage, per LSC May 5, 2016 memorandum. 
4 Assuming MAC is open 6 days per week, per LSC May 5, 2016 memorandum. 
5 Number of hotel package guests is held constant at !,199, based on 120,000 SF facility. 

(Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Memorandum from Gordon Shaw to Chevis Hosea, 
"Mountain Adventure Center Trip Generation," August 19 2015. 

Finally, Table 4 compare.~ the LSC trip generation estimates (as presented in Table A of their August 
19, 2015 memorandum) to a Net of estimates that we prepared. The approach to developing both sets 
of estimates was similar, with the following two excepiions: 

• Our estimates recognize that the H&LA patronage values were based on consideration of an 
80,000 SF MAC facility, whereas the LSC numbers mistakenly assume that the H&LA 
values were for a 120,000 SF facility. 

• We did not artificially hold the number of hotel package gue.~ts constant, whereas the LSC 
analysis arbitrarily did so. 

I 

I 

I 
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···-As shown, our e~timates of daily trips are almost three times higher than the LSC estimates: 

• Winter: 

• Summer: 

MRO LSC 

442 

386 

153 

138 

Further, our estimates of winter peak-hour trips are slightly over four times higher than the LSC 
estimates: 

MRO LSC 

• AM: 17 4 

• PM: 60 14 

Finally, our summer peak-hour estimates are about three times higher: 

• AM: 

• PM: 

14 

52 

5 

19 

Table 4 also shows trip generation estimates based on average trip rates presented in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual (91

h Edition, 2012). Although these trip rates are 
based on relatively small sample sizes, they provide an interesting reality check on the MAC trip 

' generation estimates used in the Village at Squaw Valley traffic impact analysis. 

In the AM peak hour, the ITE information indicates that 80 vehicle-trips would result from 
construction of the MAC. In contrast, the LSC analysis suggests that this number would be 4 or 5, 
depending upon season. In the PM peak hour, the ITE rates indicate that 173 trips would be 
generated by the MAC, compared to the LSC estimates of 14 or 19. 

Even if the LSC estimates are factored to eliminate consideration of the substantial percentage of on
site patrons (who are assumed to generate zero trips), the LSC analysis would indicate that a total of 
no more than 36 AM peak-hour trips and 136 PM peak-hour trips would be made. In comparison, 
the ITE data suggest 80 AM peak-hour trips and 173 PM peak-hour trips. 

CONCLUSION 

This letter report has documented the results of our detailed review of the trip generation estimates 
associated with the Mountain Adventure Camp component of the proposed Village at Squaw Valley 
project. Our review indicated that the volume of traffic associated with the MAC has been 
substantially underestimated. Consequently, the traffic impacts associated with the MAC and, in fact, 
wi th the entre proposed project have been understated. 
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Annual Patron~e 
Patronage Adjusted for Size 
Monthly Patronage 
Daily Patronage 

Daily Patronage by Type 
Hotel Package 

Other Regional Visitor 
Resident 

Average Vehicle Occupancy 
Hotel Package 

Other Regional Visi tor 
Resident 

Non-Auto Mode Split 
Hotel Package 

Other Regional Visitor 
Resident 

Total Daily Trips 
Hotel Package 

Other Regional Visitor 
Resident 
TOTAL 

Employee Trips 

TOTAL DAILY TRIPS 

%of 
Peak-Hour Trips Daily 
AM inbound 2.7% 
AM Outbound 1.1% 
AM Total 3.8% 
PM inbound 1.7% 
PM Outbound 11.7% 
PM Total 13.4% 
Notes: 

Table 4 

Ms. Laurel L lmpe11, A!CP 
May 25,2016 
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'· 

Trip Generation Estimate Comparison 
MRO Engineers, Inc. LSC Transportation 

Winter Summer Winter Summer 
(February) (July) (February) (July) ITB1 

422,000 for an 80,000 SF MAC 
475,000 315,000' 

52,250 42,750 34,650 28,350 
2,102 1,609 1,394 1,067 

64% 1,345 64% 1,030 86% 1,199 86% 918 
26% 547 26% 418 10% 139 10% 107 
10% 210 10% 161 4% 56 4% 43 

3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 
3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 
2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
18% 8% 18% 8% 
18% 8% 18% 8% 

0 0 0 0 
256 220 65 56 
144 123 38 33 
400 343 103 89 

43 43 43 43 

442 I 386 153 138 

12 10 3 4 51 
5 4 1 2 29 
17 14 4 5 80 
8 7 2 2 88 

52 45 12 16 85 
60 52 14 19 173 

I Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 9'11 Edition, 2012. 
2 Adjustment from 80,000 SF assumed in H&LA patronage estimate to 90,000 SF proposed size. 
3 Adjustment from erroneous 120,000 SF assumption to 90,000 SF proposed size. 
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We hope this information is useful. If you have questions concerning any of the items presented 
here or would like to discuss them further, please feel free to contact me at (916) 783-3838. 

Sincerely, 

MRO ENGINEERS, INC. 

L~r:t}'£c~ 
Neal K. Liddicoat, P.B. 
Traffic Engineering Manager 

708



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 

 Placer County 
12 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

ATTACHMENT A 

Projected Attendance and Indoor Waterpark Revenue 
Proposed Indoor Waterpark and Adventure Center, Squaw Valley 

(Source: Hotel & Leisure Advisors, Market Feasibility Study and Financial Analysis Report 
for the Proposed Indoor Water Park and Adventure Center, July 23, 2012, p. D-9) 
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O6.18 MRO Engineers, Inc. 
Neal K. Liddicoat, P.E., Traffic Engineering Manager 
May 25, 2016 

 

O6.18-1 The comment summarizes the findings of the DEIR and FEIR regarding MAC trip generation, 
and identifies memoranda that were reviewed by the commenter. The comment suggests 
that there are errors in the MAC trip generation, and refers to the following comments. See 
responses to comments O6.18-2 and O6-18.3, below. 

O6.18-2 The comment is not correct. The Hotel & Leisure Advisors (H&LA) study1 assumed that the 
MAC would be 120,000 gross square feet and 80,000 net square feet. At 90,000 gross 
square feet, as currently proposed, the MAC would be 75 percent as large as the MAC 
analyzed in the H&LA study. Therefore, it was appropriate for LSC to reduce the attendance 
estimates. 

O6.18-3 It is important to recognize that the MAC is intended, first and foremost, as an amenity to 
guests at the VSVSP. It is an important proposed amenity toward the goal of providing a four-
season resort and its capacity is limited.  

The number of hotel package guests is based on the number of bedrooms provided by the 
VSVSP, not the size of the MAC. Hotel package guests would have priority to MAC tickets with 
the primary marketing and sales of tickets occurring as part of a hotel package. During the 
ski season, tickets to the MAC would also be offered as an optional additional charge to daily 
ski passes, likely at a discount rate. However, persons choosing to purchase this option 
would already be at the resort and the trips associated with those patrons are accounted for 
in the day-skier traffic counts. If the size of the MAC were larger, the number of hotel guest 
packages would remain constant, but the proportion would be smaller and more outside 
guests could be accommodated. With a smaller MAC, the proportion of hotel guest packages 
is appropriately higher, and the proportion and total number of other Tahoe-region guests 
and Tahoe-area residents is smaller than if the MAC were 120,000 gsf. 

 As explained in the LSC memorandum of August 19, 20152, the average number of peak 
winter daily visitors to the MAC was estimated to be 1,394, of which 1,199 would be hotel 
package guests. Summer months had overall lower levels of daily attendance. This estimate 
assumes the MAC would be 90,000 gsf, which is consistent with the proposed VSVSP. 
Calculations for facilities of different sizes are not needed to understand the trip generation 
associated with the proposed MAC. Nonetheless, it should be noted that, as stated above, 
the decision to hold the number of hotel package guests constant is not arbitrary as it is 
based on the business program for the project as a whole, and would not change, although 
the proportions of guests/outside visitors would change if the MAC square footage changed. 
It should be further noted that trip rates for the MAC are calculated based on the peak 
operational condition and are then added to the peak visitation trip generation rates 
modelled for the remainder of the project, including day skier visitation.  

Regarding the comparison to Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation 
rates3, the ITE rates are based on only two sites (in Idaho and New Hampshire), and neither 
site includes adjacent lodging. The analysis provided in the VSVSP EIR is specific to the 

1 Hotel & Leisure Advisors. 2012 (July 23). Market Feasibility Study and Financial Analysis Report for the Proposed 
Indoor Water Park and Adventure Center. 
2 LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2015 (August 19). Memorandum to Chevis Hosea, Squaw Valley. Table A. 
3 Institute of Transportation Engineers. 2012. Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition). 
 Placer County 
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characteristics of the proposed MAC and surrounding VSVSP development, including hotel 
rooms, as well as to the observed travel patterns in the Squaw Valley area. 

The analysis in the EIR is based on substantial evidence specific to this project. 
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Memorandum 

From: Isaac Silverman, Staff Attorney at Sierra Watch 
To: Placer County Planning Commission 
Re: Staff Report on the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan 
Date: 8/10/2016 

, I) INTRODUCTION 
KSL's proposed Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan would transform Squaw 
Valley with development of size, scale, and type never before seen in North 
Lake Tahoe. Project features would include: acres of condo hotel highrise 
development, a total of I ,493 new bedrooms, a 90,000 square foot 96' tall 
indoor water park, and 21 large timeshare houses in the mouth of Shirley 
Canyon. As the county's own environmental analysis made clear by revealing 
20 significant and unavoidable impacts, (and project opponents including Sierra 
Watch believe it would in fact have several more) it is a project whose impacLs, 
good or bad, everyone agrees will be felt throughout the greater Tahoe-Truckee 
Region for years to come. 

This proposal has generated significant local and regional opposition. This is 
evidenced by: 

i. a record-breaking number of comments from agencies, jurisdictions, 
organizations, and individuals on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report-97% percent urging rejection of the plan or pointing out flaws in 
the analysis, 

ii. a letter of opposition from more than 60 local businesses and virtually 
every local, and multiple regional and national, environmental 
organizations, 

iii. the recommendation to deny the project from Placer County's own 
Squaw Valley Municipal Advisory Committee, 

iv. the record breaking attendance and overwhelming opposition at public 
hearings, 

v. dozens of letters to the editor and opinion pieces from concerned citizens 
and organizations in the Sierra Sun, Moonshine Ink, Auburn Journal and 
Reno Gazette Journal 

1 
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vi. Well over 200 emails of opposition sent directly to the Board of 
Supervisors, and 

vn. more than 3,600 signatures to our petition to Keep Squaw True. 

Although this memorandum is not yet complete due to the compressed timeline 
between the release of the staff report and tomorrow hearing this memorandum 
is not yet complete. We intend to add sections further discussing environmental 
impacts identified in this rep01t and also discuss the proposed statement of 
overriding considerations prior to any consideration of this report by the Board 
of Supervisors. Further proofreading will also be performed and I apologize in 
advance for any typographical errors that you may encounter. 

However, the reasons outlined below independently demonstrates the 
irresponsibility and iiiegality of KSL's proposed Village at Squaw Valley 
Specific Plan. As a result we strongly disagree with staff' s recommendation, 
and we urge the Commission to recommend denial of the Project as proposed. 

: II) REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS AND ACTIONS 
1) Misleading and/or incomplete description of the effect of project approval 
Although it is impossible to understand without reading Appendix to the report, 
a recommendation of approval would recommending that the County grant the 
Developer vested development rights to build out the entirety of their Proposed 
Specific Plan. 

The report states that "approval of KSL' s proposed Specific Plan, and the 
related entitlements and actions would implement zoning, policies and 
procedures for approval of future project-level entitlements to implement build 
out of the plan area over an anticipated 20 to 25 year period."L It then goes on 
to provide an accurate list of the certifications, land use plan amendments, 
rezones, and approvals required that would be required to "approve" the project. 
It then concludes this section by stating that: 

No project level entitlements are requested as part of this Specific Plan 
approval request. Project level entitlements would be requested separately 
following adoption of the specific plan. The Large Lot Vesting Tentative 

1 Staff Report at 19. 

2 
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Map would carry no development rights and would be a financing tool 
only.2 

Based on this description, even a conscientious reader would be hard pressed to 
understand the depth and breadth of the rights that approval of this specific plan 
would provide. 

Make no mistake though, approving this Specific Plan and Development 
Agreement would represent a commitment by the county to pennit ANY 
development that is consistent with the guidelines provided the Village at 
Squaw Valley Specific Plan and associated entitlements and actions described 
in this report. This is confirmed by the text of the development agreement itself. 
It reads, in pertinent part, that "The Entitlements will enable Developer to 
develop the Property as described in the Specific Plan."3 

There would be no future discretion for the county to deny any conforming 
project and the only future environmental review would be a reference to the 
existing environmental impact report certified in this approval packet. To be 
crystal clear, once approved the county would be legally bound to approve 
1,493 new bedrooms in a mixture of condo hotels and fractional homes, a 
90,000 square foot indoor water park, and all other elements described by the 
Specific Plan and development agreement. Failure to do so would constitute a 
breach of legally binding contract and would entitle the owner of those rights to 
damages that would easily run into tens if not hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Ill) ANALYSIS OF PROJECT CONSISTENCY AND RELATED TOPICS 
IN STAFF REPORT 

2 1d. 

1) Consistency with the Placer County General Plan and the Squaw Valley 
General Plan: A.n A.nalysis of Select. Issues Ignored in the Staff Report 
The report presents an incomplete and at times inaccurate description of a 
set of issues related to compliance with the SVGPLUO. This section focuses 
on a set of the most egregious violations of county plans and land use 
ordinances th~t are not even mentioned in the Repmt. 

3 
Staff Report Appendix I at 

3 
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WORKING DRAFT 

A) Relevant provisions of the Placer County General Plan ignored by the 
Staff Report 
Although our recent letter on the Final Environmental Impact report 
contained the same analysis, it's important to include this description of 
the most egregious violations of the Placer County General Plan in any 
review of the report as well. The three worst ways that the Project would 
violate the Placer County General Plan would be: 

i) General Plan Policy 3.4.7 
Because the Project would result in severe, unmitigated traffic 
congestionand degraded intersection and roadway operations, we 
explained that the Project would be flatly inconsistent with General 
Plan Policy 3.A.7, which calls for the County to maintain levels of 
service ("LOS") D or higher on roadways and at intersections.4 As we 
noted, Policy 3.4.7 does allow exceptions to the LOS standards, but 
requires that factors such as increased air and noise pollution, general 
safety, and quality of life be taken into account. 5 Rather than 
acknowledge this conflict, and more importantly, resolve it, the 
applicant proposes to adopt a new policy, Policy CP-1, that would 
make LOS Fan acceptable LOS within the Specihc Plan area.6 This 
proposed policy change represents bootstrapping at its best. The 
policy amendment would do nothing to change the fact that the 
Project would create gridlock conditions on area roads and 
intersections. It simply absolves the County of any responsibility for 
facilitating such degraded conditions. But the reality of congested 
roadways, increased traffic noise, increased air pollution and 
greenhouse gas emissions, and risks to public safety (due to protracted 
emergency response and evacuation times) would remain. Put simply, 
the applicant's proposed approach demonstrates a disturbing disregard 
for the County's General Plan provisions intended to protect the 
environment and human health and well-being. 

The FEIR manufactures a spurious rationale when it suggests that the 
Project's circumvention of this protective policy is somehow 

4 • 
FEIR at3.2,4-432 (comment no.09-223); DEIR at9-59-63. 

5 See General Plan Circulation Element at71,72. 
6 See FEIR at3.2.4-334 (response no. 08d·12; FEIR at3.2-4-533 (response no.9-223); FEIR at 3-89. 

4 
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acceptable because of the State legislature's passage of SB 743. 
Specifically, the FEIR states that LOS and its relationship to 
environmental impacts has always been a policy issue and in certain 
instances LOS D, E, or F may not be considered significant because 
some agencies consider traffic congestion acceptable.7 The EIR 
authors are correct that, in certain circumstances, degraded levels of 
service are consi~ered acceptable. This is largely because mitigation 
for increased vehicular delay often involves increasing roadway 
capacity which, in tum, may increase auto use and emissions, and 
discourage alternative forms of transportation. The purpose of SB 
743, however, is to encourage mixed-use transit-oriented 
development, to reduce GHG emissions, and to support development 
of multimodal networks. It is particularly disingenuous that the 
VSVSP EIR looks to SB 743 as a rationalization as to why traftic 
gridlock in a mountainous area should be considered acceptable. The 
proposed Project is not transit-oriented development, is virtually IOO% 
auto-oriented, and would actually increase, not decrease, GHG 
emissions. 

Moreover, the EIR errs because it does not evaluate the environmental 
impacts that would result from the adoption of Policy CP-l. Because 
this policy would make LOS F acceptable at intersections in the 
Specific Plan area, traffic would no longer be a constraining factor for 
future development proposed within the study area. In other words, 
future land use projects in the area could generate massive amounts of 
traffic, yet the impacts caused by this traffic would inevitably be 
considered a less than significant land use impact. The VSVSP EIR 
ignores this reasonably foreseeable scenario. 

Consequently, the document must be revised to evaluate the ways in 
which removing this obstacle to development could foster additional 
growth. The revised EIR must also evaluate the environmental 
impacts that would result from this growth including, but not limited 
to, traffic, air quality, noise, GHG emissions, biological resources, 
water supply and water quality. 

7 FEIR at3.2.4-533 (response no 09-223). 
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ii) General Plan-Policy 3.A.8 

Like the FEIR, the DEIR also glosses over the Project's glaring 
inconsistency with General Plan Policy 3.4.8. This policy states: 

"The County shall work with neighboring jurisdictions to provide 
acceptable and compatible levels of service and joint funding on the 
roadways that may occur on the circulation network in the Cities and 
the unincorporated area." 

The FEIR reasons that this policy "simply requires that the County 
work with neighboring jurisdictions on solutions for the circulation 
network" and that the 
policy does not preclude development that would affect roadways in 
neighboring jurisdictions.8 This conclusion is absurd. The intention of 
the General Plan is unambiguously to avoid local and regional impacts 
to area roadways. This policy clearly indicates that the County and 
neighboring jurisdictions are to work together to achieve acceptable 
and compatible levels of service. 

The FEIR provides no evidence that the County or the applicant has 
made any attempt to work with local jurisdictions to provide 
acceptable levels of service. Consequently, the proposed Project 
would result in significant impacts in contravention of this policy. 

iii) General Plan Policy l.G.l 
As we explained, it is indisputable that the Project is inconsistent with 
Policy l.G .1, which calls for the County to support the expansion of 
winter ski and snow play areas where the transportation system 
capacity can accommodate the expanded uses and where 
environmental impacts can be adequately mitigated. The Project 
would result in _numerous significant and unavoidable transportation 
impacts, but the FEIR authors boldly assert that the Project would not 
result in exceedance of transportation system capacity.9 Not only does 

8 FEIR at3.2.4-534 (response no 09-224 
9 FEIR at 3-59. 
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the FEIR's assertion belie common sense, it is also contradicted by the 
DEIR itself. The DEIR uses volume to capacity as the significance 
threshold for determining impacts to roads and intersections. 10 A 
volume-to-capacity ratio is a measure that compares a roadway 
demand (vehicle volumes) with roadway supply (carrying capacity). 
The volume of traffic from the Project would exceed the capacity of 
certain roadway segments and come close to exceeding the roadway 
or intersection capacity at other locations. 11 Nor can the DEIR 
credibly assert that the Project's myriad significant traffic impacts 
have been adequately mitigated because, as mentioned above, the EIR 
ultimately concludes that these impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. 12 

B) Important provisions of the SVGPLUO where the project is clearly 
·· inconsistent 

i) The SVGPLUO ordinance establishes a maximum peak overnight 
population in Squaw Valley of 11,000 to 12,000 people. Although it is 
not discussed in the report, the county estimated that, after buildout, 
the Squaw Valley would only reach a max peak occupancy of 9.483. 
Unfortunately, the methodology used to calculate this peak occupancy 
is fatally flawed. The flaw relates to an assumed occupancy of only 
2.1 people per single family home during peak occupancy times.13 

100 EIR at9-32. 

Although this data is from a credible source, the 2010 census, that 
data refers to the number of residents living in the single family 
homes, and common sense tells us that this bears little relation to how 
many people will be there overnight on New Year' s Eve or the Fourth 
of July when the guests and family are home for the holidays and the 
large stock of short term vacation rentals are fully booked. Assuming, 
conservatively, that the average occupancy of these 2, 3, and 4 
bedroom homes is 5 people on peak nights, there would be 3,007 
more people staying in Squaw Valley on peak nights than calculated 

11 
See e.g., OEIR at9·49 (Table 9-20, showing that Squaw Val ley Road between Squaw Creek Road and the 

village area would operate at V/C ratio of I .02), OEIR at 9-64 (Table 9-23, showing that state highway segments 
such as SR 28 east of SR 89 would operate at a V/C capacity of0.96). 
12 

OEIR at 9-57 to 9-63. 
13 

OEIR at 5-2 to S-3. 
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by County Staff and disclosed in the Draft Environmental Impact 
report. And, significantly, that total would rise to 12,490 people 
exceeding the maximum overnight occupancy limit called for in the 
SVGPLUO. 

2) Consistency with the Placer County General Plan and the Squaw Valley 
General Plan: An Analysis of Issues Addressed in the Staff Report in the 
Order Presented 
The report presents a set of issues, discussed in turn below, that each touch 
on whether the proposed Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan is consistent 
with applicable land use plans and zoning ordinances. As this section will 
make clear, this analysis is incomplete and, at times, misleading. 
A) Destination Resort Concept 

i) The Report asserts that the specific plan fulfills the 1983 Squaw 
Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance's objective to "establish 
a planning framework to ensure that Squaw Valley is developed into a 
top quality, year-round, destination resort ... without adversely 
impacting the unique aesthetic and environmental assets of Squaw 
Valley."14 The discussion goes on to highlight various plan features 
like the proposed indoor water/amusement park that would draw 
summer visitors, the increased lodging to entice more people to stay, 
or the creation of bus stop, that are broadly consistent with provisions 
in the Squaw Valley General Plan Land and Land Use Ordinance. It 
also concludes, without any reference to the 20 significant and 
unavoidable impacts, or the actual policies on the subject in the 
Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance that project that 
would meet those plan objectives to "conserve and enhance the 
environmental assets of the Valley."15 This analysis amounts to an 
explanation of how this plan could fulfill the first half of the objective, 
development of Squaw Valley into a "top-quality, year-round, 
destination resort" while ignoring the second half that objective, to 
avoid "adversely impacting the unique aesthetic and environmental 
assets of Squaw Valley." 

14 Staff Report at pg. 25. 
15 Staff Report at pg. 26. 
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Had they. analyzed the second half of that sentence it would have 
revealed a project that the county's own analysis states has 20 
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts ranging from the 
obstruction of mountain views, 16 increasing gridlock on area roads, 17 

destruction of historic Olympic buildings, 18 violation of county noise 
standards, 19 significant greenhouse gas emissions.20 Due to existing 
and planned developments most of these impacts would also create 
cumulative significant impacts.21 It's difficult to understand how this 
level of impact conserves and enhances the environmental impacts of 
the Valley. As a more detailed discussion of these, and other impact 
areas would show, they, quite simply, do not. ) 

B) Squaw Creek Restoration 
i) The proposed restoration improvements of the trapezoidal channel and 

Olympic Channel, if pursued independently of the rest of the 
development proposal, would likely have some merit. These details 
are provided in the report.22 What is not mentioned or discussed is the 
fact the "restored" trapezoidal channel would be newly flanked by 35' 
tall parking garages and, as will be discussed in further detail in the 
discussion of the Water Supply Assessment and hydrologically driven 
environmental impacts, would run dry significantly sooner each year 
than under existing conditions. Furthermore, money can, should, and 
is being raised to restore this creek whether or not the development 
moves forward. 

16 FEIR at 2-52 and DEIR at 2-41isting Impact 8·1: Adverse effect on a scenic vista (construction and operations as 
experienced by many viewer groups, Impact 8-2: Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings (construction), Impact 8-3: Substantially damage scenic resources, Including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a scenic highway (construction), Impact 8-S: 
Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area 
(operations). Normally construction impacts can be considered temporary but considering the 25 year (plus two 
automatic 5 year extensions) construction period this would mean that many current residents would be dead, and 
children who aren't yet born in Squaw Valley would have left for college before these impacts have gone away. 
17 DEIR at 2-41isting Impact 9-2: Impacts to Placer County intersections, Impact 9-3: Impacts to Caltrans 
intersections, Impact 9-4: Impacts caused by vehicular queuing at Caltrans intersections, Impact 9-5: Impacts to 
Caltrans highways. These would be caused by adding an average of 3,400 car trips per day with peak days in 
excess of 8,400 car trips per day, all on system that is already beyond capacity. 
18 DEIR at 2-4 1isting Impact 7-1: Demolition of historically significant buildings. 
19 DEIR at 2-41isting Impact 11-1: Construction noise impacts. 
20 FEIR at 2-83 listing Impact 16-2: Exceeding mass-emission thresholds for C02 
21 DE IT at 2-5 listing 11 significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts. 
22 Staff Report at 26. 
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C) Park and Recreation Improvements 
i) The report cites a "mix of passive onsite and offsite recreation 

improvement." Onsite this consists of an interpretive trail alongside 
an improved trapezoidal channel, and two trailheads with flush 
restrooms along with improved sewer facilities at the existing park. 
Offsite the Project proposes to "construct significant enhancements to 
the existing network of hiking, biking, and horseback trail on ski 
resort and U.S. Forest Service Property located above the valley 
floor."23 In addition, they would pay $2.7 million in park and 
recreation fees administered by the county for use in Olympic 
Valley.24 

The problem with this rosy picture is that Forest Service has stated, 
quite clearly and vocally, in comments to the DEIR that development 
of any new trails on Forest Service Lands would require their 
approval, that this approval would require a separate environmental 
analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act, and that under 
no conditions would they consider approval of the trails proposed by 
the applicant to enter the Granite Chief Wilderness Area or connect to 
the Pacific Crest Trail.25 What's left of the "significant 
enhancements" to the trail network are repairs to existing trails that 
are already functioning quite well, some trailhead bathrooms, and a 
speculative, unfunded unstudied, realignment of one trail in Shirley 
Canyon that could only go forward with the permission of the US 
Forest Service. 

D) Employee Housing 
i) The report states the project would provide housing for up to 201 of 

the estimated 574 FTE positions they project that the project would 
create.26 This is less than the 50% requirement included in the general 
plan, the balance of which would be met in other methods, most likely 

23 Staff Report at 28. 
241d. 
25 

FEIR at 3.2.1-8 to 3.2.1-11 Letter from Joanne Robique, District Ranger 
26 Staff Report at 28. 

10 

722



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 

 Placer County 
26 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

271d. 
28 I d. 

WORKING DRAFT 

~he payment-of in-lieu fees to the County.Z7 In addition, they have 
committed to make a one- time contribution of $500,000 to the 
County for workforce housing development28

• 

Simply put, this project would exacerbate the well documented 
affordable housing crisis in the Tahoe-Truckee area. To get a sense of 
the problem, the Tahoe-Truckee Community Foundation recently 
released a 2016 Regional Workforce Housing Needs study that 
revealed, among other key indicators in the region "49.1 percent pay 
greater than 30 percent of their income to housing costs, while 26.1 
percent pay greater than 50 percent." 29 

Into this already dire situation the project would add, by the county's 
own estimation, 751 employees30 while providing enough actual 
housing for only 200. That would leave 550 more, predominantly 
seasonal and low wage, employees to seek housing in a market that is 
so bad that the local newspaper, Moonshine Ink, has an ongoing series 
entitled "HOUSING CRISIS I Out of Reach: Tahoe's housing tales 
show the severity of the region's housing crisis."31 The situation also 
prompted Nevada County Supervisor Richard Anderson, who 
represents District 5 including the Truckee Region to, after 
summarizing these same figures, comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report that "having hundreds of service wage 
employees compete for affordable housing in a supply-constrained 
region would seem a situation that will lead only to heartbreak."32 

Consider finally, the insignificance of the $500,000 one time 
contribution to employee housing when the median cost of single 
family home in the region during the six months ending in November 
2015 was 538,000.33 

29 Truckee-Tahoe Regional Workforce Housing Needs Assessment, August 2016, Execut ive Summary at 5. Available 

at: http://www .ttcf.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/FI NAL-RHS-Executive-Summary .pdf. 
30 DEIR at 9-34. 
31 Series available at: http://www.moonshineink.com/news/housing-crisis-out-reachcharacterized as 
32 FEIR at 3.2.3-3 to 3.2.3-5. 
33 

Truckee-Tahoe Regional Workforce Housing Needs Assessment, August 2016, Executive Summary at 5. Available 
at: http://www .t tcf.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/FINAL -RHS-Executive-Summary .pdf. 
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E) Structured Parking 
i) The Report includes a relatively detailed description·of how the 

project would conform to the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land 
Use Ordinance requirement to provide a minimum of 3,100 parking 
spaces available for day skiers at all phases of project buildout.34 

While this is true, it fails to answer a much more important question, 
namely, would this project continue to provide enough parking to 
accommodate existing and new users? And if not, who is getting 
kicked out? The answer, based on all evidence is no, and it would be 
the day skiers (many of whom are Placer County Residents) who 
would be out luck. That' s because the County's own analysis states 
that the plan would only provide enough parking spaces, 3,100, to 
accommodate the 5th busiest ski day of the season under an very 
optimistic set of assumptions concerning (only 10,663 skiers, 18% 
transit or drop-off, and 2.2 people per vehicle).35 So it's actually 
planning for total failure on at least 4 days each seasons. 

This is compounded by the fact that Chevis Hosea, vice president for 
development for Squaw Valley, acknowledged that as many as 5,000 
cars squeeze into current surface parking on the busiest days?6 On the 
busiest day this season all 5,000 spaces were occupied and there were 
enough additional cars trying, and failing, to find parking that officials 
were forced to shut down the entrance to Squaw Valley Road. 

Because the hotel guests have a separate parking supply, the loss of 
approximately 1,900 parking spaces would only exclude locals, day 
trippers, and out of town visitors who, for any number of reasons, 
chose not to stay in Squaw Valley. 

Notably, we are not the only ones to notice or point out existing 
parking issues in Squaw Valley. Numerous comment including, 
including a scathing one from Squaw Valley Public Service District 
Fire Chief Pete Bansen, pointed out problems. In his letter Chief 
Bansen wrote that in his opinion "virtually ALL of the current issues 

34 Staff Report at 29. 
35 DEIR at 9·7. 
36 Personal Communication to David Stepner Feb. 21 2013 
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associated with traffic and circulation in Squaw Valley-and the 
ripple effects on SR 89, SR 28, Donner Pass Road, West River Street, 
and Eastbound I-80, have their basis in poor planning and 
management/operation of parking at Squaw Valley Resort."37 This 
plan would take that situation and make it worse. 

F) Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses 
i) The report admirably walks through all of the proposed land uses and 

provides some discussion of how these use types relate and are largely 
compatible with adjacent zoning and development.38 By focusing 
simply on the type of development it is able to paint a rather rosy 
picture. Again, this analysis misses the mark. What's missing is that it 
is not necessarily the type of use of the various lots that makes KSL's 
proposal (evidenced by the long list of significant and unavoidable 
impacts) incompatible with adjacent land uses, it's the intensity of 
those proposed uses. Some condo-hotel development is likely 
compatible with adjacent residential, commercial and recreational 
uses, but not acres of highrise condo hotel development containing a 
total of 1 ,500 bedrooms. Some type of Mountain Adventure Camp is 
probably compatible, but not the 96' tall 90,000 square foot indoor 
water park that's proposed here. A discussion of the type of use, 
without discussing the intensity of those uses, is, well, useless. 

Furthermore, it's worth pointing out that the increase in Conservation 
Preserve and Forest Recreation land uses claimed herein is entirely 
illusory and misleading. All of the land near the existing Village that 
would be rezoned in this manner is either Squaw Creek or an 
associated wetland or riparian zone (lots 23-26), simply too steep to 
build on (lot 29), or in an avalanche hazard zone (lots 20 and 21). 
These are all areas where environmental and public safety laws, along 
with common sense, make development virtually impossible.39 In 
contrast, the land that would be taken out of conservation preserve and 
forest recreation and developed (portions of lots 18 and 19 and 1 A and 
4 & 9) is flatter and free of these habits. The result is a swap of 

37 
FEIR at 3.2.7·4. 

38 Staff Report at 29 to 31. 
39 Specific Plan at B-21. 
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development zonjng from undevelopable land to prime building areas. 
The practical effect of this plan is to increase, not decrease, the 
amount of land that would be developed in the main Village Area. 

\,5 
I 

/}, 

At the East Parcel a stronger, but still weak, case can be made that 
there would be a net increase in Conservation Preserve and Forest 
Recreation zoning as a result of the project. There lots 44, 47, and 45 
would be changed from Entrance Commercial to Conservation 
Preserve.40 This land functions as a barrier between the proposed 
entrance commercial development of high density employee housing, 
a shipping and receiving center, and a convenience store41 and the 
adjacent existing residential neighborhood. Given the strong 
objections and legitimate concerns about noise and other issues 
expressed by the members of this neighborhood to the proposal that 
includes this buffer,42 it's hard to imagine that actual commercial 
development of this buffer land is viable either if one seeks any level 
of compatibility with adjacent uses. 

D . 
( . 

G) Expansion of Transit and Transportation Management 
i) The report details a lengthy list of actions intended to get people out 

of their cars and onto transit. This is all well and good, but most of 
what is detailed are simple ''fair share" payments to regional systems. 
In addition to these bare minimum requirements, the project would 
include a "transit center'' which is described in general terms as a 
"drop-off/pick-up facility with the capacity to accommodate two 
buses at a time" that would be "centrally located in ~e Village Core43 

and the payment of a one-time lump sum in the amount of $85,000 
followed by annual payments of $97,500 towards capital expenses 

40 
Specific Plan at pages 1-11 (showing existing zoning in plan area) and 3-3 (showing proposed zoning in plan area) 

4 1 
Specific Plan at B-41 to B-48. 

42 
Jeff Hekemian, for example wrote "My wife and myself live at 2941ndian Trail Rd in Olympic Valley. We are 

trying to raise our 3 young children here, fulltime. Our backyard is the "East Parcel" which is proposed to have the 
employee housing and new shipping and receiving. In 2014, we paid $30,209.84 in property taxes to Placer County. 
If KSL builds what they want on the East Parcel, it would dest roy our property value, as well as everyone else's 
home value surrounding this parcel. Go check out Northstar's employee housing, would you want that in your 
backyard??? Northstar employee housing has been a complete disaster, I will not allow this in my backyard." FEIR 
at 3.2.5-408. 

43 DEIR at 9-35. 
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associated regional transit improvements.44 Although the additional 
payments would be a lot of money for an individual, it's important to 
put them in perspective of the $1.75 billion in unmet needs for the 
2016 Placer North Lake Tahoe Transit Vision.45 Of that sum, 
assuming generously that they receive both automatic 5 year 
extensions to the 20 year development agreement, it's a mere .17%.46 

Similarly, it' s important to keep in mind that despite these 
contributions, impacts to traffic were found to be significant and 
unavoidable in Squaw Valley and along Highway 89 from Tahoe City 
to Truckee. Basically, contributions to transit and other traffic 
management efforts are small, and they are definitely not enough to 
prevent this traffic from worsening gridlock in Squaw Valley or the 
Tahoe Truckee Region. 

H) Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in the Lake Tahoe Basin 
i) The report reveals that the project would generate roughly 23,842 

VMT in the Lake Tahoe basin and note that this amounts to a 1.2 
percent increase to total basin VMT. It then states that total VMT in 
the Basin would still be under, but near to the maximum threshold 
allowed by TRP A thresholds. 47 It then proceeds to suggest, without 
any analysis, that speculative investments in transit would result in 
some reduction to this number.48 

Again the report omits critically important information. Vehicle Miles 
Traveled in the Basin are, unfortunately a zero sum game. That 
means that available VMT consumed by the Village al Squaw Valley 
specific plan outside of the development necessarily displaces other 
development that would generate VMT. The end result is that 
approving this project would interfere with the goals of the Draft 

44 
Staff Report at 31 to 33. 

45 
North Lake Tal:loe Region Transportation Update to TRPA June 6, 2016 slide 31 of 35, Jennifer Merchant Deputy 

Placer County Executive Officer. Available at : http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Presentatfon-Agenda
ltem-No. -VI I.D-North-Lake-Tahoe-Regional-T ransportation-Update-Pfacer .pdf. 
46 

Calculated from assumed tota l annual payments of $2,925,000 (30x97,500) and a one time $85,000 payment 
detailed in t he development agreement on page 67 of the Staff Report. 
47 Staff Report at 33. 
48 1d. at 34. 
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Placer County Tahoe Basin Area plan for actually needed 
redevelopment of town centers like Tahoe City and King's Beach. 

Making matters worse is that an analysis performed by MRO 
Engineers concluded that trip generation from the Project is 
significantly underestimated,49 and as a result, Basin VMT is as well. 

The reason that any of is this important is similarly absent from the 
report's discussion of the issue- what's at stake is not just traffic 
delays, it's the clarity of the lake itself. As the League to Save Lake 
Tahoe explains, "When cars and trucks drive over the road traction 
abrasives that Tahoe agencies apply to provide safe winter traction for 
drivers, they crush materials into a fine dust - making them the 
single largest source of fine sediment."50 In tum, that fine sediment is 
biggest reason that lake clarity is decreasing. 51 

WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
1) Comments on Issues Addressed in the Report 

A) Purpose and Need 
The report correctly notes that California Water Code requires that a project 
analyze water demands and needs over a 20 year period in 5 year 
increments. They then state that this WSA would do so for 25 years in order 
to at least analyze the project at full buildout in 2045. Although this might 
comply with bare minimum state law consider the lack of prudence of 
making a decision to add development on this scale while only studying 
whether water would be sufficient up until the day that construction stops 
without looking out over at least some portion of the useful life of the full 
project. 

Furthermore, since the Development agreement, Appendix I to the report, 
now calls for a 20 year development period followed by two 5 year 
automatic renewals, the potential full buildout date is extended to 2046, six 

·~ FEIR at 3.2.4-315 to 3.2.4-317. 
50 

Opinion: New development projects key to restoring lake clarity, Tahoe Daily Tribune I Darcie Goodman Collins, 
PhD I Apr 9, 2016 available at: https:/ /keeptahoeblue.org/news/tahoe-in-the-news/opinion-new-development
projects-key-to-restoring-lake-clarity. 
Slid. 
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years after the end of the WSA's study period. Whether this is legal or not, 
it would be irresponsible. 

B) Groundwater Basin Status and Description 
The description in the report fails to disclose that the Olympic Valley 
Groundwater Basin exhibits hydrogeology that is perfectly consistent with a 
subterranean stream, rather than simple groundwater. This is important 
because subterranean streams are regulated by the State Water Resources 
Control Board, and should they assert their regulatory authority, the 
applicant would need to apply for water rights from the state. Any member 
of the public could make this request at any time and such a request would 
be increasingly likely should pumping proposed for irresponsible 
development threaten existing users and natural resources. Even if they were 
granted these water rights they would almost certainly be junior to existing 
users, making reliance upon them to serve significant new development ill
advised. For a more complete description of this issue see our comment 
letters on the project. 52 

C) Sufficiency of Supply 
The WSA' s sufficiency determination is based on a simulation of past 
precipitation, climate, and hydrology data and projected future demands. 
This ignores the broadly accepted conclusions of scientists that climate 
change will mean less snow, more rain, and dramatically altered 
hydrological regimes throughout the Sierra Nevada. 53 Furthermore, the 
modeling itself is based upon a set of highly unrealistic assumptions, 
including that water will be able to percolate to the aquifer through buildings 
and parking lots, and subterranean flow patterns and rates that are simply not 
observed in nature or fully disclosed in the modeling. 54 

V) CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT COMPLIANCE 
Sierra Watch recently submitted letter on the inadequacy of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report via our counsel Shute Mihaly and Weinberger. A 
repetition of that 90+ page letter is unnecessary here. Suffice it to say that we, 

52 Discussions of water rights and the subterranean stream are found 1n the Sierra Watch FEIR Comment Letter on 
page 15, FEIR at 3.2.4.-198 and the Sierra Watch DEIR Comment Letter on page 15. 
53 See Sierra Watch FEIR Comment Letter at 12 to 15. 
54 I d. at 16 to 19. 
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and the many other individuals, organizations, and state agencies who have 
provided comments strongly disagree with staffs asse1t ion. 

Of particular note is the recent letter from the California Attorney General 
affirming and elaborating on inadequacies in CEQA process that we also 
believe fail to protect Lake Tahoe and conflict with statewide efforts to combat 
climate change. 

VI) RECOMMENDATION 
As discussed herein and in other comments we have provided to Commission, 
the public benefits cited by staff in this report are minimal or illusory, the 
environmental impacts would be far greater than disclosed by the Final 
Environmental Impact Report, and alternatives that would create far fewer 
environmental impacts were improperly rejected and ignored. For all of these 
reasons County approval of the plan would be irresponsible and illegal. We 
urge the commission to recommend that the Board of Supervisors deny the 
project as proposed. 
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Isaac Silverman, Staff Attorney 
August 10, 2016 

 

O7-1 This introductory comment summarizes the opposition to the project and disagreement with 
the recommendation in the staff report. However, the comment does not provide any new 
information regarding the content or analysis in the EIR or identify specific deficiencies in the 
responses in the FEIR. Therefore, no further response is provided here. 

O7-2 The comment states that the Planning Commission staff report included a misleading or 
incomplete project description because the staff report stated that approval of the specific 
plan and related entitlements would enable build out of the plan area in accordance with 
specific plan zoning and policies over the anticipated 20-25 year project build out period, but 
that the report gave a misleading impression about plan area implementation because the 
staff report also stated that no project level entitlements are requested to be approved 
concurrent with the specific plan. The comment goes on to state that if the specific plan is 
approved future discretionary actions by the County for project entitlements, such as Small 
Lot Tentative Maps, would have to be approved if they conform to the development 
standards and policies of the specific plan.  

Nothing in the Planning Commission staff report is incomplete, ambiguous, or misleading 
about the effect of project approval. The very purpose of a specific plan is to provide a 
detailed policy and code framework for implementation of land uses within the defined 
geographic area of the specific plan boundaries, consistent with State planning law. In this 
particular instance, the specific plan area applies to a relatively small geographic area. 
Accordingly, the specific plan includes a greater level of detail and certainty to the location of 
buildings and infrastructure improvements, land uses and the developed character of land 
uses than is typical for a program level planning document and thereby provides greater 
certainty to the resultant land uses. Nothing in the report sought to hide this fact. Instead, 
the report sought to highlight this issue to provide decision-makers greater certainty when 
judging the merits of the project.  

O7-3 The commenter states that the staff report presents an incomplete and inaccurate 
description of the project’s compliance with the Placer County General Plan and the Squaw 
Valley General Plan. The comment goes on to list and describe policies of the Placer County 
General Plan and the Squaw Valley General Plan that the commenter believes the project 
would be inconsistent with, as follows: 

Placer County General Plan Policy 3.A.7: The County shall develop and manage its 
roadway system to maintain the following minimum levels of service (LOS), or as 
otherwise specified in a community or specific plan). 

a. LOS “C” on rural roadways, except within one-half mile of state highways where 
the standard shall be LOS “D.” 

b. LOS “C” on urban/suburban roadways except within one-half mile of state 
highways where the standard shall be LOS "D". 

c. An LOS no worse than specified in the Placer County Congestion Management 
Program (CMP) for the state highway system. 
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Temporary slippage in LOS C may be acceptable at specific locations until adequate 
funding has been collected for the construction of programmed improvements. 

The County may allow exceptions to the level of service standards where it finds that 
the improvements or other measures required to achieve the LOS standards are 
unacceptable based on established criteria. In allowing any exception to the 
standards, the County shall consider the following factors: 

 The number of hours per day that the intersection or roadway segment would 
operate at conditions worse than the standard. 

 The ability of the required improvement to significantly reduce peak hour delay 
and improve traffic operations. 

 The right-of-way needs and the physical impacts on surrounding properties. 

 The visual aesthetics of the required improvement and its impact on community 
identity and character. 

 Environmental impacts including air quality and noise impacts. 

 Construction and right-of-way acquisition costs. 

 The impacts on general safety. 

 The impacts of the required construction phasing and traffic maintenance. 

 The impacts on quality of life as perceived by residents. 

 Consideration of other environmental, social, or economic factors on which the 
County may base findings to allow an exceedance of the standards. 

Exceptions to the standards will only be allowed after all feasible measures and 
options are explored, including alternative forms of transportation. 

Analysis of consistency with this policy is described and analyzed in DEIR on pages 4-23 to 4-
24, 9-28 to 9-29, and as Specific Plan Policy CP-1 (which builds from General Plan Policy 
3.A.7) on DEIR pages 9-33 and 9-57 through 9-59. A short discussion is also included on 
pages 55 and 56 of the August 11, 2016 staff report to the Planning Commission.  

In the instance of this project, it was determined that after application of all feasible 
mitigation measures, the LOS failure of one intersection within the plan area (Squaw Valley 
Road and Village East Road) would be acceptable because the failure would occur on an 
infrequent basis of approximately 20 times per year during peak ski days and normal traffic 
operations would occur on most days throughout the year.  

The comment goes on to state that approval of this policy would remove an obstacle to 
growth and that the EIR should be revised to evaluate the ways in which removing this 
obstacle would increase environmental impacts. No such additional impacts would occur 
because Policy CP-1 would only apply to projects within the specific plan, and all specific plan 
land use impacts were analyzed in the EIR. 

Placer County General Plan Policy 3.A.8: The County shall work with neighboring 
jurisdictions to provide acceptable and compatible levels of service and joint funding 
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on the roadways that may occur on the circulation network in the Cities and the 
unincorporated area. 

 
The commenter states that the EIR provides no evidence that the County or the applicant has 
made any attempt to work with local jurisdictions to provide acceptable levels of service and 
asserts that the project would result in significant impacts in contravention of Policy 3.A.8.  

The commenter provides no evidence for this unfounded assertion. Throughout the review of 
this project, County staff and the County’s traffic consultant have had numerous written 
correspondences and meetings with Town of Truckee staff, TRPA staff, and Caltrans staff. 
Furthermore, in 2007 Placer County and the Town of Truckee approved a Cross Jurisdictional 
Impact Fee Agreement. Please see response to comment O6-40 in this document. 

Placer County General Plan Policy 1.G.1: The County will support the expansion of 
existing winter ski and snow play areas and development of new areas where 
circulation and transportation system capacity can accommodate such expansions or 
new uses and where environmental impacts can be adequately mitigated. 

The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with Policy 1.G.1. Please see response 
to comment O4-12 in this document.  

SVGPLUO Peak Overnight Population 
The Squaw Valley General Plan states that the plan “allows for growth in Squaw Valley to 
reach a seasonal-peak, overnight residential population of about 11-12,000” (page 5, 
SVGPLUO). The commenter asserts that the peak overnight projection prepared by County 
staff, which estimates that the existing plus project population would be 9,483 persons, is 
fatally flawed because the projection relied upon U.S. Census data to project how many 
persons would be residing or staying in each single-family home. For a detailed description of 
how the estimate was computed, please see response to comment PH-20 on page 3.2.6-81 
of the FEIR. 

An environmental analysis must include substantial evidence to support its conclusions and 
while some degree of forecasting is necessary in predicting outcomes a lead agency should 
use reasonable efforts limit speculation (see CEQA Sections 15144 through 15148). The 
U.S. Census is the only known source of data for how many persons would be staying in each 
single-family or multi-family private residence. Olympic Valley has a relatively high percentage 
of private residences used as second homes and vacation homes (approximately 50 
percent), and data for these units is not collected in the U.S Census. Accordingly, no specific 
data exists to determine the precise period(s) of use or occupancy of these units. In absence 
of more specific information, the County determined nonetheless that these units were likely 
to be in use during peak occupancy periods and that it was reasonable to assume that these 
units would have comparable occupancies to primary residential units detailed in the U.S. 
Census. 

O7-4 The commenter asserts that the project would be inconsistent with the objectives of the 
SVGPLUO to “establish a planning framework to ensure that Squaw Valley is developed into a 
top quality, year-round, destination resort….without adversely impacting the unique aesthetic 
and environmental assets of Squaw Valley” and that the August 11, 2016 staff report to the 
Planning Commission failed to consider the environmental impacts of the project when 
analyzing the project’s consistency with this policy framework.  

As stated on page 25 of the staff report:  
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Policies further describe a development vision for the Resort base that balances the 
quality and quantity of development in order to protect, conserve and enhance the 
environmental assets of the Valley based on sound social, economic, and 
environmental practices while facilitating further development of the resort base and 
surrounding community. The SVGPLUO encourages intensive development to occur 
within already disturbed areas near the resort base, and for development of 
undisturbed areas to be implemented in a manner that balances development of 
new resort lodging and commercial uses with conservation of resources. The 
SVGPLUO further recognizes the existence of traffic problems resulting from winter 
season traffic peaks associated with weekend day-skier visitation coupled with the 
limited off-season resort usage, which results in periods of heavy resort attendance 
during peak usage periods followed by limited attendance during other times of the 
year. Plan policies and land use designations establish a framework to attract more 
people during spring, summer, and fall in order to enhance commercial lodging and 
recreation-related industries.  

In order to achieve these objectives, the SVGPLUO established a core village area at 
the west end of the Valley to promote development of an urban resort village that 
would serve as the focal point of lodging and resort activity in the Valley helping to 
“draw year-round visitors and enhance the economic base of the community” and 
“reduce the need for day-skier parking in the core area by, in part, replacing the day-
skiers with overnight or week long visitors” (SVGPLUO, page 6). The primary land use 
in this portion of the SVGPLUO plan area is the Village Commercial land use district. 
The intent of the Village Commercial land use district is to encourage new cultural 
and recreational facilities as well as hotel, restaurant, commercial, and office uses. 
The Village Commercial land use district comprises the majority of this portion of the 
Specific Plan including portions of the plan area proposed for development. The 
SVGPLUO further recognizes that development of this area would not be possible 
without development of structured parking facilities. Accordingly, projects that 
develop structured parking are permitted a corresponding density increase in 
recognition of this critical aspect of resort base redevelopment. 

The SVGPLUO states that adding to the resort base would increase the feasibility of 
establishment of a transit center to act as a transportation hub for non-resident day-
skiers and resort guests travelling from other regional locations within the Tahoe 
Basin, Truckee and surrounding areas thereby helping to reduce day-skier parking 
demand and aiding in the reduction of local and regional traffic congestion. If the 
specific plan is approved it would construct up to 1,493 bedrooms of development 
plus employee housing, or slightly more than 50 percent of the 3,085 bedrooms of 
development that could potentially be allowed within the plan area under the 
SVGPLUO. This substantial reduction in the plan area holding capacity would ensure 
that SVGPLUO policies pertaining to balancing the quality and quantity of 
development to protect, conserve and enhance the environmental assets of the 
Valley while facilitating further development of the resort base and surrounding 
community would be met. Furthermore, this reduction in holding capacity along with 
the substantial detail contained within the plan to determine where and how 
development would occur is intended to ensure that plan area development would be 
compatible with and complimentary to existing land uses surrounding the Project, 
which consist predominantly of other commercial, guest lodging and multi-family 
residential uses near the Main Village, and commercial and residential uses adjacent 
to the East Parcel. 

Moreover, the commenter’s general assertion is that the benefits of the project do not 
outweigh its environmental impacts. For the County’s analysis of this issue, please refer to 
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the County’s detailed CEQA Findings of Fact attached to the Board staff report, which 
determined that the project benefits would outweigh the impacts. 

Stream Restoration 
The commenter asserts that the widened and restored Squaw Creek Trapezoidal Channel 
would be flanked by 35-foot-tall parking garages and that this information is not described in 
the staff report. The commenter further asserts that while restoration of the Trapezoidal 
Channel and Olympic Channel would have some merit, money is already being raised to 
restore these portions of the creek and that restoration would occur with or without the 
project.  
 
In addition to a detailed written description of the type and location of parking facilities, the 
Planning Commission staff report also included select graphics from the specific plan to 
reinforce the written description of the project. Labelled graphics showing the parking 
structures in plan view as well as computer simulated renderings are provided in two 
locations in the staff report. Furthermore, the commenter mischaracterizes the height of the 
parking structures in the main Village which would have parking decks that would be a 
maximum of 20 feet tall plus 42 inches of safety rail/cladding, and architectural elements at 
corners that could extend to a maximum overall height of 30 feet. Moreover, these elements 
were described to the Planning Commission in County staff’s oral presentation of the project. 

With regard to the commenter’s assertion that stream restoration will occur with or without 
the project, this may be true. However, restoration would be substantially less 
comprehensive and may not include the Trapezoidal Channel or the Olympic Channel, both of 
which are located on private property and would require the consent of the property owner to 
construct and monitor restored steam sections. More to the point, the comprehensive 
stream restoration project proposed by the project requires substantial redevelopment and 
relocation of existing resort land uses and facilities. For example, to complete widening of the 
Trapezoidal Channel by 50 to 100 feet, hundreds of parking spaces have to removed, 
relocated and reconstructed in a new location. Structured parking facilities are one of the 
means the project would use to achieve this aspect of the restoration plan. To restore the 
Olympic Channel an existing storm water drainage culvert that runs under the existing ski 
resort parking lots must be removed or abandoned, as this is the current drainage path of 
the Olympic Channel, and the Olympic Channel must be reconstructed as a surface water 
feature. The location where the Olympic Channel will be restored currently includes 
volumetric snow storage for the resort and the replacement location for this snow storage is 
the volumetric snow storage bunkers that would be constructed adjacent to each of the 
structured parking facilities. It should be noted that these volumetric snow storage facilities 
would include storm water infiltration systems that would recharge the aquifer and may have 
the co-benefit of providing additional support to dry-season surface water flows in the 
adjacent Trapezoidal Channel of Squaw Creek. Furthermore, the Olympic Channel location 
includes an existing wetland that must be impacted in order to construct the Olympic 
Channel improvements, which include creation of a substantial amount of new wetlands, 
which may have the co-benefit of providing additional groundwater recharge.  

The planning, permitting, and facilities relocation needs and costs for this level of restoration 
effort is likely to be, in the opinion of County staff, beyond the ability of a non-profit group or 
other community group to achieve due to the complexity of the permit process. Equally if not 
more important is the CEQA clearance, discretionary permitting, and development costs to 
relocate existing resort facilities to achieve these ends. While it may be possible that the 
Resort operator would be willing to voluntarily absorb these substantial costs in absence of a 
project, it seems unlikely. 
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O7-5 The commenter provides a number of opinions on the merits of various components of the 
project. These are described and responded to below. 

Park and Recreation Improvements 
The commenter lists several of the park and recreation improvements, including 
enhancements to existing hiking trails located on lands owned by the U.S. Forest Service and 
the Resort, and goes on to express an opinion of the U.S. Forest Service’s likeliness to 
approve enhancements to existing trails, construction of one new trail segment, and the 
public value of these recreation improvements. The commenter further expresses an opinion 
that, based on comments from the U.S. Forest Service in response to the DEIR, the U.S. 
Forest Service does not support the trail network enhancements detailed in the final Park 
and Recreation Plan.  

While the U.S. Forest Service did provide comments on the cited issues in response to the 
DEIR, the applicant and County staff have worked with the U.S. Forest Service to address 
each of these issues to their satisfaction. Notably, the U.S. Forest Service staff spoke at the 
Planning Commission hearing on the project entitlements and FEIR and stated to the 
Commission that all of their issues had been satisfactorily addressed through ongoing 
coordination with County staff and the applicant, and in the responses to the FEIR. In 
response to the commenter’s opinion that the “‘significant enhancements’ to the trail 
network are repairs to existing trails that are already functioning quite well”, in its 
communications with County staff and the applicant, the U.S. Forest Service has indicated 
that the trails that would be enhanced and reconstructed by the project are degraded, are 
not developed to the U.S. Forest Service’s current standards, and that their improvement is 
desirable for purposes of enhancing public recreation value and reducing impacts to the 
current system such as erosion and storm water quality. 

Employee Housing 
The commenter correctly restates elements of the project’s Employee Housing Plan and 
“over and above” commitments for additional funding to the County to improve its stock of 
employee housing in the Eastern portion of the County where the project is located. The 
commenter goes on to state that the project would exacerbate “the well documented 
affordable housing crisis in the Tahoe-Truckee area”, and then quotes statistics from a 
housing study pertaining to housing costs in the region. The commenter also states the 
opinion that the project commitments to provide workforce housing are inadequate because 
workforce housing would only be provided for 50 percent of the project generated 574 full-
time equivalent employees and would not provide housing for all 751 full-time and part-time 
employees generated by the project.  

As described in the staff report to the Planning Commission, the project would develop 
employee housing for up to 201 new resort employees plus replacement housing for 99 
existing employee units (with a maximum of up to 300 employees including some 
replacement employee housing). The remainder of employee housing would be fulfilled by 
construction of off-site employee housing, dedication of land needed for units, payment of an 
in-lieu fee, or any combination thereof in accordance with General Plan Policy C-2 and 
employee housing policies contained in Specific Plan Section 3.5 (Employee Housing). In 
addition to these commitments, the project would also contribute $500,000 to the County 
for development of workforce housing in the greater Lake Tahoe region. Accordingly, the 
project would comply with Placer County General Plan policies pertaining to provision of 
workforce housing in the Eastern portion of the County and would contribute additional 
funding to the County for provision of additional housing. The Board of Supervisors will 
consider the merits of the project’s Employee Housing Plan and its contributions toward 
resolving the region’s shortage of workforce housing options when rendering a decision on 
this project.  
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Structured Parking 
The commenter states that the staff report includes a detailed description of how the project 
parking would conform to the Squaw Valley General Plan parking requirement to provide 
3,100 day skier parking spaces, but questions if the project would provide adequate parking 
to accommodate existing uses and project uses. The comment goes on to state that the 
required 3,100 day skier parking spaces would be inadequate because the County’s analysis 
determined that there would be inadequate day skier parking on the four busiest ski days of 
each season. The commenter further states that on a peak ski day the existing parking lots 
are managed to enable parking of as many as 5,000 vehicles. 

As described in the staff report to the Planning Commission, the Parking Master Plan 
anticipates that project build out would require development of 5,110 total parking spaces to 
serve resort guests, employees, and the fifth highest day skier parking demand of 3,100 
spaces, which is representative of the peak average day skier peak parking demand. Of 
those 5,110 parking spaces, the project would result in an estimated demand for 
approximately 2,010 parking spaces to serve resort guests, new commercial and retail land 
uses, and new project generated employees.  

Three thousand one hundred (3,100) improved day skier parking spaces would be 
maintained throughout all phases of the project. To provide additional flexibility and parking 
capacity, surface parking and structured parking spaces are proposed to be managed flexibly 
through implementation of attendant assisted parking on peak ski days to increase the 
actual number of vehicles parked, as is currently done. This level of parking is consistent with 
the requirements and policy structure of the SVGPLUO, which anticipates that as the resort 
base is developed with additional guest lodging services a substitution effect will occur and a 
portion of the current day skier population would become resort lodging guests, thereby 
fulfilling the SVGPLUO vision for development of a destination resort.  

The County’s analysis of project-generated traffic impacts was conservative and did not 
account for this substitution effect. However, there is anecdotal evidence that supports the 
assumption that as more lodging is constructed a larger portion of the resort skier population 
will be drawn from this lodging pool and there will be fewer day skiers (because a portion of 
the day skiers will become lodgers). The commenter does not raise any specific issues that 
have not already been examined but rather contends that a portion of the existing resort 
users are being “kicked out” because the analysis determined that there could be as many 
as four peak ski days per year when the resort parking would not accommodate total day 
skier parking demand, and therefore some skiers would not be able to find parking at the 
resort. Both the specific plan and the EIR acknowledge this potential and the specific plan 
includes provisions for identification of future off-site parking facilities serviced by a private 
resort operated shuttle. Because the project is a specific plan and will be implemented in 
several phases over a long period of time these issues will be analyzed concurrent with each 
phase of development as the project builds out (see Parking Master Plan detailed in Section 
8.3.1 of the Specific Plan). While plan implementation would not require development of off-
site parking facilities to provide additional day skier parking beyond 3,100 spaces, the 
project contemplates that provision of additional off-site day skier parking may be desirable. 

O7-6 The commenter states that the staff report discusses the project’s compatibility with 
adjacent land uses and the commenter seems to agree with the analysis of compatibility 
between the existing and proposed land use types, but disagrees that the analysis is correct 
because the commenter asserts that the intensity of proposed land uses makes the project 
incompatible. The commenter goes on to assert that the project increase in Conservation 
Preserve and Forest Recreation land uses is illusory because, in the commenter’s view, the 
areas that are being rezoned are not suitable for development for a variety of stated reasons. 
The commenter then goes on to point out that some lands that are being zoned for 
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development (from Conservation Preserve and Forest Recreation) are level and free of 
sensitive habitats and that the effect is to increase the amount of land that could be 
developed. The commenter also states that the portions of the East Parcel that would be 
rezoned from Entrance Commercial and High-Density Residential land uses to Conservation 
Preserve is insufficient to buffer the East Parcel land uses from adjacent single-family 
residential land uses.  

Under the SVGPLUO, the plan area includes over 73 acres of lands that support development 
of commercial and resort residential land uses at an average density of slightly less than 42 
bedrooms per acre, or stated otherwise 3,085 total bedrooms, not including any density 
bonus for structured parking, plus resort serving commercial land uses. By contrast, the 
project would develop and redevelop a total of 1,493 total lodging bedrooms plus resort 
serving commercial land uses on approximately 39 acres, or slightly more than 38 bedrooms 
per acre on average. Per policies of the SVGPLUO, employee units are not considered in the 
density calculation. However, if employee units are considered it would raise the average 
density to 42 bedrooms per acre, consistent with the existing land use designations.  

Under the project, lodging development would occur within a substantially smaller area, 39 
acres compared to a potential 73 acres, and at an overall 50 percent reduction in density on 
a plan area wide basis. This density is compatible with existing lodging land uses that 
surround the project and are developed at similar average densities. In addition, those 
existing lodging land uses are not burdened with the same requirements to provide parking 
or other facilities, such as day-skier parking, to support resort operations.  

In response to the commenter’s assertion that some flatter and already developed areas 
would be rezoned to permit development while areas that have resource and topography 
constraints would be rezoned to Conservation Preserve and Forest Recreation, the County 
agrees that this is the case and would highlight that this is a desirable result of good 
planning. The fact that this is being done because these areas are less suitable for 
development (and other areas are more suitable) does not negate the benefits of restricting 
the land use to prevent future development potential.  

In response to the claim that the buffering mechanisms on the East Parcel, which include 
rezoning lands adjoining residential land uses to Conservation Preserve, incorporating a 
minimum 100-foot wide landscape buffer, orienting site land uses away from adjacent 
residences and buffering them with dead-wall buildings (i.e., no windows or doors facing 
residences) and incorporating a privacy screening wall to buffer the parking structure, the 
County disagrees that this is inadequate buffering.  

O7-7 See the Master Response regarding project-generated VMT in the Tahoe Basin in this 
document and response S1-7 concerning transit. 

O7-8 Responses to the commenter’s critiques of the WSA are provided in the Master Response 
regarding water supply in the FEIR (pages 3-2 through 3-18). In summary, the WSA projects 
water use through anticipated buildout of the specific plan and the analysis of future water 
supplies considers the effects of climate change. While insufficient detail exists on climate 
change to simulate in the numerical model, climate change was considered and relevant 
information regarding predictions for future climate change and the relationship between 
precipitation in the watershed and groundwater recharge in Section 7 of both the 2014 WSA 
and the 2015 WSA update. The WSA considers and references available studies that have 
quantified changes in future precipitation in the Sierra Nevada Mountains and the Tahoe 
Basin. The analysis in the WSA concludes that even the most conservative estimates of 
annual runoff reduction have a limited effect on the availability of potential recharge to the 
Basin. 
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 With respect to the potential for the aquifer to be considered a subterranean stream subject 
to water rights, see response to comment O8a-70 in the FEIR (page 3.2.4-248). DWR has 
designated the Olympic Valley Groundwater Basin as a groundwater basin (Number 6-108) in 
accordance with Bulletin No. 118 (DWR 2003). The official DWR groundwater basin 
description cites no mention of subterranean streams in the Olympic Valley Groundwater 
Basin, nor does it characterize the basin as under the sole influence of the creek. 

O7-9 The comment recommends denial of the project. However, the comment does not provide 
any new information regarding the content or analysis in the EIR or identify specific 
deficiencies in the responses in the FEIR. Therefore, no further response is provided here. 
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April18, 2016 

Mr. Alex Fisch, Project Planner 
Ms. Maywan Krach, Environmental Coordination Services 
Community Resources Development Agency 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Re: Comments on the " Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) 
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan 

DO 

j Dear Mr. Fisch and Ms .. Krach: 

! Staff at the Truckee North Tahoe Transportation Management Association (TNTITMA) has 
1 reviewed the FEIR response to our Draft EIR comment letter dated July 16, 2015. 
I 

l 
l The FEIR identifies our comment as 013-1 and, in response, proposes Mitigation Measure 9-
j 7b: Maintain Membership in the Truckee North Tahoe Transportation Management 
: Association (TNTITMA). The text of this measure is written as follows: 
' The following mitigation measure. while not required to achieve or maintain a less-than-

1 

significant impact conclusion. would further reduce the project's impacts to transit. 

, Prior to approval of improvement plans/final maps. the project applicant shall maintain 
membership in perpetuity in the Truckee North Tahoe Transportation Management Association 
{TNTITMA). Once commercial and homeowners groups have been formed. the project applicant 
shall shift the TNTITMA membership to the associations and the associations shall maintain 
membership in perpetuity. It is not anticipated that membership will need to be cancelled; 
however. if for a reason unknown at this time cancellation of membership is required. it shall be 
mutually agreed to by the County and the entity responsible for paying the annual dues. 

In reviewing the FEIR section (2) entitled: Project Modifications, Updated Water Supply and 
Groundwater Data, and Revisions to the DEIR, we see that the title and text of Mitigation 
Measure 9-7 in Table 2-2, "Summary of Impact of Mitigation Measures" has been revised by the 
County Department of Public Works to read: 

Mitigation Measure 9-7a: Contribute fair share or create a Community Service Area (CSA) 
or a Community Facilities District (CFD) to cover Increased transit service. 
The project applicant shall commit to providing fair share funding to the Department of Public 
Works and Facilities (DPW&F) or create a Community Service Area (CSA) or a Community 
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Facilities District (CFD) to fund the costs of increased transit services. An Engineers Report 
shall be complete prior to recordation of any Small Lot Final Map to the satisfaction of DPW&F 
to define the fair share or used for the creation of the CSA or CFD. If and when a CSA or CFD is 
formed. the project applicant shall no longer be responsible for making fair share payments to 
DPW&F for the increased transit service for the portion of the project covered by the CSA or 
.Q.EQ. 

This mitigation measure meets the intent of Specific Plan Policies CP-2 through CP-4. and 
clarifies how the project would contribute to enhanced transit operations. Increased service 
may consist of more freauent headways, longer hours of operations. and/or different routes. 
The fee calculations shall consider both capital expenses and on-going operations and 
maintenance expenses. 

Request for Clarification 
The TNT/TMA appreciates the proposed mitigation measures as responsive to our July 16, 
2015 comment letter. We respectfully request that the Final EIR, as revised. should include at 
least a summary explanation of the process for creating a CSA or CSD, as identified in 
Mitigation Measure 9-7a and the anticipated boundary associated with the CSA or CSD. 

Thank you in advance for responding to this request. 

Sincerely, 

Jaime Wright 
Executive Director 
Truckee North Tahoe Transportation Management Association 
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O8 Truckee North Tahoe Transportation Management Association 
Jaime Wright, Executive Director 
April 18, 2016 

 

O8-1 See response to comment S1-7 in this document regarding traffic Mitigation Measures 9-7a 
and 9-7b, including information related to funding requirements for enhanced transit service.  

The commenter requests a brief description of the process for the formation of a Community 
Facilities District (CFD). 

The Community Facilities Act, which is more commonly known as the Mello-Roos Act of 1982 
(California Government Code Section 25210.1 et. Seq.), enables the formation of a 
Community Facilities District (which may also be referred to as a County Service Area 
[CSA]). A CSA is a geographic area where a special property tax on real estate is imposed on 
taxable real property within the CSA in order to provide a traditional revenue stream for 
expanded service levels for any governmental services and facility that the County is 
authorized to perform and that the County does not perform to the same extent on a 
countywide basis. A CSA and associated zone(s) of benefit may be established by the County 
in cooperation with a group of property owners or developers following a 2/3rds vote to 
approve the assessment of the tax, proportionate to the fair share funding obligation of the 
property in relation to the services and facilities provided. 

In the instance of the VSVSP project, formation of and participation in the transit CSA/CFD 
would be a condition of approval on any Small-Lot Final Map, applied in accordance with 
Mitigation Measure 9-7a. The “vote” of the property owner to voluntarily annex into the 
CSA/CFD would be a conditional requirement prior to recordation of a Final Map, and the 
vote of the property owner would therefore constitute a 100 percent voter approval. After 
recordation of the Final Map and subsequent sale of individual lots or units, each 
subsequent owner would automatically be subject to the special tax. 

A CSA is authorized to provide funding for a wide variety of services and facilities, including 
but not limited to: 

1. transportation and transit services; 

2. law enforcement and police protection; 

3. fire protection, fire suppression, vegetation management, search and rescue, hazardous 
material emergency response, and ambulances; 

4. recreation, including but not limited to parks, parkways, and open space; 

5. libraries; 

6. the collection, treatment, or disposal of sewage, wastewater, recycled water, and storm 
water; 

7. acquisition, construction, improvement, and maintenance, including, but not limited to, 
street sweeping and snow removal, of public streets, roads, bridges, highways, rights-of-
way, easements, and any incidental works; and 

Placer County 
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 3 742



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

8. acquisition, construction, improvement, maintenance, and operation of street lighting 
and landscaping on public property, rights-of-way and easements. 
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Friends of Squaw Valley 
PO Box 2823 

Olympic Valley, CA 96146 
friendsofsv@gmail.com 

June 9, 2016 

Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
Environmental Coordination Services 

3091 County Center Drive, #190 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Via email: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov 

Re: Village at Squaw Valley Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) 

To Whom It May Concern: 

04 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Village at Squaw Valley Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR). 

While the Draft EIR (DEIR) and FEIR project numerous significant impacts of the project, the FEIR does not 

adequately respond to our comments on the DEIR. In particular, a revised project size and design to 

adequately and most effectively reduce impacts below the significant level has not been presented. 

• It is disappointing that the FEIR only reduced three (of the 23) significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from the 
SVRE's proposal. Serious environmental concerns remain regarding noise, scenic views, water supply, population, 
loss of night sky, and greenhouse gases. The only way to lessen these impacts is by reducing the number of 
bedrooms and resulting population increase which requires adoption of a project Reduced Density alternative or 
denial of the project. 

The FEIR acknowledges a "potentially feasible" solution with the Reduced Density Alternative (17.3.4) that poses a 
reduction to 50% of the bedrooms in order to avoid or substantially reduce the significant environmental impacts. 
However, the FEIR did not respond with analysis of two addit ional alternatives that FOSV recommended for review: a 
revised Reduced Density Alternative (SO%) to also include design features which would better address significant 
avoidable and unavoidable impacts. In addition, a second reduced scale alternative to 400 rooms was 
recommended to further test the appropriate room number against critical impacts and to provide a greater range of 
alternatives. The FEIR responses were generally dismissive of the effectiveness of the FOSV proposed pragmatic 
design features as well the option of discussing a 400 room alternative. 

We continue to request an inclusion of our recommended additional design features as either part of additional 
project alternatives or as mitigation measures. The FEIR responses did not adequately explain why the FOSV 
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recommended design features would not provide additional mitigation beyond what was proposed In the DEIR. At a 
minimum, there is certainly nothing wrong with providing the additional evaluation of ideas that have been an 
integral part of the public discussion and which would all provide mitigation beyond what is recommended In the 
DEIR. 

Of particular importance are the following alternative design features we recommended in the DEIR as well as key 
impact issues that have still not been adequately addressed: 

1.:. Reduce building height to 70 feet to reduce significant visual impacts. We requested this feature to be part 
of a revision of the Reduced Density Alternative (Comment 2-84). We commented in depth in our DEIR 
comments (pages 15-24) on the project's potential visual impacts including height of buildings. The FEIR's 
response to eliminating reduced heights from the alternative discussion Is brief and does not adequately 
respond to the many height related impacts we pointed out in our DEIR comments. 

b Eliminate MAC to reduce unavoidable significant visual impacts and land use policy conflicts. We 
recommended elimination of the 108 foot 90,000 sq. ft. MAC building in our DEIR Alternative comments 
(Comment 2-85). 

The FEIR response refers to a SVGPLUO policy that encourages tourist residential and commercial uses in the 
same structure as a reason to dismiss the FOSV idea of scattering recreational uses within the Village. This 
policy can also be read to encourage mixed use which our proposal for scattering recreational uses 
throughout the Vil lage does In a manner more appropriate to a traditional Village in this mountain setting. 

The FEIR also responds to our proposal on the MAC that it would not meet the project sponsor's objectives of 

providing a world class facility and uses a comment from the developer to back up this conclusion {Hosea, last 

paragraph FEIR Master Responses, page 3-75, last paragraph). This discussion does not adequately describe 

why a reduced scale or scattering of recreational uses cannot specifically achieve the same project purpose of 

providing a "comprehensive apres ski experience" or "provide more year round opportunities". 

,--·-·· .. -·--·-- · .. -·----! ~ Traffic 

2.,. Traffic volumes are still underestimated based on actual peak average winter ski conditions. (Our 
comment 2-27.) An accurate traffic analysis is needed to determine the appropriate project down sizing. 
As described in detail in a separate comment on the FEIR from our member David Stepner, the winter of 

2011-12 used in the DEIR was significantly below average, with records showing almost no snow 

through the Christmas/New Year and MLK holidays. Because the peak traffic was low during 

those periods, all related impacts (such as noise and pollution) were therefore underestimated. 

The FEIR dismissed this argument, contending that since a significant amount of snow fell in the 

2011-12 winter AFTER Presidents' Weekend, the skier, and therefore auto, traffic was 

representative. A careful reading of the FEIR response shows that even the authors did not 

believe this. They wrote "The comment is valid in that during a "good season" in which 

significant snowfall occurs in December and January, many of the busier days of the season 

occur during these months." The winter just passed, 2015-16, dearly showed that In an average 

winter, the heaviest days are during Christmas and the Jan-Feb holiday weekends. 

2 
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!l., Reduction of acceptable traffic standard to LOS F stil l not appropriate. The FEIR response to our 
comment 2-23 regarding lowering the LOS standard to F on part of the impact area roads is not 
responded to directly in the FEIR re lated to. either the direct or indirect impacts we referred to. 

£,. Traffic mitigation still passed on to further study. Significant traffic Impacts to Squaw Valley Rd. between 
Squaw Creek Rd. and the Village area discussed in our comment 2-24 are still not mitigated in the FEIR. 
The one paragraph response (FEiR page 3-28) continuing to re ly on a future model for a traffic 
management on Squaw Valley Rd. still passes mitigation on to further study. It has still not been 
demonstrated that the t riple lane arrangement will reduce impacts below the significant level which 
again points to the need for a reduced bedroom count alternative as the solution. The developer and the 
EiR consultants must be creative on how to address this issue NOW beyond the reliance on triple coning. 
The DEIR comment letters offered many possible solutions but all were dismissed. Some were simple 
(three, not two, "crosswalk facilities" should be completed along Squaw Valley Rd), some were harder 
(have signs alerting people on traffic conditions before entering Highway 89), and some (and most 
needed) were dismissed as impossible (triple lane Highway 89 for a dedicated bus lane). 

; £ -·sette;Mass Transit Plan to reduce t raffic impacts. A better mass transit plan was recommended in 

' our DEIR comments. However, the FEIR transit discussion still does not vigorously explore creative 

m itigation. Responses to FOSV comments 2-29 through 2-32 related to alternative traffic reduction 

methods and transit service sti ll dismiss additional measures that we suggested. Given t he fact that 

the FEIR concludes that there will be three significant and unavoidable project traffic impacts and 

two unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts, greater attention to alternative forms of mitigation 

should still be attempted. As one response to our comments, it was concluded in the FEIR that 

increased transit options have not proven to be effective in the area in the past. We do not find this 

to be an adequate response. Because traffic impacts are already significant, at a minimum, the new 

shuttle system should be started during the next ski season rather than after the 150111 bedroom Is 

recorded. Though the developer has committed verbally to this, it should be recorded in a 
mitigation measu re and condition of approval. 

''5~rmation of Adequate Water Supply. Hydrologists and others question the accuracy of the Water Supply 
Assessment (WSA). The FEIR states that the ongoing California drought "may produce a more severe multiple 
year drought than any within the available historical dataset or model study period". Although the last 3 
years of drought were incorporated into the updated WSA, uncertainty of climate change and more extreme 
drought conditions were not analyzed. The FEIR does not provide the verification of water availability, only 
assessment calculations by computer modeling. Environmental impacts due to groundwater drawdown were 
not analyzed in any meaningful manner. Some monitoring of riparian vegetation and welt operations has 
been added but there is no commitment to scale back or stop if adverse impact occurs or performance 
metrics are not met. There remains no commitment to an oversight committee to monitor for adverse 
Impact. We have made detailed recommendations on this issue in the FOSV position paper expanding on the 
idea of a Water Management Action Plan and oversite committee. Without this type of mitigation, 
potentially significant Impacts to water supply wilt remain unmitigated. 

Placer County must appoint an appropriate agency for Insuring the adequacy of the water supply. This 
monitoring program should be established before any project permits are issued, define quantitative 
measures of "adequate", and include (i) stop action criteria if adverse thresholds appear, (ii) verification of 
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\ r--· adequate supply as a prerequisite to each new project, and (iii) criteria for responding to impacts on aquifer 
\..·· i drawdown as well as on the creek and riparian environment. While the FEIR expands on proposed 

OC/1:. .,, .. •:\ ! monitoring, it does not commit to an actual water management action plan with "stop development" action 
\ <.. v j thresholds or a prearranged consequence of adverse impacts. Moving the fractional cabins out of the 
· 1 groundwater recharge area still deserves analysis also . 

I 

.§..: Flrstentitlements to end at Phase l in 10 years. FOSV continues to recommend approval of only a Phase 1 
project and that a balance of land uses occur in any phase. FoSV believes that a 25 year buiidout is too long 
because unforeseen changes may occur. The FEIR response 2-86 that a 10 year entitlement only "would not 
be consistent with approval of the VSVSP as a single project" is true, but is not an adequate response. 
Certainly the project could be denied and reviewed again as a smaller project. Further phases could be part 
of discussions in a General Plan Update or placed in a holding zone designation. 

However further phases are handled from a regulatory standpoint, additional entttlements should be granted 
only after an independent and comprehensive analysis is done that includes review of actual environmental 

impacts that have occurred compared to those projected in the Final EIR, as well as performance metrlcs In 
occupancy, economic impacts on the greater North Tahoe community, changes to climate, and economic 
trends in t he ski, leisure and recreational Industries. 

We agree that the 12-13 year project buildout estimate for the 50% Reduced Density Alternative or a 
different Reduced Density Alternative would also meet the goal of a reduced length entitlement. 

!L Move maintenance yard/preserve Shirley Canyon. Because LOT 19 proposes heavy maintenance operations 
at the mouth of Shirley Canyon and at the edge of Squaw Creek, a zoning change from Conservation Preserve 

and Forest Recreation to Village- Heavy Commercial is required. Potential spills of propane or vehicle 
maintenance fluids (diesel, oil, cleansers) pose substantial risk to Squaw Creek. The transit of numerous 
propane trucks to and from this location could create a potential disaster for the entire valley. The developer 
now also plans additional subsurface propane tank placement at Lot 28, even closer to the creek. 

I 
I 

' 

The FEIR response to our comments on this issue (2-90 and Master Response 3.1.14) is nondequate. In 
particular, the comment that "CEQA does not require that every permutation be evaluated in the DEIR" 
( Response to Comment 2-90) misses the point that this is a serious potential impact resulting from a major 
change in a combination of land uses to be permitted. The cumulative impacts of the variety of industrial use 
impacts combined which could result have been ignored by discussing each separately {visual, land use, 
propane storage, release of hazardous materials, etc.) 

Full Squaw Creek restoration in initjal construction phase. The developer has submitted a plan to significantly 
improve the current condition of Squaw Creek. Rehabilitation of the creek will Improve Its natural function 
and will enhances the natural beauty of the area. While the Master Phasing Plan {MacKay & Somps March 30, 
2016) now calls for creek improvements to start with the recordation of the 150th bedroom, the fina l phase 
of the plan is still deferred to 40% build out or the 600th bedroom. We continue to recommend the entire 
creek project should be completed within two years. 

This will harmonize with planned meadow reach improvements planned over the next two years and ensure 
that lack of upper strearn improvements does not jeopardize downstream restoration. The FEIR response to 
comment 2-53 does not respond adequately to our DEIR comment which concludes that early restoration of 
the creek is needed to address "project stream impacts which will be additive to the existing impacts in this 

4 

747



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

 

Placer County 
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 9 

impaired system ... " This early restoration would certainly not be inconsistent with Policy 6.A.ll requiring 
restoration as a part of development activities, as concluded to the opposite in FEiR response 2-53. 

On the restoration phasing issue, the FEIR also notes that the amount of money to be spent by the developer 
on the creek will be proportional to the size of the project approved by the Board of Supervisors. But, there 
are other sources of funds for this work. For example, the Friends of Squaw Creek have secured grant 

funding. The rehabilitation of the creek is essential and will proceed with or without the proposed project. 
As a result, contrary to the conclusion of the EIR consultants, It Is not infeasible to start work early on its 
restoration. 

~ Cumulative Population Impacts Not Discussed. The proposed Village is not the only development forecasted 
for Squaw Valley. Within the same 25-year period, the WSA projects more than 1000 additional bedrooms in 

Squaw Valley alone. These include developments planned for the Resort at Squaw Creek, the Palisades, the 
Olympic Estates, the Plumpjack, and the Poulsen property. Although assumptions about occupancy rates 
were amended in the FEIR, the effects of cumulative population increases were not addressed. 

(~"·-··-----·--·---· .. --...... -. 

: Additional Environmental Review/Recirculation Needed. The FOSV recommended design features/mitigation I measures discussed above must be made part of a revised Reduced Scale Alternative and/or mitigation package In a 
1 recirculated DEIR in order to ensure the adequacy of environmental review under the California Environmental 
! Quality Act and to provide a full range of options to the decision makers. 
I 

'\ 1 

1,~\ . ! The Friends of Squaw Valley recommends that the development, as proposed, must NOT be approved. Overriding 
v · Considerations not possible. The project as mitigated by the FEIR in its current form does not provide enough social, 

economic, or environmental benefits to Squaw Valley, the greater Truckee-North Tahoe region, and Placer County to 
outweigh the environmental damage that will result, and, therefore, would not justify a Finding of Overriding 
Considerations and must not be approved. 

Sincerely, 
Laurie Oberholtzer 
Environmental Planner 
for 

Friends of Squaw Valley 
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O9 Friends of Squaw Valley 
Laurie Oberholtzer, Environmental Planner 
June 9, 2016 

 

O9-1 The comment expresses support for the Reduced Density Alternative. The comment also re-
iterates previous comments requesting additional revisions to the project and alternatives. 
However, the comment does not provide any new information regarding the content or 
analysis in the EIR or identify specific deficiencies in the responses in the FEIR. Therefore, no 
further response is provided here. 

O9-2 The comment states that traffic volumes are still underestimated based on actual peak 
average winter ski conditions. This issue was addressed in the FEIR (see response to 
comment O2-27) and is also addressed in response to comment I4-1 in this document. 

 Further, the comment states that reduction of acceptable traffic standard to LOS F is not 
appropriate, and the FEIR response to previous comment O2-23 was not adequate. However, 
the comment does not provide any new information regarding the content or analysis in the 
EIR or identify specific deficiencies in the responses in the FEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is provided here. 

 Finally, the comment states that traffic mitigation is “still passed on to further study.” The 
effectiveness of proposed traffic mitigation measures was addressed in the FEIR (see 
especially the Master Response regarding traffic) and throughout this document. Regarding 
the three-lane coning program, see the Master Response regarding traffic (especially, page 
3-28 of the FEIR). The comment does not provide any new information regarding the content 
or analysis in the EIR or identify specific deficiencies in the responses in the FEIR. Therefore, 
no further response is provided here. 

O9-3 The comment states that a better mass transit plan to reduce traffic impacts is needed. This 
issue was addressed in the FEIR in responses to comment O2-29 through O2-32 as well as 
the portion of the traffic Master Response in the FEIR that addresses transit service. Also, 
see response to comment O4-12 of this document regarding expanded transit service. 
Regarding the request to add transit next ski season (which is prior to when the project would 
be constructed) rather than after the 150th bedroom is constructed, the mitigation in the EIR 
is tied to when the project would generate impacts. The ski resort can enhance transit prior 
to this if it desires, but this would be apart from the project impacts/mitigation requirements. 

O9-4 The comment states that the FEIR does not provide verification of water availability, and 
does not meaningfully analyze environmental impacts due to groundwater drawdown. This is 
incorrect. Both the DEIR and FEIR address this issue. See Chapters 6, “Biological 
Resources,” and 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” in the DEIR. In the FEIR, see Section 2.2, 
“Updated Water Supply Assessment and Groundwater Data,” as well as responses to 
comments O2-51, O2-52, and O2-56 regarding groundwater drawdown. Because the 
comment does not provide any new information regarding the content or analysis in the EIR 
or identify specific deficiencies in the responses in the FEIR, no further response is provided 
here. 

 The comment also states that while the FEIR includes some monitoring of riparian vegetation 
and well operations, there is no commitment to scale back or stop if adverse impacts occur 
or performance metrics are not met. This is also incorrect. Mitigation Measures 6-1a, 6-1b, 
and 6-1c were revised as shown in the FEIR in response to comments received on the DEIR. 
Contrary to the comment’s assertion, performance measures are included in the revised 
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mitigation measures. Also, see responses to comments O2-56, O2-57, and O2-66 in the 
FEIR.  

 Finally, the comment suggests that Placer County appoint an appropriate agency to ensure 
adequate water supply. The Squaw Valley Public Services District already provides this 
service. 

O9-5 The comment reiterates previous comments that recommend approval of only a Phase 1 
project, or the Reduced Density Alternative. This issue is addressed in the FEIR (see the 
Master Response regarding the Reduced Density Alternative on pages 3-59 through 3-63 in 
the FEIR).  

 The comment also suggests that the maintenance yard be moved to preserve Shirley 
Canyon. The FEIR Master Response regarding the mountain maintenance facility provides a 
summary of the environmental effects of this proposed facility, which is a component of the 
project, and was evaluated throughout the DEIR. The comment states that FEIR response to 
comment O2-90 and the Master Response were not adequate and that a serious potential 
impact could result from a major change in a combination of land uses to be permitted. 
Potential for land use conflicts associated with this project component is addressed in the 
FEIR Master Response regarding the mountain maintenance facility (FEIR pages 3-82 and 3-
83). Regarding the comment about cumulative impacts, CEQA does not require EIRs to 
collectively evaluate impacts of, for instance, traffic, biology, and cultural resources as a 
“cumulative impact” that differs from the individual impacts of each of these resource 
issues, and no evidence that an impact was not addressed has been provided. In other 
words, the traffic, biology, and cultural resource impacts do not, when considered 
collectively, suggest that any of these individual impacts are exacerbated by the combination 
of all of them. For further details about the cumulative analysis, see the Master Response 
regarding the cumulative analysis in the FEIR beginning on page 3-63. 

 Finally, the comment states that full Squaw Creek restoration should occur in the initial 
construction phase. See response to comment O14-2 in the FEIR regarding timing of creek 
restoration. Advancing the creek restoration to the first phase of project construction would 
not reduce the effects of project buildout, nor residual wetlands impacts (they would be 
mitigated, at the latest, as impacts occur), and therefore need not be considered as an 
alternative. Regarding the comment that other sources of funding are available for creek 
restoration, financial issues such as these are not a physical environmental effect under 
CEQA and need not be included in an EIR or other CEQA analysis. The Placer County Board of 
Supervisors will consider this issue during project deliberations. 

O9-6 The comment indicates that although assumptions about occupancy rates were amended in 
the FEIR, the effects of this population increase were not evaluated. Refer to the discussion 
of evidence supporting occupancy data used in the DEIR in the Master Response regarding 
occupancy assumptions in the FEIR (pages 3-68 through 3-71). As discussed therein, the 2.2 
percent increase in assumed occupancy used in the 2015 WSA “provides a marginally more 
conservative basis for assurance that water can be adequately supplied over the period of 
record,” but “does not, in any way, suggest the 55 percent annual occupancy, in light of the 
data above, is not supported by substantial evidence ....Issues affected by the increase in 
water use based on the 2015 WSA update are associated with biology and hydrology as they 
related to groundwater.” These resource areas are discussed in the Master Response 
regarding water supply in the FEIR. Regarding impacts associated with population increases 
from the cumulative development, see Chapter 18.1 of the DEIR, which addresses the full 
range of impacts that could result from cumulative development and the associated 
population. 
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O9-7 The comment states that additional environmental review/recirculation is needed. However, 
for the reasons described in response to comments O9-1 through O9-6, above, and 
throughout the FEIR and this document, the EIR analysis is adequate and no changes to the 
EIR are necessary. Also, see the Master Response regarding recirculation in the FEIR. 

 The remainder of the comment is directed towards the project approval process and does 
not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the EIR. Regarding the comment that a 
statement of overriding considerations is not justified, see response to comment O10-6 in 
this document.  
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SUMMARY 

THE FRIENDS OF SQUAW VALLEY POSITION 
ON THE PROPOSED VILLAGE AT SQUAW VALLEY PRO. 

5-1-16 01.0 

Upon reviewing the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), the April 2016 revised Specific Plan, 
and the March 2016 Master Phasing Plan for Squaw Valley Real Estate's (SVRE) proposed Village at 
Squaw Valley, the Friends of Squaw Valley (FoSV) continue to contend that the development 
proposal of 1500 bedrooms causes too many significant and unavoidable impacts. The project, as 
proposed, must NOT be approved by Placer County. Furthermore, the mostly dismissive FEIR 
offers only minor changes to the draft EIR (dEIR). Citing constraints of CEQA, it defers to the Board 
of Supervisors the decision to correct underestimations of environmental harm and the obvious 
conclusion that the project must be downsized. A revised project must be submitted at a size that 
reduces the impacts to an acceptable level in keeping with the benefits to the loc.al and regional area. 
This updated position paper provides the basis for this contention, as well as compelling 
considerations on other elements in the County decision process. 

Project must be scaled back: The buildable acreage remaining in Squaw Valley is extremely small 
(unlike many other ski area villages) and the environment is very sensitive to overdevelopment. It is 
disappointing that the FEIR only reduced three (of the 23) significant and unavoidable impacts 

, resulting from the SVRE's proposal. Serious environmental concerns remain regarding traffic 
(already awful; flawed analysis), noise (rubber road is not enough), scenic views (108-foot MAC 
remains), water (hypothetical modeling assumptions of virtual wells), population (flawed occupancy 
assumptions; insufficient on-site employee housing) and pollution (loss of night sky; more greenhouse 
gases). The only way to diminish these impacts is by reducing the number of bedrooms (aka 

, population). 

; The FEIR acknowledges a "potentially feasible" solution with the alternative (17.3.4) that poses a 
, reduction to 50% of the bedrooms in order "to avoid or substantially reduce" the significant 

environmental impacts. The developer claims "critical mass" is needed for financial feasibility but 
economic analysis is, to date, absent, although it is promised "10 days prior to commencement of 
entitlement hearings." The Board of Supervisors will determine the proper project size, hopefully 

, balancing benefits and impacts. 

Overriding Considerations not justified: The Board of Supervisors may only approve a project with 
significant and unavoidable impacts by making a finding of "overriding considerations" wherein 
benefits are determined to outweigh the severity of the environmental harm. The FEIR is 
disappointingly dismissive of over 300 concerns and, limited by CEQA, leaves the social and 
economic impacts to the decision of the Board of Supervisors. FoSV contends that the benefits of the 
proposed project to Squaw Valley, the greater Truckee-North Tahoe region, and Placer County do not 
outweigh the environmental damage and, therefore, would not justify such a Finding. 

Conditions of Approval required: While FoSV rejects this current project proposal, and regardless 
of the number of bedrooms approved, we believe any Village project approval must have additional 
requirements imposed on the developer. FoSV includes in these a reduced entitlement timeline, traffic 
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mitigation accountability, enhanced valley transportation (needed now), rigorous monitoiing to 
confirm adequate water supply, and performance metrics to ensure a viable and sustainable village. 

INTRODUCTION 

The Friends of Squaw Valley (FoSV) is a group of over 500 residents, second homeowners, and 
visitors formed in response to Squaw Valley Real Estate's (SVRE) proposed Village at Squaw Valley. 
Our mission statement calls for" environmentally sustainable, economically viable, and aesthetically 
compatible development in Squaw Valley while preserving its community character". We seek a 
Village development that balances the impacts of development with benefits to Squaw Valley and the 
region. 

We request that Placer County take the following actions in regard to the proposed Village at Squaw 
Valley Specific Plan. 

I. PROJECT MUST BE SCALED BACK 

Squaw Valley is geographically constrained as a small box canyon served by a single, narrow, 2-mile 
long road. It is the primary residence of about 500 households, the 200 home for thousands more, and a 
recreation destination (including golf course and ski area) for additional tens of thousands. As a result 
of its small size and existing usage, there is very limited space for additional large-scale development. 
Moreover, access to Squaw Valley is through the narrow Truckee River corridor with little likelihood 
of ever widening the existing two-lane Highway 89. Any development within Squaw Valley impacts 
the entire Truckee-North Tahoe region. 

The proposed Village project would allow condos, condo/hotels, and fractional ownership homes 
totaling 1500 bedrooms. In addition, it foresees 300,000 square feet of new commercial development, 
remote parking structures, and a 90,000 square foot Mountain Adventure Camp (MAC) primarily 
featuring a controversial indoor water park. The build-out is projected to take place over a 25-year 
entitlement period. 

FoSV contends the following concerns must be addressed: 

Number of Bedrooms - FoSV's primary concern with the proposed development is the number of 
bedrooms proposed. The remaining significant and unavoidable impacts cannot be adequately 
mitigated without a decrease in bedroom count. The FEIR confirms a 50% reduced density alternative 
(from 1500 to 750 bedrooms) would "reduce significant environmental impacts and was deemed to be 
potentially feasible." Unfortunately, the FEIR did not analyze the combination of 50% reduced 
density with reduced heights. 

!- Impacting this analysis is the on-going contention that the FEIR contains two fundamental flaws that 
I understate the environmental impacts. These areas must be reanalyzed before any determination in 
J number of bedrooms is made. 

I 
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· · ··rraffic .:.. "CEQA requires that the "traffic volume should represent the peak average winter ski 
conditions". The winter of 2011-12 used in the dEIR was significantly below average, with records 
showing almost no snow through the Christmas/New Year and MLK holidays. Because the peak 
traffic was low during those periods, then all impacts (such as noise and pollution) were therefore 
underestimated. 

The Final EIR dismissed this argument, contending that since a significant amount of snow fell in the 
2011-12 winter AFTER Presidents' Weekend, the skier, and therefore auto, traffic was representative. 
A careful reading of the FEIR response shows that even the authors did not believe this. They wrote 
"The comment is valid in that during a "good season" in which significant snowfall occurs in 
December and January, many of the busier days of the season occur during these months." The winter 
just passed, 2015-16, clearly showed that in an average winter, the heaviest days are during Christmas 
and the Jan-Feb holiday weekends. 

-·-water=-Hydrologists and others question the accuracy of the Water Supply Assessment (WSA). The 
PEIR states that the ongoing California uruught "may produce a more severe multiple year drought 
than any within the available historical dataset or model study period". Although the last 3 years of 
drought were incorporated into the updated WSA, uncertainty of climate change and more extreme 
drought conditions were not analyzed. The FEIR does not provide the verification of water 
availability, only assessment calculations by computer modeling. Environmental impacts due to 
groundwater drawdown were not analyzed in any meaningful manner. Some monitoring of riparian 
vegetation and well operations has been added but there is no commitment to scale back or stop if 
adverse impact occurs or performance metrics are not met. There remains no commitment to an 
oversight committee to monitor for adverse impact. 

r-Mo~;;tain Adventure Camp- SVRE's proposal includes a controversial 90,000 square foot 
j recreation center (aka MAC). The FEIR yields to the developer's premise that the MAC is the only 
i way to meet "key project objectives_ .. (of) providing a year-round destination resort." Other 
! "attractions" were not analyzed. With a (reason not justified) height of 108 feet, this structure 
j overwhelms one's initial view of the village. Moreover, FoSV contends such a "water park" is "not 

authentic" and out of character in a place with an abundance of year round outdoor recreation. If such 
"indoor amenities" are to be allowed in the project by Board of Supervisor decision, FoSV advocates 
that the building be downsized or moved to a less visible location, or better still, that the amenities be 
spread out over the entire village. 

: Cumulative Impacts- To make matters worse, the proposed Village is not the only development 
i forecasted for Squaw Valley. Within the same 25-year period, the WSA projects more than 1000 
J 

1 additional bedrooms in Squaw Valley alone. These include developments planned for the Resort at 
, c, I Squaw Creek, the Palisades, the Olympic Estates, the Plumpjack, and the Poulsen property. Although 

r~\(l assumptions about occupancy rates were amended, the effects of cumulative population increases were 
v 

1 I not addressed. ' 

I 
FoSV is committed to "environmentally sustainable" development in Squaw Valley. Only with serious 
review of the above concerns can the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors determine I where the tipping point is between population growth and level of impact. 
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II. OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS NOT JUSTIFIED 

Under California Law, the County can only approve projects with significant and unavoidable 
environmental impacts by making a "Finding of Overriding Considerations". In creating such a 
Finding, the Board must "balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project against its 
unavoidable environmental risks (CEQA 15093)". Such a "finding" will look principally at economic 
considerations (e.g. tax revenue and jobs), but FoSV contends there are still no factors of sufficient 
benefit to override the environmental damage caused by the increased population density of 1500 
units. Consider the following: 

Tax Revenue: New hotels and condominiums will produce additional property tax and ''Transient 
i Occupancy Tax" (TOT) to Placer County. However, with the major developments planned throughout 
! the North Lake Tahoe region, highlighted by new developments at Homewood, Northstar, and Martis 
! Valley, a reduction in density in Squaw Valley would have a negligible impact on Placer County's 
i TOT revenues. 

\ f; i 
/\1'-'\ ; 

tV I 
r\ ' ~ ~ 

! 

' 

Jobs: A reduction in Village density would have only a slight impact on construction jobs in the 
North Tahoe area. Consider again the other developments planned throughout the North Lake Tahoe 
region, and recall the 1 ,000 additional bedrooms planned within Squaw. 

Rehabilitation of Squaw Creek: This is the single specific, Squaw Valley-only, beneficial impact of 
the project. The FEIR opines that the amount of money to be spent by the developer on the creek will 
be proportional to the size of the project approved by the Board of Supervisors. But, there are other 
sources of funds for this work, e.g. the Friends of Squaw Creek have secured grant funding. The 
rehabilitation of the creek is essential and will proceed with or without the proposed project. 

j III. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

I The County has the authority to impose "Conditions of Approval" on the developer that pertain to 
subject-; not analyzed in the dEIR, impacts whose mitigations were simply inadequate or land use 
issues that were not addressed. While we do not approve of the currently proposed project, even a 
scaled back project requires the following conditions: 

1. Squaw Creek Rehabilitation: The developer has submitted a plan to significantly improve the 
current condition of Squaw Creek. Rehabilitation of the creek improves its natural function and 
enhances the natural beauty of the area. While the Master Phasing Plan (MacKay & Somps March 30, 
20 16) now calls for creek improvements to start with the recordation of the 150th bedroom, the final 
phase of the plan is still deferred to 40% buildout or the 600tll bedroom. We continue to recommend 
the entire creek project should be completed within two years. This will harmonize with planned 
meadow reach improvements planned over the next two years and ensure that Jack of upper stre11m 
improvements does not jeopardize downstream restoration. 

2. Phasing of Construction: To avoid isolated buildings that give the resort an "unfinished" look, 
construction phasing in the Village- Core Commercial area must maintain harmonious continuity 
with the present village. Phasing should not ]ill be dependent on economic conditions. This concern 
was not addressed in the latest phasing plan document. 
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r3. Limits on Construction Traffic: Construction traffic must be limited to SAM to 6PM during 
: weekdays only. Also, construction traffic should not be allowed until the snowplows have totally 
; cleared the roads, nor during triple coning, nor times of high visitor traffic. No commitments were 
:. made in the FEIR to modify the egregious Placer County construction times of 6am to 8pm M -F and 
! 8am to 8pm on weekends. 
l 

! 4. Trafftc Density Mitigation: The FEIR admits, in the traffic response, what is obvious to everyone 
1 -"Winter peak hour and daily conditions along Squaw Valley Road are already unacceptable "and the 
' Village Project will just make it worse. The developer must be creative on how to address this issue 
; NOW beyond the reliance on triple coning. The comment letters offered many possible solutions but 

all were dismissed. Some were simple (Three, not two, "crosswalk facilities" should be completed 
along Squaw Valley Rd), some were harder (have signs alerting people on traffic conditions before 
entering Highway 89), and some (and most needed) were dismissed as impossible (triple lane 
Highway 89 for a dedicated bus lane). At the minimum, an oversight and advisory committee should 
be formed to oversee the traffic conditions. 

~. Confarmation of Adequate Water Supply: Placer County must appoint an appropriate agency for 
insuring the adequacy of the water supply. This monitoring program should be established before any 
project permits are issued, define quantitative measures of "adequate", and include (i) stop action 
criteria if adverse thresholds appear, (ii) verification of adequate supply as a prerequisite to each new 
project, and (iii) criteria for responding to impacts on aquifer drawdown as well as on the creek and 
riparian environment. While the FEIR expands on proposed monitoring, it does not commit to an 
actual water management action plan with "stop development" action thresholds or a prearranged 
consequence of adverse impacts. 

6. Reassessment of Entitlement Approvals: The developer requests entitlements for 25 years, but 
FoSV believes that 25 years is too long because unforeseen changes may occur. Instead, initial 
entitlements must be limited to 10 years. Additional entitlements should be granted only after an 
independent and comprehensive analysis is done that includes actual environmental impacts compared 
to those projected in Final EIR, as well as performance mctrics in occupancy, economic impacts on the 
greater North Tahoe community, changes to climate, and economic trends in the ski, leisure and 
recreational industries. 

7. Preservation of Shirley Canyon: Because LOT 19 proposes heavy maintenance operations at the 
mouth of Shirley Canyon and at the edge of Squaw Creek, a zoning change from Conservation 
Preserve and Forest Recreation to Village- Heavy Commercial is required. Potential spill of propane 
or vehicle maintenance t1uids (diesel, oil, cleansers) poses substantial risk to Squaw Creek. The transit 
of numerous propane trucks to and from this location could create a potential disaster for the entire 
valley. Incredibly, the developer now plans additional subsurface propane tank placement at Lot 28, 
even closer to the creek. 

8. Provide Transportation within Squaw Valley: To mitigate traffic by residents and visitors 
staying in the valley and to reduce parking in the resort lots, the developer once proposed a scheduled, 
on-demand transportation system. We are heartened to see the revised (April 2016) Specific Plan 
commits to new shuttle service within Olympic Valley, but discouraged that it will not start until 
recordation of the 1501

h bedroom. Even though this represents a Village development" mitigation, we 
suggest this program be initiated, at least on busy days, during the next ski season. 
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9. Redu.ceExisting and Expected Noise: Noise standards along Squaw Valley Road already exceed 
Placer County standards. This SVRE proposal will exacerbate that condition. Homes along the north 
side of the Village area suffer magnified noise due to the echo effect of the box canyon location. 
We are curious about the proposed Rubber Hot Mix Asphalt surface coating to the main road. 
Reduction of 5 decibels would be welcome but health and safety concerns warrant further 
investigation before this mitigation is installed. 

10. More Substantive Parks and Recreation Improvements: The inclusion of Parks & Recreation 
(P&R) improvements is a County requirement and the dollar amount is a function of the allowed 
bedroom count (i.e. population). Currently, most of the proposed P&R improvements involve 
enhancing existing hiking trails (although flush toilets at trailheads and a linear interpretative trail 
along the creek are included). However, these hiking trails already exist, and have been used for years. 
The FoSV advocates that the money must be spent on more substantive facilities for the local 
community to use throughout the year. 

11. Transfer fees: The developer has offered to provide some "transfer fee" on real estate sales to go 
to a community benefit fund. This must be memorialized as a commitment, "in perpetuity", to come 
from both initial sales and resales of all real estate transactions, and be committed to benefitting the 
environment of Squaw Valley. It should be overseen by a local non-profit organization that has 
representation from primary and secondary homeowners as well as the business community and the 
developer(s). 

IV. BALANCING IMPACTS AND BENEFITS 

In keeping with its mission, FoSV believes that the population density of the proposed Village 
development is too great and that the resulting impacts are incompatible with the alpine environment 
of Squaw Valley. A reduction in size is needed to find the balance point between benefits and impacts. 

The Friends of Squaw Valley recommends to Placer County officials that the development, as 
proposed, must NOT be approved. Rather, the following steps should be taken. First, the Planning 
Commission must direct that the areas of traffic and water be reanalyzed to more accurately determine 
the real, resulting impacts. Second, the Planning Commission must recommend and the Board of 
Supervisors must agree to reject the proposed project as having too severe an environmental impact 
without sufficient local and regional benefits. And third, the Board of Supervisors must require a 
recirculated, revised Specific Plan be submitted to the County at a bedroom count level that 
brings the impacts to an acceptable level. 
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O10 Friends of Squaw Valley 
 
 

 

O10-1 The comment expresses support for the Reduced Density Alternative, indicating a position 
that the project should not be approved as proposed and would be more appropriate for the 
location if scaled back. Responses to specific comments are provided below.  

O10-2 See response to comment letter I4 in this document regarding the use of 2011-2012 ski 
season data to represent existing winter conditions. Note that the impacts of the project are 
based on a peak ski day, and representative peak ski days occurred in 2011-12. Also, see 
response to comment O5-2 in this document. 

O10-3 See response to comment O9-4 in this document regarding water supply adequacy. As to a 
“verification” of water availability, beyond the analysis in the EIR it is unclear what additional 
information is being sought. Based on California Water Code requirements, a water supply 
verification is required, in certain instances, once a subdivision map for a project is 
submitted, and a subdivision map is not included as part of the proposed approval. 

O10-4 See the Master Response regarding the MAC, which discusses compatibility with surrounding 
uses and the Olympic Valley, size (including height), traffic generation, water use, effects on 
water quality, and alternatives including the suggestion that the MAC facilities could be 
distributed throughout the VSVSP plan area, rather than contained in a single building. It is 
noted that the EIR does not support the MAC, rather, it evaluates the impacts of constructing 
the MAC. No new questions or issues pertaining to the environmental analysis are raised in 
this comment. Therefore, no further response can be provided. 

O10-5 The comment indicates that although assumptions about occupancy rates were amended in 
the FEIR, the effects of this population increase were not evaluated. Refer to the discussion 
of evidence supporting occupancy data used in the DEIR in the Master Response regarding 
occupancy assumptions in the FEIR (pages 3-68 through 3-71). As discussed therein, the 2.2 
percent increase in assumed occupancy used in the 2015 WSA “provides a marginally more 
conservative basis for assurance that water can be adequately supplied over the period of 
record,” but “does not, in any way, suggest the 55 percent annual occupancy, in light of the 
data above, is not supported by substantial evidence ....Issues affected by the increase in 
water use based on the 2015 WSA update are associated with biology and hydrology as they 
related to groundwater.” These resource areas are discussed in the Master Response 
regarding water supply in the FEIR. Also, see response to comment O9-6 of this document. 

O10-6 The commenter claims that the findings of overriding considerations in support of project 
approval are not justified and do not outweigh the significant impacts of the project. The 
commenter goes on state their opinion that the project benefits would be relatively small 
when viewed at a regional level. The commenter states that a reduced scale project would 
have a negligible negative impact (when compared to the project) on Transient Occupancy 
Taxes and jobs in the greater North Lake Tahoe region, and that the restoration of Squaw 
Creek is the only beneficial impact of the project that is exclusively a benefit to Squaw 
[Olympic] Valley.  

A specific response to the claim that the project benefits do not outweigh the project impacts 
is not provided here as the County’s detailed CEQA Findings of Fact are attached to the 
Board staff report. Please refer to the project findings for the County’s analysis detailing the 
County’s findings that the project benefits outweigh the project’s significant impacts. It 
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should be noted, however, that the project is of regional significance. Accordingly, project 
benefits derived from the “above and beyond” contributions memorialized in the 
Development Agreement should include regional benefits as well as localized benefits to 
Olympic Valley. A detailed discussion of the benefits that would be secured in the 
Development Agreement is included in the Board staff report.  

In addition to restoration of Squaw Creek, direct non-economic benefits to Olympic Valley 
include significant enhancement to public recreation facilities through construction and 
dedication of $3.6 million dollars of public recreation improvements plus payment of an 
additional $2.7 million dollars in Park and Recreation fees that would be used to construct 
additional public park improvements within park dedication fee area #2 (which includes 
Olympic Valley), payment of “above and beyond” fees into the TART transit system to expand 
public transit services to Olympic Valley and throughout the Resort Triangle, payment of 
$800,000 for projects within the Olympic Valley area that would improve the environment 
and/or public safety, construction of employee housing for a minimum of 250 new and 
existing Resort employees, payment of $500,000 to support regional housing initiatives for 
the Tahoe Sierra region thereby providing expanded affordable housing opportunities in 
Olympic Valley and the region, and dedication of land for a new 24-hour per day west valley 
fire station at the Resort base. The cost of the land, permitting, construction, equipment and 
initial staffing of the fire station would be borne 100 percent by the project developer. While 
some of the above described benefits would not be accrued exclusively to Olympic Valley, the 
community of Olympic Valley would be the primary benefactor. The County Board of 
Supervisors will ultimately determine if the project benefits are sufficient to override the 
impacts reported in the EIR.  

The commenter goes on to state the opinion that the project should be scaled back and that 
additional conditions should be imposed on the project. The commenter previously raised 
several of the same issues in response to the DEIR and the County provided responses in the 
FEIR. Accordingly, some of the responses below direct the reader to analyses in the DEIR or 
to a specific response in the FEIR.  

Squaw Creek Restoration  
The commenter claims that the requirement to commence stream restoration upon 
recordation of the Final Map that records the 150th bedroom and to complete restoration by 
recordation of the Final Map that creates the 600th bedroom (40 percent of the project build 
out) is inadequate and that the entire stream restoration project should be completed within 
two years of specific plan approval.  

The County’s analysis determined that the pace of construction of the stream restoration 
project is consistent with the pace of development and is sufficiently frontloaded into the 
schedule of required project improvements. The County further determined that construction 
of the entire stream restoration project would not be feasible in a shorter time period due to 
the number of existing facilities, including but not limited to surface parking, volumetric snow 
storage and drainage facilities that must be relocated and reconstructed in order to 
complete restoration of the Squaw Creek Trapezoidal Channel and the Olympic Channel. In 
addition to these physical constraints, the cost of improvements must be proportionate to 
the overall phasing of all plan area improvements to ensure that project phases are not 
unduly burdened by excessive costs. For these reasons, County staff has determined that the 
phasing schedule is appropriate and achievable.  

Project Phasing 
The commenter claims that project phasing must maintain “harmonious continuity” with the 
existing Village and that phasing should not just be dependent on economic conditions.  
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Project phasing is not dependent on economic conditions alone. The project is not only a new 
development project but redevelops the existing ski resort base area. The preponderance of 
the existing resort base area is already developed with uses such as parking, mountain 
maintenance, snow storage and utility infrastructure that are critical to the ongoing function 
of the Resort. Each of the existing Resort facilities must be demolished, relocated and 
reconstructed and new facilities built in order to implement development of the project. 
Accordingly, a detailed Master Phasing Plan is included with the project entitlements. The 
Master Phasing Plan details all of the project-serving improvements (both existing and 
proposed) and public serving improvements that must be constructed. Each of the 
improvements include multiple triggers, such as lot by lot infrastructure service requirements 
and secondary triggers based on bedroom count, to ensure that the necessary project 
serving and public serving improvements will be in place as each project phase is approved 
and constructed. In addition, the specific plan includes highly detailed development 
standards and design guidelines that all project phases would be required to comply with. 
The application of these planning tools during the review and implementation of each of 
development phase would ensure that new improvements are harmonized with existing 
improvements as the plan area is built out. 

Limits on Construction Traffic  
Construction traffic was addressed in the DEIR (see Impact 9-8) and FEIR (see the portion of 
the traffic Master Response regarding consideration of construction impacts). Also, see the 
FEIR Master Response regarding noise beginning on page 3-38 for a discussion of 
construction hours.  

Traffic Density Mitigation  
  See response to comment O9-2 regarding traffic mitigation. 

Confirmation of Adequate Water Supply  
See response to comment O9-4 regarding water supply adequacy. 

Reassessment of Entitlement Approvals 
The commenter states that the 25-year entitlement period is too long because unforeseen 
changes could occur and that implementation of the specific plan should be limited to 10 
years. The commenter further states that, “Additional entitlements should only be granted 
after an independent and comprehensive analysis is done that includes actual 
environmental impacts compared to those projected in the FEIR, as well as performance 
metrics in occupancy, economic impacts on the greater North Tahoe community, changes to 
climate, and economic trends in the ski, leisure and recreational industries.”  

The comment implies that the CEQA analysis is inadequate; however, the comment provides 
no specific examples of how the analysis is inadequate so no specific response can be 
provided. Each phase of the project would be subject to subsequent conformity review in 
accordance with Section 8.3.5 of the specific plan (Environmental Review) to determine if 
the project phase would be consistent with the certified FEIR prepared for this project and 
with the requirements of the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Plan. Should conformity review 
determine that any of the project impacts would be more severe than described in the FEIR, 
that new previously undisclosed impacts would occur or that the project would not comply 
with elements of the mitigation monitoring reporting plan, the project phase would be subject 
to additional CEQA review in accordance with State Planning Law and CEQA. In effect, the 
commenters request is already built into State Planning Law and CEQA, which governs the 
public project review process and implementation of the specific plan. 
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Preservation of Shirley Canyon 
The commenter states that a zoning change is required to implement construction of the 
mountain maintenance facility on Lot 19. This comment is correct. The commenter further 
states that potential spill of propane or vehicle maintenance fluids pose a risk to Squaw 
Creek as does the transport and storage of propane at this location, where an underground 
propane storage and distribution facility would be constructed. The commenter goes on to 
state that the project now proposes to include placement of underground propane tanks on 
Lot 28. 

These issues were analyzed in the DEIR and FEIR, and mitigation measures were identified 
(see, in particular, the FEIR Master Response regarding the mountain maintenance facility). 
Lot 28 was previously identified as a potential location for a portion of the project propane 
storage. However, consultation with the Squaw Valley Fire Chief determined that this location 
would be infeasible for a variety of reasons and the specific plan has been modified to limit 
the establishment of a bulk propane storage and distribution facility to Lot 19 only (the East 
Parcel will include a single bulk propane tank to serve the East Parcel land uses). Please also 
see response to comment 09-5 of this document. 

Provide Transportation within Squaw Valley 
The commenter states that they are pleased to see that the project would implement an “on-
demand transportation system” for residents and guests in Olympic Valley, but are 
disappointed to see that it would not be implemented until recordation of the Final Map that 
creates the 150th project lodging room. The commenter goes on to state that the program 
should be implemented, at least on busy days, during the next ski season (2016/2017).  

The Resort already operates an in-valley private shuttle service that operates between the 
Village and the Resort at Squaw Creek, and between the Resort base area and the Alpine 
Meadows Resort base area. The service is expected to continue and to expand as project 
phases are implemented including the expansion of service into residential neighborhoods. 
As the first phase of the project would likely include at least 150 bedrooms of lodging 
development, the County anticipates that the expanded service would be conditionally 
implemented upon recordation of the first Final Map. Since this is sufficiently early in the 
development of the project, the expanded service should be available when the first project 
phase is implemented. Furthermore, since no discretionary entitlements are required to 
implement expanded private Resort shuttle service the project proponent could voluntarily 
implement the expanded service prior to implementation of the first phase of development. 
Please also see response to comment 09-3 of this document. 

Reduce Existing and Expected Noise 
Noise—both from project construction and operations—was addressed in the DEIR (see 
Impact 11-1 through 11-5) and FEIR (see the Master Response regarding noise). Also, see 
response to comment I5-3 in this document regarding potential secondary effects of 
installing rubberized asphalt to reduce traffic noise. 

More Substantive Parks and Recreation Improvements 
The commenter states that most of the proposed park and recreation improvements involve 
enhancement of existing hiking trails, that these trails already exist and that they have been 
in use for years. The commenter goes on to state that the park and recreation improvements 
should include more substantive facilities that would be available for use by the local 
community throughout the year.  

Improvements to existing on-mountain hiking trails is a component of the park and 
recreation plan, but the plan encompasses far more improvements than implied by the 
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commenter. In addition to improving existing hiking trails to a U.S. Forest Service Class 3 
standard and dedication of public access easements for use of those trails, the project would 
construct new Class 1 biking and hiking trails, a linear park along Squaw Creek, public 
parking and flush restrooms at the Granite Chief trailhead and at the Shirley Canyon 
trailhead, conversion of the existing pit toilets at Squaw Valley Park to flush restrooms 
including construction of a sewer connection and lift station, children’s seasonal play area, 
seasonal dog park and other related improvements. The total value of constructed 
improvements, not all of which are listed in this response, is estimated at $3.6 million 
dollars. The project would also contribute an additional $2.7 million dollars in Park and 
Recreation fees that would be utilized to construct other park and recreation improvements 
in park and recreation fee district #2, which includes Olympic Valley, Alpine Meadows and 
the Truckee River corridor. This level of public park and recreation improvements, which are 
applied to a hospitality project, is commensurate with County requirements for a comparably 
sized multi-family residential project and the County’s General Plan Policies 5.A.2 and 5.A.3 
to require 5 acres of active and 5 acres of passive parkland per 1,000 residents.  

Transfer Fees 
The commenter states that the project proposes to establish a real estate transfer fee, that 
the County should require the transfer fee on all real estate transactions in perpetuity, and 
that the transfer fee fund should be overseen by a non-profit organization that would commit 
the proceeds to environmental improvements in Squaw Valley.  

The transfer fee is a private fee program and is not included in the project entitlements, 
conditions of approval or the Development Agreement and no portion of any County required 
project improvements or mitigation measures rely upon the transfer fee for funding. The 
commenter is encouraged to contact the project proponent directly to discuss ideas for how 
the program should be administered.  

Project Impact and Benefits 
The commenter states that the scale of the project is too large, that the project impacts are 
incompatible with the alpine environment of Squaw Valley, and that the project should be 
reduced in scale to improve the balance between the project benefits and impacts. The 
commenter goes on to state that the analysis of traffic and water should be reanalyzed “to 
more accurately determine the real, resulting impacts.” Regarding this portion of the 
comment, please see the Master Response regarding recirculation on page 3-109 of the 
FEIR.  

The commenter goes on to state that the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
should reject the project and require that a reduced scale specific plan be submitted to the 
County and a revised environmental analysis be conducted for the reduced density project. 
This portion of comment is reflective of the commenter’s opinion of the project and does not 
raise specific issues so no response is provided.  
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Placer County Planning Commission 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Subject: August 11,2016 Item: Propo~ed Village at Squaw Valley SpecifiC Plan 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission: 

The Fri.ends of the West Shore (FOWS) appreciates this opportunity to provide comments on the 
Proposed Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan (VSVSP), including the final EIR and staff 
report. FOWS works toward the preservation, protection, and conservation of the West Shore, 
our watersheds, wildlife, and rural quality of life, for today and future generations, and represents 
community interests from Emerald Bay to Tahoe City. Although FOWS is concerned with the 
extensive impacts the VSVSP will have in and around Squaw Valley, our comments focus 
primarily on impacts that will occur within the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

: Unfortunately, the FEIR fails to address many of our concerns and questions regarding the 
DEJR's analysis of impacts to the Tahoe Basin. The VSVSP will: 

• Cause significant and unavoidable traffic impacts within the Tahoe Basin, including 
impacts to Level of Service (increased congestion) and Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT); 

• Further threaten public health and safety by contributing to traffic that will impede 
emergency access and evacuation routes; and 

• Result in additional air and water pollution in the Basin. 

As you heard at your July 7, 2016 hearing regarding another project that will increase traffic in 
the Basin (the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan)- notably to a smaller degree than the 
VSVSP, emergency responders are already concerned about heavy traffic conditions. 

FOWS asks you to deny this project as proposed, and ensure that iflwhen a revised alternative is 
provided, a smaller-s ized project is considered, and adequate analyses of impacts and 

' requirements to employ all feasible mitigation options are incorporated. FOWS also recommends 
that County staff coordinate with the TRP A and other appropriate entities to define and address 
the capacity of roadways in the North Tahoeffruckee Region to provide emergency access and 
evacuation routes prior to contributing further to these problems. 

Additional corruncnts regarding the FEIR and staff report are attached. Please feel free to contact 
Jennifer Quashnick at j<atahoe@.sbcglobal.net if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Gearhart, 
President 

. . ~ • I , . {;' ~-:" ., 
(_,.'1--'f , ' . 

Jennifer Quashnick, 
Conservation Consultant 
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.-·--I. Ve-hicle-Miles Traveled (VMT) in the Tahoe Basin 

As noted in our comments on the DEIR, as well as in the FEIR's response to comments, 1 

VMT in the Tahoe Basin negatively impacts the environment (especially water and air 
quality) and public health and safety (i.e. more congestion impedes the ability of people to 
evacuate and access by emergency responders, notably already a concern along Tahoe's 
'West Shore2

). We appreciate the FEIR's attempt to better quantify the VMT impacts to the 
Lake Tahoe Basin in Master ~esponse 3.1.2.3 However, our comments regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR were not addressed, and we remain concerned the 
project's traffic impacts will be even greater than the significant and unavoidable impacts 
already estimated in the EIR. 

A. Comparison to TRPA's VMT Threshold Standard: 

VMF comparison to TRPA Threshold Evaluation: 

The FEIR compares the project's in-Basin VMT to the 2010 VMT estimates for the 
Tahoe Basin, and concludes that the project would not violate the VMT standard because 
it would increase VMT by 23,842 miles, or 1.2%,4 and therefore not violate TRPA's 
regional standard. The 2011 VMT included in TRPA's 2011 Threshold Evaluation 
Update report (released with the RPU E1S and RTP/SCS EIRIS in 2012) was just 1.5% 
better than (or below) the TRPA VMT standard,5 which equates to approximately 30,958 
VMT. In other words, if VMT increased by more than 1.5% (or 30,958 miles) above 
2011 levels, the TRPA standard would be violated. Although we believe the EIR 
underestimates the project's traffic impacts (as noted in our comments on the DEIR, and · 
other public comments), the estimated VMT with the VSVSP included is just 0.3% (or 
7,116 miles) below the TRPA standard- leaving little room for error before TRPA's 
VMT standard is violated (a significant impact when considered in terms of cumulative 
impacts as discussed below). For example, the project's current traffic counts assume just 
55% full time occupancy. It is far more likely that occupancy upward of 100% will occur 
on peak summer Friday (the period ur,n which VMT is based) - generating far more 
than the 1.2% increase in the FEIR. In another enmple, as noted elsewhere in our 
comments, a recent NLTRA survey found that 47% of visitors to the North 
Tahoetrruckee region visited Emerald Bay. This number is far greater than the 0.03% 

I See FEJR, p. 3.2.4-117- 118. 
2 

hliD:/fwww.leaglc.comfdecision/ln%20CACO"A,2020 1.5122:!052'CALlfQRNIA %:!0CLEAN%20ENERQ 
f%20COMMOTEE%20v.%20COt)NTY%200Fo/o:!OPLACER 

"The addition of the project's VMT to the 2010 summer value would result in 2,008,442, which would remain 
below this VMT threshold ... thc resulting VMT generated by the VSVSP would not exceed the TRPA VMT 
threshold (a threshold not used in any of the documents)." (FEJR, p. 3-25 to -26). 
4 "The proje<:t's summer Friday VMT estimate within the TRPA boundary is 23,842. Total VMT in the 
TRPA boundary was estimated in the Regional Plan (at Table 3.3-S)to be 1,984,600 for swruner 2010 
conditions. The project would result in an I!Stimated 1.2 percent inaease in VMT within the 'J)U'A 
boWldary.'' (FEfR, p. 3-25 & 3-26) 
~ hltp:/iwww.tr!)!\.ar!!lwp-conlent/uploads/TEVAL201 1 Ch' Air-Quality Oct2012 Fjnai.Qdf; 2011 VMT 
was 2,036,642 or 1.5% better than the standard. 
6 We herein incorporate comments submitted on the DEIR and FEIR by Sierra Watch regarding occupancy 
rate assumptions. 

Page 2 of 13 

764



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 

 Placer County 
26 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

FO\\'S Comments on Village at Squaw Y•·ilk:y Specific Plan FEIR 8.'7/2016 

value asSumed in the FEIR, Appendix C (excerpt below), suggesting the EIR 
underestimates the number of visitors that may drive to Emerald Bay. 

VMT Comparison to draft Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan EIRJS 

According to the draft June 2016 Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan EIRIS, 
released after the. final VSVSP EIR, the "Existing summer daily regional VMT is 
estimated to be 1,937,070, or 93,868 below the TRPA threshold standard based on 
the most recent modeling completed to support the Tahoe Regional Transportation · 
Pion (l'RPA 2016)." (TBAP DElR!S, p. 19-187

). In other words, the most recent 
VMT estimate in the Tahoe Basin is 93,868 miles below violating the regional VMT 
standard. The VSVSP will add 23,842 milcs8 (which as noted elsewhere, is 
underestimated)- equal to an approximate increase of25% ofthe 93,868 difference. 
The proposed Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan (MVWPSP) estimates 13,745 
additional miles ofVMT in the Basin,9 adding another 15%. Traffic cowrts for 2015 
and 2016 are not availab1e yet. however it is clear among locals and visitors that 
traffic on our roadways has increased substantially over the past two years and traffic 
from growth outside of the region is expected to continue to grow}0 It is also obvious 
from Jong term trends II that traffiC fluctuateS, and We have experienced much higher 
traffic levels without any substantial increases in development. 

1 http:/iwww.placer.ca.gov/-!mediRicdr/ecsfeir,\ahoebasincpideiril9 cumulative.pdf?la~en. 
8 

"On a peak travel day, the Projea would generate approximately 23,842 VMT within the Tahoe Basin. 
Total VMT in theTRPA boundary wAS estimated in the Regional Transportatioo Plan ofTRPA to be 
1,984,600 for summer 2010 conditions. Based on this benchmark, whkh is considered the best available 
data, the Proje« would result in 1111 estimated 1.2 percent increase in VMT within the TRPA boWldary. The 
addition of the project's VMT to the 2010 summer value would result in2,008,442 VMT, which remain 
below the VMT threshold of2,067,600. Therefure, the resulting VMI' generated by the Proje<:t would not 
:xceed the TRPA VMT threshold." (Staff report, p. 33) 

http:/twww.p Iacer ,ca .gov/-/medi aicd r.'tcs/ei r/manisyal l.!;~e~tparcdtfin!!leinnay20 Jolappendix lfapdx%20 
0 vmt calcs um.pdf'lla"'W 
to hnp:!illl·wv.·. sierrasun .corn/newsi2196S274-113/Qublic;meetings-on-tap-to-address-future-Qf 
11 bttp:/;www.trro.org/wp-C011 tent/uploads/TEVAL20ll' Ch3 Air-Qunlity Oct2012 r~inal.pdf; seep. 3-17 
and 3-49. 
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! we u.\'k the Placer County .Plalllling Cmtunissimz to consider the impacts thi~ 
j tulilitionultmjlic will ltave ()II Tahoe's roadwujrs, enviromnelll, (tlld fJUblil' health 
1 and ~·afe(l', hotlt indh'idually mut cumululi~·ely, attd recommend denial tJf the I project us proposed. I 

' 
II B. LOS Impacts in the Tahoe Basin 

l The FEIR concludes significant and unavoidable impacts to LOS 1n Tahoe City (Staff 
j Report, p. 57). As · local and visitors can attest to, conditions through Tahoe City 
i during peak periods in 2015 and 2016 have frequently reached gridlock. This 
1 happened without the additional traffic from Homewood Village Resort, Boulder 
.

1 

Bay, Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan, the Tahoe Basin Area Plan, the Tahoe 
· City Lodge, or the myriad of other projects currently proposed in the North 

1 Tahoeffruckee Region that will draw more people and cars to the area, and especially 
I without the impacts of the VSVSP. Not only does congestion cause environmental 
~~ impacts, but it al~ threatens public health and safety by impeding emergency access. 

by first responders and evacuation routes in the event of an emergency such a~ a 
wildfire. Although TRPA may be responsible for land use in the Basin, Placer County 
is responsible for the protection of the public throughout the entire County; this 
includes the Lake Tahoe Basin. The VSVSP's additional, significant and presumably 
unavoidable impacts will only further threaten life, property, and the environment. As 
you heard at your July 7, 2016 hearing regarding the MVWPSP, 12 emergency 
responders are very concerned about the impacts of adding more traffic to our 
roadways.13 

We IL.\'Ii you "' deny tlli~ project us propo.wtd and wmider u .~mailer smle 
development. additional millgution, und coordination with the TRPA to define the 
Cllpadty of roadwuy!i in t.lte North '/ahoe/l'ruckee Region to provM~ emergen(\' 
ucce,o;.~ tmd emcrmtio11 routes prior to collfl'ilmting.litrther ttl there pmhlems. 

C. Air quaUty impacts within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin: 

In our comments on the DElR, we stated the ElR needed to evaluate and disclose the 
impacts to the Lake Tahoe Air Basin. The FEIR responded with erroneous infonnation, 

. stat1ng that the Lake Tahoe Air Basin is part of the Mountain Counties Air Basin 
(MCAB),14 and that emissions for the MCAB were estimated. 

A simple view of the California Air Resources Board (CARB) website would have 
shown.that the Lake Tahoe Air Basin is a separate and distinct Air Basin. This is not only 

12 htto:/iv..~w.~ierr~~>un.com/nc;ws/22914496-113/m;vds-\'alley-we:;t-deve!!IP!!r·ooDOilents-look·to·final 
n Beth Kenna, reading a statement from NrFPD's Chief. stated they "share concern about the added 
challenges to evacuation," and California Highway Patrol Cpt. Ryan Stonebraker stated that 1here are 
limited areas of ingress/egress, and "the more population there is, the more tourists there arc, the more 
things happen. I can tell you that personally just working the Fourth of July." Cpt. Stonebraker also noted 
that they have bike pa1rols because that's the only thing that can get around on peak periods like July 3'~. 
14 "The air quality thresholds used in the analysis are based on the air basin that would be directly a~ed 
by project development and ll'affic, the Mountain County Air Basin, whid! includes lhe Lake Tahoe 
Basin." (FEIR, p. 3.2.4-1 1 6). Also, we remind the PEIR authors that t11e correct tennis !he "Moontain 
C()Uilt~ Air Basin." 
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'refiectecn>:y·-CARB maps (examples below) clearly delineating the air basins, but also in 
the CARB's designations for state standards, which clearly indicate individual 
designations tor the Lake Tahoe Air Basin and Mountain Counties Air Basin. 15 It is 
surprising the document preparers made such an error. In addition, that the TR.PA failed 
to comment on this issue does not negate the public~s ability to do so. 

- ~~--~.~~~~~~--~~---------=--=···-~---=····=··= .. · -=--==~~ 

California Air Basins and Counties 

hM:/11\ ww.@p<x.la orgimapsi 

"""' AslllieiNo•~odhy -l'llad<Tetl
onciG,.Y~I.II'OO. 

CoortiM.,. -eel 111 _,t>l Ul>oio 
_.,Thlft-kllo~I.IIM-. 

1 ~ http://www.arb.ca.gov/de~igjadm/adm.htnJ!ll!cl.i!.!:.C:. 
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• 

http://www .arb.ca.gov/desigtadm/20 I 3/state o3 .odf 
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The EIR fails to evalm1te·and tfisdose the uir quali(l' impacts of tire prt1po.~ed project in 
the Luke Taltoe Air Ba!iin. 

· ·- 'i):-Fanny Bridge Revitalization Project: 

The FEIR states that the Fanny Bridge Revitalization Project will "improve traffic 
conditions at the SR 89/SR 28 intersection, resuhin~ in traffic impacts at this intersection 
[that are] less severe than identified in the DEIR." 6 However, as noted in our extensive 

16 The Fanny Bridge Revitalization project is listed in Table 18-2 of the DEIR as a cumulative project Page 18-
18 of DEIR describes this project and indicates that at the time the DEIR technical analysis was being 
completed, a preferred alternative for this project had not yet been selected. Accordingly, th~ DEIR 
conservatively assumed no improvements would be· constructed at the SR 89/SR 28 intersection for the 
cumulative conditions analysis. It would have been speculative to assume any of the six alternatives would be 
constructed because a preferred alternative had not' been chosen, particularly given that once completed as 
estimated in 2018, the Fanny Bridge Revital ization Project would improve traffic conditions at the SR 89/SR 28 
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comments on the Fanny Bridge EIR submitted to TRP A and Placer County, 17 the Fanny 
Bridge project is likely to result in more traffic impacts in the long tenn. Therefore ' it 
cannot be relied ujx>n to mitigate impacts from the VSVSP. 

ll:-· Cffmate Change:. 

The FEJR also failed to respond to our comments18 regarding the evaluation of how climate 
change will affect the project's cumulative impacts. For example. we noted that climate 
change means increased fire danger, thus questioning how the project will impact the 
evacuation of people from the area. Also, changes in weather and snowpack will affect water 
supply. Rather than address this question, the FErR's response merely focuses on one aspect 
of our q11estion- regarding the cumulative project list- and fails to address concerns about 
climate change impacts.'9 As the CEO of Squaw Valley Ski Holdings recently said, "Climate 
change has already begun to reveal itself as persistent drought in the· Sierra Nevada, lower 
snowpack, increased number and scale of forest fll'es, and the substantially increased 
volatility of weather patterns across our great state."20 It is perplexing that the · CEO 
proclaims concerns over these impacts, yet Squaw Valley Ski Holdings proposes a project 
that will substantially increase GHG emissions, further threaten public health and safety by 
placing l,OOO's more people in high fire danger areas with only one road to evacuate the 
valley, and create increased demand for water supplies that may decrease due to climate 
change (notably all impacts which are dismissed through various claims and/or simply noted 
as 'significant and unavoidable' while Jacking sufficient consideration of mitigation 
measures in the FEIR). 

III. Cumulative Impacts: 

A. Cumulative Project List: 

The FEIR responds to our comments regarding the lack of adequate cumulative analysis 
(labeled 03-15) by referring to the Cumulative Project List in Table 18-2 of the DEIR: 
"Table 18-2 (pages 18-3 through 18-5) in the DEJR provides the list of probable future 

inttfsection, resulting in traffic impacts at this intersection less severe than identined in the DEIR. See 
hnb://www,tq_IJ.~ansportation.orlli'f.•tnnv-new-1 , (FE!R, p. 3-25). 
' 7 http://friendswestshore.org/fannv-bridges-r-S9-realisnment! 
11 

"The cumuiBiive impeCls of these projects need to also be analyzed in lig)rt of climate change, which is 
expected to aggravate existing issues and concerns. For example, with incre!ISed wildfire dang«2', impacts to 
traffic and emergency acuss are likely to become more important, and as climate change results in a 
reduced snowpack. and with the potential for ongoing drought, water supply concerns will increase." 
(Ulbclcd as comment 03-IS, FEIR, p. 3.2.4-1 12). 
19 

"Table '18·2 (pages 18-3 through 18-5) in the DEIR provides the list of probable future projects that are in the 
project vicinity and that are likely, in combination witjl the project, to result in cumulative impacts. The list 
includes 18 projects, most of which overlap with the I 0 projects listed in the comment, but also including 
Truckee and the Tahoe Vision Plan. It does not Include projects, such as the Meyers Area Plan and several other 
pr<~ject.9 on the south and south east side of Lake Tahoe because these projects are sufficiently distant that they 
are not likely to combine with the project to create cumulative impacts. Also, see Table I 8· I in the DETR for an 
explanati011 of the geographic area of cumulative analysis, and the Master Response regarding the cumulative 
analysis." (FElR,p. 3.2.4-121). 
20 http :/.'wv.w. laketahoeney..,,n eti20 16105/d imateQclJam:e-poses-risk-to-nev·e<:onom y/ 
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projects that are in the project vicinity and that are likely, in combination with the 
project, to result in cumulative impacts. The list includes 18 projects, most of which 
overlap with the 10 projects listed in the comment, but also including Truckee and the 
Tahoe Vision Plan ... Also, see Table 18-1 in the DEJR for an explanation of the 
geographic area of cumulative analysis, and the Master Response regarding the 
cumulative analysis," (FEIR, p. 3.2.4- I 21 ). 

The Cumulative Project List in Table 18.2 does. not quantify the potential cumulative 
impacts from regional area projects; it simply lists the projects. The table also does not 
include known substantial North Tahoe developments that have been approved but not 
yet built, (for example, Boulder Bay) or have been in the planning stages for some time 
(i.e .. the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and the Martis Valley West Parcel Area 
Plan21/Brockway Campground). Notably, the MVWPSP, which is simply listed in the 
t.ahle, estimates increased VMT in the Lake Tahoe Ra~in to he over 13,000 VMT,22 or 
approximately a 0.7% increase. The cumulative impacts of these projects alone (a 1.90/o 
increase) are greater than 1.5% difference between the 20 I 0 VMT and TRP A VMT 
standard, and therefore based on the FEIR's VMT intbrmation, can be expected to, 
violate TRPA's threshold standard. This should be clearly discussed and disclosed in 
the FEJR. 

With regards to the referenced Master Response for cumulative analysis, it specifically 
only responds to projects in the Alpine Meadows area,23 and therefore does not address 
the impacts of other regional projects. 

B. Cumulative Travel Demand Modeling: 

Although the DEIR states that the study area is partially included in the TR.P A travel 
demand model,24 this does not appear to be the case. Additionally, in October 2015, 
TRPA staff and Board members discussed concerns about transportation impacts from 
out of Basin projects, including Squaw Valley?s Although TRPA staff appear to have 

" This AJea Plan was proposed within the Tahoe Basin in 2014; the application has been suspended but not 
withdravm. Brockway Campgrow1d, propo$ed for the same project area, emerged In January 2015, before 
the DElR was released (http:i/moonshineink.comlnew-s/tahoc-basin-taken-<tut-martis-vnlley-wes1·projeC!). 
22 ~en a peak travel day, the project would generate approximately 13,745 VMT within the Tahoe Basin." 
(FEIR. p. 3-17). 110WS estimates from intbrmation included in the DEIR Appendix K indicate over 15,000 
VMT, as noted in our commeots on the DEJR. MVW DEIR estimates were available months before the release 
of the VS VSP FEIR. and weco notably completed by the same consulting firm. Therefore, it is reasonable to 
expect the FEIR to include the MVWSP's VMT estimates. 
2
J ''Numerous comments state that the DEIR's cumulative analysis should have oonsidered projects in the 
Alpine Meadows area, such as the proposed Base-to-Base Gondola project, Alpine Sierra Development, 
and White Wolf. These projects are discussed beluw following a discussion of the CEQA context for 
cumulative impact analyses." (FEJR, p, 3-63). 
24 

"Tiie study area is partially included in the travel demand models of the Tovm of Truckee and TRPA.'' 
~DEIR, p. 18-17). . 
5 

"Mr. Hester said when the Regional Plan and tl)e Regional Transportation Plan were done they projected 
what the out of Basln.growth would be and those flgures.were used as a baseline assumption. For near 
Basin projects we need to ensure that what they generate is within the assumptions we used or if they are 
not, the new impacts are addressed. When the out of Basin Environmental Impact Statements and 
Environmental Impact Reports are prepared they have not shown the level of detail on whether the 
IISSumptions comply ••. Projects or area plans environmental docwnents needs to have an analysis 
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suggested impacts from Squaw Valley had been considered, the most recent cumulative 
impact analyses (2012) included in the TMPO!fRPA RTP EIRJS and TRPA RPU EIS 
did not include Squaw Valley (see list of cumulative projects in the Lake Tahoe 
RTP/SCS Draft EIRJEIS, p. 4-5 to 4-82~. The June 2016 draft EIR for the Tahoe Basin 
Area Plan also applies 'adjustments' to add traffic from the VSVSP and other projects to 
account for these impacts not being covered by TRPA 's previous analysis. 27 

. c~· ·AsSumptions used in VMT estimates: 

Our comments on the DEIR questioned the data used to estimate the destination of trips in 
the Tahoe Basin (and therefore, the VMT). The only source for such assumptions presented 
in the DEIR appears to be the guest and employee surveys in the DEIR, which do not specify 
the destinations taken on all trips. We also presented recent information suggesting that a 
larger number of guests may potentially drive along Tahoe's West Shore to visit Emerald 
Bay (as well as other in-Basin locations):21 

"The DEIR indicates traffic will be generated on Tahoe's west and north shores. but surveys do 
not address the intended location of Squaw Valley guests in the Lake Tahoe Basin. For example, 
as reflected by the data presented on pages 9·17 through 9-21, survey questions asked how many 
trips guests took outside of Squaw Valley. But there were no questions regarding where the trips 
were made to. Notably, a recent survey of visitors throughout the Tahoe'Truckee!Squaw Valley 
Regionl7 found that "The most popular attraction was Emerald Bay, with 47 percent of surve}' 
respondents indicating spending time during their visit there." (p. 6). In fact. more visits were 
made to locations within the Tahoe Basin than elsewhere: 

comparing those to the Regional Plan and an analysis comparing the cumulative totals. The definition will 
start with all near Basin (resort triangle) projects and will be refined in the future ... TRPA and Placer will 
[be) discussing for future environmental documents . .. how in Basin impacts from adjacent and very near to 
the Basin projects can affect internal assumptions and the environmental impacts within the Basin that need 
to be examined in that contexts." (Excerpts from minutes for 10/2812015 GB hearing at 
http://www. trpa.on:lwo-contcnVuploadsJDecember -16-20 15 ·Governing-Board-?ack~'!.pdQ. 
26 hnp:l/tanoempo.org!rtp draft!! Regional Transportation Plan EIS/04 Cmnul ati~c RTP.pdf 
2l 

http:/twww.placer.ca.gov/-lmedja/cdr/ecs/eir/tahoebasincpldeir/apoendix%20g transportation%20and%20 
circulation revised%206 2.pdf?la~en 
21 Labeled as 03-11 in the FE JR., p. 3.2.4-106 to -107. 
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(2S percent). s..g,..l'ine Point n..te "m {23 perc-), and Tru<:lo.« ltiloer llitftirlg (16 

percent). 

The FEJR response refers to the Master Response regarding traffic impacts in the Tahoe 
Basin, which then fails to respond to the question. The public has not been provided the 
information used to assess where guests and employees are expected to drive in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin. Although Appendix C provides estimates of locations and associated VMT, 
the assumptions used to generate the trip data are · still not provided. As noted, the 
estimated guest trips into the Tahoe Basin, including on SR 89 along the West Shore, 
appear to significantly underestimate trips based on the information presented in the 
North Lake Tahoe Resort Association's 2014 survey oftraveler destinations. 

Given the pmjec•f i\' anticipated to contribute to cumulative tr(ljju: impact.~ i11 the Lake 
Tahoe Ba.\'ilt to tl degree that will violate tile VMT .\1undard, it i~· reasonable to ttssume 
thai lite project will further ,-ontrihute ltJ tltc cumulative impact.~ '!{ traffic from 
multiple regional projects and pltms. Tl•e FEIR should fitl~v di~·cla.fe this impact. 

, l IV. Inadequate Mitigation: 

. CEQA section § 21002.1 states: "(a}. The purpose of an environmental impact report is to 
i identify the significant effects on the environment of a project, to identify alternatives to 
i the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated 

I 
or avoided. (b) Each public agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the 
environment of projects that it carries out or approves whenever it is feasible to do so." 

I (Emphasis added]. 
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- While the FEJR mak-;-;;;f;rences to the 2016 TART Systems Update Plan29 (p. 32}, the 
I proposed mitigation provides no guarantees. that transit service will be expanded to 

mitigate impacts, no performance measures that must be met by future mitigation, nor 
does proposed mitigation go far enough to further mitigate impacts. Instead, the applicant 
simply deems the impacts 'significant and unavoidable' and asks you to approve their 
project with 'Overriding Considerations." 

As noted in our comments on the DEIR, the mitigation measures are insufficient, and the 
FEIR: "need~ to include provisions which clearly identify when ridership will be 
considered to have reached capacity, and therefore, when this mitigation measure would 
be required. In addition, the FEIR needs to analyze the existing traruit service, and 
changes to frequency, cost, convenience, deslinations, and other factors that will be 
necessary to increase ridership, and what monitoring activities will be included to ensure 
s1dficient transit service in the future. Further, thP. F'F.TR need~ to identify measures to 
disincentivize personal automobile use, and how such measures will be implemented and 

I monitored over time." (p. 14 in FOWS DEJR comments; labeled as comment 03-13 by 
l FElR}. 
I 
! A. Ridenhip capacity ondefi.Ded: 

Our comments labeled 03-13 express concerns regarding Mitigation Measure 9·7, 
which requires the applicant to pay a fair share toward transit funding - but only after 
ridership approaches capacity. However, "capacity" is not defined, .nor is there any 
analysis of how, or if, this funding will actually mitigate project impacts. Tbe FEIR 
acknowledges that this information will need to be further developed, 30 and states that 
the determination of the specifics of this mitigation will be done later in consultation 
with TART and Placer County Staff.31 However, this response defers mitigation and 
fails to provide the public with the detailed information necessary to. assess the 
project impacts and future requirements. The public cannot possibly comment on 
details that are not provided in the first place. 

B. Future transit service: 

The FEIR fails to address the inadequacies in mitigation from transit service. In. 
addition to the defects noted above, the response provided in the Master Response 
3.1.2 includes other contradictory statements and insufficient information. 

19 "The annual funding is designated for the ongoing operational illld maintenance costs for transit services 
outlined in the Tahoe Truckee Area Regional Transit Systems Plan and to pay the TART fares for Specific 
Plilll employees." (p. 32). April 6, 20l6. 
30 '"With Teglll'd to triggers that result in new transit servire 8J)d what factors will ·bc used to determine when 
ridership approaches ~acity, it is acknowledged that this type of detai I will need to be fw1her developed; 
however, the DEIR incudes commitments to meet the performance mdrics to be established by TART." 
WEIR resp:mse to 03-13, p. 3.2.4-12G). 

1 
"The commenl indicates that mitigation for impacts to lransit service should include monitoring and a 

definition ofwha:t it means for ridership to be at capacity.. As described in the DEJR., puuuant to Miti~ion 
Measure 9-7, the provisions for monitoring and determining the appropriate fair share or the steps for 
forming a CSA or CFD shall be determined rrior to the r;ecordation of the Initial Large Lot Final Map in 
consultation with, and to the satisfllction of, Tahoe Area Regional Transit (TART) and County staff." 
(FEIR response to 03-12, p. 3.2.4-120). 

Page It ofl3 
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FO\\'S Commcllts on Village at Squaw Valley Specific f'lan FEll~ g:/!2016 

I) The FEIR suggests that the VSVSP's anticipated fair share funding will cover 
just one additional inbound bus from Tahoe City and one from Truckee durin~ 
a Saturday winter morning peak hour, estimated to reduce 37 trips. 
However, the FElR does not disclose whether a reduction of 37 trips will 
provide sufficient mitigation for the project's impacts. During the 
summertime, the DElR estimates· almost 600 new trips may occur on a peak 
Friday in the summer (Table 9-1933

), however no performance standards or 
estimates are provided for how many trips will be reduced through transit 
improvements. 

2) Oddly, even as the FEIR relies on improved transit service as one means to 
mitigate project impacts, the FElR also suggests that enhanced transit service 
may not be an effective means to reduce auto use.34 The FEIR also responds 

·to our DF.IR comments regarding the need to consider additional disincentives 
to personal automobile use by admitting, "the VSVSP does not include any 
jea,tures that would directly dis-incentivize private automobile use in the 
region." (FEIR, p. 3.2.4-120). Even as this impact is recognized as significant 
and unavoidable in the FEIR, no consideration of such disincentives that may 
provide additional mitigation options is provided. Further, there is no 
evaluation of what types of transit improvements would improve ridership, 
such as reduced wait times, different/additional locations, lower fees, etc. 

Measures involving targeted improvements to transit service3~ combined with disincentives 
to personal automobile use provide two clear examples of additional mitigation measures that 
the project could incorporate to help mitigate traffic impacts. In addition, the EIR needs to 
include performance standards upon which mitigation measures can be monitored and 
assessed. We herein incorporate detailed comments regarding mitigation from the League to 
Save Lake Tahoe, Sierra Watch, Mountain Area Preservation, and the Friends of Squaw 
Valley. 

In summary, the EIR contains deferred mitigation in the form of additional transit service 
that will be determined later (outside of the EIR's public process), with suggestions that such 
mitigation may reduce just a small portion of the additional peak hourly trips in the winter, 
followed by references to a study that indicate such transit increases may not, alone, be 
effective to mitigate traffic impacts. The ElR also ignores additional mitigation measures that 

32 
"One evaluation of the VSVSP's anticipated fair share funding contribution indicates that it would be 

sufficient to provide one additional inbound bus &rTiving from Tahoe City and one additional bus arriving from 
Truckee during the Saturday Winter AM peak hour (with a comparable reverse afternoon trip). It is estimated, 
based on a review by the EIR traffic engineer, that this would result in the removal of 37 peak hour, peak
direction project-related vehicle trips that would otherwise drive to the Village (based on the bus capacity, and 
average vehicle occupancies of employees and skiers)." (FBIR. p. 3-27) 
n "Table 9-19 displays the number of new vehicle trips generated by the proposed project during the 
summer Friday p.m. peak hour. As shown, the project would generate approximately 590 trips during this 
~k hour." (DEIR, p. 9-42). 
• "As a result, skiers with ready access to a private vehicle have little incentive (in terms of monetary or time 
savings) to use a transit service, given the time needed to wait for the bus or use a park-and-ride .... Overall, 
however, the results of this experimental service indicate that simply providing enhance transit service to park
and-ride locations in the North Tahoe/Truckee region is not an effective means of reducing auto use." (FEIR, p. 
3-27 and 3-28). 
ls Which have been well outlined in the TART2016 Systems Update Report. 
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f'QWS Comments on Village at Squaw V~liey ~pccifk Plan F[lR 8/7/201 (l 

r--~~ available even as it concludes significant and 'unavoidable' impacts. Clearly this defeats 
CEQA's requirements for an EIR to inform the public and to include all feasible mitigation 
measures - especially where impacts hav.e been determined to be significant and 
unavoidable. 

V. Condusion: 

It appears that rather than address the DEJR's technical insufficiencies and evaluate all 
available mitigation measures, the developers aim to wash their hands of the impacts by 
simply reasserting the (inadequate/undefined) "mitigation measures" provided in the DEIR 
and then stating that more can't be done, thereby leaving it to the you and the Board of 
Supervisors to decide if the traffic impacts are worth the project's purported benefits. We do 
not believe Lake Tahoe owes the applicant a profit at the Lake's expense, nor should public 
safety be further compromised for the applicant's bottom line. 

We.' a.\·k you to de11y thi~· project as propm;ed, and ettsurc thot ~(!when a re11ised a/temttri11e 
iJ prtwided, a .\·maller-.~hetf project i.v COhsidered, uml udequate atro~v.~e.<: rif Impacts and 
l'l!t[llirements to employ all [i!fiSihlt! mitigatio/1 tlptiOnS art! incotpofllfi!d 

Page 13 of 13 
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O11 Friends of the West Shore 
Susan Gearhart, President and Jennifer Quashnick, Conservation Consultant 
August 7, 2016 

 

O11-1 The comment states that the FEIR does not address the commenter’s concerns and 
questions regarding the DEIR’s analysis of impacts to the Tahoe Basin. A summary of 
concerns is presented, including concerns related to traffic, emergency access and 
evacuation routes, and air and water pollution. See responses to comments O11-2 through 
O11-8, below, for detailed responses to these comments. 

 The remainder of the comment is directed towards the project approval process and does 
not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR or FEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is provided here. The Placer County Board of Supervisors will consider this issue 
during project deliberations. 

O11-2 See the Master Response in this document regarding project-generated Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) in the Tahoe Basin. Response to comment letter L2 in this document 
addresses emergency access to Olympic Valley. The issue of emergency access in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin was not raised by any commenters (including emergency responders) during the 
DEIR comment period. The proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact to traffic on State Route (SR) 28, east of SR 89 by adding 160 vehicles during the 
Summer Friday peak hour to a segment of roadway already operating at congested levels; as 
shown in Table 9-23 of the DEIR, peak traffic at this time would be 1,559 vehicles without 
the project and 1,719 with the project. In addition, see response to comment O3-1 in this 
document regarding the Fanny Bridge Revitalization Project. Improvements to Fanny Bridge 
were not assumed in the FEIR. No other significant impacts to traffic in the Basin would 
result. The project’s addition of traffic to this congested area, an equivalent of less than 3 
vehicles per minute, would be unlikely to meaningfully affect the ability of emergency 
responders to provide services; further, this area of roadway has a center median (painted 
yellow lines accessible for left turns) that would provide additional access in the event of an 
emergency. Similarly, an increase of 3 vehicles per minute would not meaningfully affect 
evacuation.  

O11-3 See the Master Response in this FEIR regarding project-generated VMT in the Tahoe Basin. 
This response also addresses air quality impacts within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin. The 
project, along with cumulative development would result in a total VMT that is below the 
TRPA’s carrying capacity for air quality. 

O11-4 See response to comment O3-1 in this document regarding the Fanny Bridge Revitalization 
Project. Improvements to Fanny Bridge were not assumed in the FEIR. 

O11-5 The comment states that the FEIR does not respond to the Friends of the West Shore’s 
comments regarding the evaluation of how climate change will affect the project’s 
cumulative impacts. Climate change is addressed in the DEIR in Chapter 16, “Greenhouse 
Gases and Climate Change,” and in the FEIR Master Response regarding greenhouse gas 
impacts (which contribute to climate change impacts). Cumulative impacts are addressed in 
the DEIR in Section 18.1, “Cumulative Impacts,” and in the FEIR Master Response regarding 
the cumulative analysis. The commenter also mentions climate change impacts on the 
evacuation of people from the area, which is addressed in response to comment letter L2 in 
this document, and changes in weather and snowpack affecting water supply, which is 
addressed in the FEIR (see Section 2.2, “Updated Water Supply Assessment and 
Groundwater Data,” as well as responses to comments O2-57 and O9-140 through O9-165). 
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O11-6 See the Master Response in this document regarding project-generated VMT in the Tahoe 
Basin, including consideration of the projects listed by the commenter. Regarding other 
cumulative impacts, see pages 18-1 through 18-57 of the DEIR for an analysis of the 
cumulative impacts of the VSVSP with other related projects. 

O11-7 See the Master Response in this document regarding project-generated VMT in the Tahoe 
Basin. Regarding the comment about guest trips along the West Shore, the DEIR included a 
trip distribution analysis (see Exhibit 9-8) which shows 16% of peak summer traffic from the 
project traveling south from the SR 89/SR 28 intersection, which is the direction of the West 
Shore. As shown in Table 9-23, this equates to 45 vehicles. No significant impacts would be 
expected at the intersection of SR 89/SR 28 in this direction with project traffic, and this is 
the most congested intersection in the Basin that would be accessed by substantial project 
traffic. Based on this, there is no expectation that traffic impacts would occur to the south, 
along the West Shore, especially as traffic disperses along this route.  

O11-8 This comment reiterates comments provided on the DEIR and responded to in the FEIR (see 
response to comment O3-13) regarding the adequacy of traffic mitigation. In response to the 
FEIR responses, the comment suggests that the EIR contains deferred mitigation in the form 
of additional transit service and ignores additional mitigation measures. Specifically, this 
comment suggests that the updated Mitigation Measure 9-7a as described in the FEIR lacks 
detail to understand how it could truly be considered as mitigation. The comment also cites 
the need for a definition of “capacity,” and a discussion of how or if this funding will actually 
mitigate project impacts. Refer to responses to comments S1-7 and O2-4 in this document. 
See also responses to comment letters from the League to Save Lake Tahoe (O2 and O3), 
Sierra Watch (O6 and O7), Mountain Area Preservation (O4), and the Friends of Squaw Valley 
(O9 and O10) in this document that address the issue of traffic mitigation, including transit 
service. 

 In its conclusion section, the comment suggests that the DEIR contains technical 
insufficiencies and does not evaluate all available mitigation measures. See responses to 
comments O11-1 through O11-7, above, for detailed responses to the detailed comments in 
this letter. Regarding the comment about deciding whether the project’s traffic impacts are 
worth the project’s benefits, see the portion of response to comment O10-6 in this document 
regarding balancing the project’s impacts and benefits.  

Finally, the comment states that the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors should 
deny the project as proposed and consider a smaller-sized project, ensuring an adequate 
analysis of impacts and use of all feasible mitigation options. This portion of comment is 
reflective of the commenter’s opinion of the project and does not raise specific issues so no 
response is provided. 
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Date: May 26,2016 
To: Placer County Community Development Resources Agency, Environmental Coordination Services 

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 
Attention: Maywan Krach 
cdraecs@plRcer.ca.gov 

From: Judy Carini 
POBox2419 
Olympic Valley. CA 96146 
squawhouse@att.net 

RE: Response to ·Response to Comments on the Draft ElR 

I am not a planner or a lawyer and I don't know the proper response procedures. My opinions are based on my experiences and 
observations having lived in Squaw Valley, on Squaw Valley Road, for over 40 years. According to Ascent Environmental, my 
responses to the DEIR, dated July 16, 2015, 'did not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR'. So, let's see if 
my replies to the 'Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR' gain more respect. After reading the FEIR, my thought was that no 
one has really read the SVGPI .UO. They have only jumped from part to part looking for specific wording to cover whatever they 
were working on If they had taken the time to really read it they would realize that a full buildout was not envisioned by the 
authors, who, I might add., included Placer County. Why does the County spend the money to draft General Plans and 
Co nun unity Plans is they have no intention of complying with those documents'? 

154-2 and 154-2.8 

At the SVMAC meeting May 14, 2016, Chevis said that the Specific Plan would basically replace our Squaw Valley 
General Plan. 

The 1983 Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance slates: "Sound conservation and development practices as stated 
or implied in the Placer County General Plan and which this plan accepts as planning principles, require that the following 
guidelines be followed in the future development of Squaw Valley" 

Both the quality and quantity of development must be planned to conserve, protect, and enhance the aesthetic, ecological 
and environmental assets of Squaw Valley. Both the quality and quantity are in question witl1 this project. The Specific 
Plan offers no guarantee as to the quality because no development plans have been produced and no quality 
specifications are included. 

Future development in Squaw Valley should occur only where public facilities and services, including transportation, 
can be efficiently provided. The one thing we do know for sure is that there are transportation impacts that cannot be 
ignored or mitigated. The current Specific Plan does not provide a solution to the traffic probleJll!!. This is not 
acceptable. If a solution cannot be fow1d then tlte project should be denied. 

Tn planning for the future growth and development of Squaw Valley, an optimum balance of activitie.~ and facilitie.~, 

which recognizes the strengths, weaknesses and inter-relationships of various segments of the Truckee-Squaw Valley 
and Tahoe area economy, should be encouraged." This condition has been completely ignored in the Specific Plan. The 
MAC does not fit into the SVGPLUO plan for future recreation. 

The 1983 SVGP states: '1'o develop this potential, tltis Plan proposes an integrated and balanced set of policies and standards 
for land development. The plan allows growth in Squaw Valley to reach a seasonal•peak. overnight residential population of 
about 11-12,000; maximum skier capacity would be 17,500 people per day." Population figures in tl1e DEIR, the WSA and the 
SPare incorrect The 2010 Census should not have been used to determine peak population in Squaw because it clearly admits 

778



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 

 Placer County 
I-2 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

\ 
'\) 

2 

tJ~at 'visitors, botlt day and overnight, are not accounted for in the Census, and no assessment of this transient component of 
effective population has been completed.' Placer CoWtty provided inaccurate information to Ascent Environmental on both 
average and peak population by concluding that aU the single family residences and multi-family rcsidencC8 in Squaw are 1 
bedroom units with 2.1 persons per unit. Titis is far from accurate. There are few, if any 1 bedroom single family residences 
and few if any I bedroom multi-family residencea. Using this false information gave an estimated peak overnight population of 
9,483. If this group were calculated with at least 2 bedrooms per unit and 2 persons per bedroom, which is still estimating low, 
tlte estimated peak overnight population would be 11,453. Tite EIR should be revised to reflect the higher, more accurate 
number. Doing so would mean that other intpacts will have to be readjusted to accommodate this higher calculation, including 
the traffic, making thllt impact much more critical. It will also mean that future planned developments cannot be: approved 
because, if the Specific Plan is approved, the Valley has reached its peak allowable population. 

The1983 SVGP states; "Within Ute existing residential subdivision there are currently in excess of 100 illegal apartments." 
This statement further proves thnt the estimated population figures used in the DEIR and EIR are incorrect and this statement 
also calls into question the amount of employee housing needed. Placer Cow1ty and Ascent Environmental has failed to provide 
•accurate information on peak population, average population and available employee housing in the Valley. A new study is 

1 needed for this category. 

154-19, 154-20 and 154-21 

The 1983 SVGP states; "One basic assumption of this 1983 Plan is that no additional routes into Ute Valley will be constmcted. 
This causes the traffic capacity of the intersection of State Highway 89 and Squaw Valley Road to be a limiting factor to 
development in the Valley." "the level of st~vicc during peak hour8 will fall below an acceptable "C" level before even half of 
presently allowable development has occurred. Build-out of either of the following would result in undesirable levels of service: 

a) Approximately 1700 additional occupied residential units, or 
b) Approxin1ately 500,000 square feet of additional conunercial gross floor area 

' In the 1983 SVGP, it was estimated that in 1983 there was 122,110 sq. ft. of commercial space and in 1972 there were 2800 
residences. The SP proposes to allow up to 1493 bedrooms plus 300 beds, plus 'l!J7,733 square feet of commercial. No 
calculation has been provided in the DEIR giving the current commercial square footage, and no calculation has been provided 
showing the number of units that have been added since the 1983 SVGP. This condition in the SVGP is being ignored. It is the 
job oftlte DEIR to identify and provide this basic information and to follow the terms and conditions oftlte 1983 SVGP. 

If information becomes available prior to Ute rc:!t:ase of a FEIR, it only makes sense Uta! the new infonnation should be 
incorporated into tltc report. TI1is is the case with traffic and parking in Squaw. The 2015/2016 ski season should be an eye 
opener for Placer County, KSL and Ascent Environmental, and this new information should be incorporated into the FETR. This 

1 ski season has also proven to all who are paying attention that traffic and parking problems in Squaw and neighboring 
communities are far more impacting than just a handful of days. There were over 25 days that have been identified as peak, with 

(.. ) ( coning necessary and over-flow parking situations common. 'l1te skiers started showing' up around December 19'\ and 
I I'' continued to come, week in and week out . 
. ';'1 I The traffic delays that day skiers face getting to and from Squaw are terrible. It is irresponsible for Placer County to approve a 

project with a terrible traffic situation and no way to solve or improve it. 

Where will the day skiers park their cars in order to conveniently access the busses? 
How many busses will be needed to really make a dent in the morning traffic congestion? 
Is it realistic to expect that most day skiers will use the busses? 
Will the busses really be able to get the skiers to the mountain faster? 
Will the parking structures proposed for Squaw really accommodate all the cars? 
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~has also ta~~~-about-charg~g for-parking as a way to discourage day skiers from driving their car to Squaw, and closing 
j ~~~.~~ad when the parking lot is full is also on the table. 11tis plan has flaws. For instance, if day skiers buy their tickets in 

advance, and then fmd themselves unable to get into Squaw, what then? These are not workable solutions. 
I 

Rvery existing parking space in Squaw is needed, and more. There have been a number of days this season where every possible 
parking spot has been filled, but on February 20th, the cars were parked anywhere they could fit, whether legally or not, 
including down Squaw Valley Road past the entrance to the Stables. 

KSL has theorized that cars leave the parking lot during the day and other cars can come in and fill those spots. Assuming that 
some skiers do leave from time to time during the day, without a helicopter or a drone hovering over the parking lot spotting the 
available open spaces, how does that late coming day skier find that open space. 

KSL plans to take up a substantial area in the parking lot for their indoor water and adventure facility. This would, if built, 
create an even bigger parking problem. This is a ski area and parking for skiers should be top priority and not sacrificed for an 
un-needed and inappropriate water park. 

11tis ski year is challenging all the theories, assumptions and ideas that have been proposed. Placer County and KSL need to put 
a plan together that incorporates all traffic control measures, including coning, a traffic control workforce and bussing. And, not 
just in Squaw, but also in Truckee, on Highway 89 and in Tahoe City. This plan should be included in the final EIR. 

In conclusion: 

The SVGPLUO talks about development, but it also talks about protecting the unique resources of the Squaw Valley area. 
"The letter oft he law versus the spirit of the law is an idiomatic antithesis. When one obeys the letter of the law but not the 
spirit, one is obeying the literal interpretation of the words (the "letter") of the law, but not necessarily the intent of those who 
wrote the law. Conversely, when one obeys the spirit of the law but not the letter, one is doing what the authors of the law 
intended, though not necessarily adhering to the literal wording." 

"Law" originally referred to legislative statute, but in the idiom may refer to any kind of mle. Intentionally following the letter of 
the law but not the spirit may be accomplished through exploiting technicalities, loopholes, and ambiguous language. 

Many of the over 300 letter opposing the KSL Specific Plan talked about the spirit or character of Squaw Valley and how it 
would be lost if the Specific Plan were to be approved. Ascent Environmental did not re~pond to or address the loss oftlte 
"Spirit of Squaw Valley" and they failed to consider what the authors of the SVGPLUO intended. 

Has tlte EIR followed tlte recommendation, conclusions and intent oftl1e 1983 SVGPLUO, or has it simply addressed the 
Specific Plan on its content, analysis and conclusions? I tltink the 1983 SVGP has been ignored and the community has been 
given a final EIR that is bias toward the developer. Ascent Environmental needs to step up and follow not only the letter ofthe 
SVGP, but almost more importantly, the intenl 

The Final EIR camtot be approved based on inaccurate population data. Please see the included infonnation below supporting 
my comments. 

Thank you, 

Judy Carini 
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Analysis of Placer County Occupancy Data 

Olympic Valley K,timated Peak Overnight Population, by Alex Fisch, Placer County Planner: 

Explanation of Chart: Alex studied both the managed (rented) and the unmanaged (not rented) units/bedrooms and he divided 
his study into four parts. The managed bedrooms were calculated at 1.6 persons per bedroom and the unmanaged were 
calculated at 2.0 persons per bedroom. OVI, Red WolfLodge and Plumpjack were calculated at 4.0 persons per bedroom. 
Those figures were then multiplied by 1.31. 'The Single Family and Multi-Family Residences were calculated at 2.1 persons per 
holl8ehold, indicating that each household had only 1 bedroom. The Village at Squaw Valley Draft EIR states: .. I'he peak 
population of existing single· and multi-family residences is estimated to be 2,178, based on the number of units reported in the 
2010 U.S. Census, plus construction permits issued between June 2010 and February 5, 2014 (1,037 total unil!l), and assuming · 
2.1 persons per household. This is a conservative estimate of existing peak overnight population that assumes all available units 

are 100 percent occupied. Actual overnight peak occupancies are unknown." 

A census is not in any real way designed to answer the question of peak occupancy. It i3 designed to count households and 
residents, not transients. Using the 2010 U.S. Census to determine the peak overnight population in Squaw Valley i3 not an 
appropriate source of data. The population conclusions frotn AleK's study are unreasonable, far from reality, and should not be 
used. Below is Alex's study. 

Units Bedrooms Beds Predicted overnight Peak 
Population 

Table 1: Proposed Condo Hotel L<ldging Units 
VSVSP 850 1493 3,325 
East Parcel Unknown 300 

Table2: Existing Condo Hotel Lodging Units 
Intrawest Village 309 454 1,095 
Resort at Squaw Creek 405 405 873 
Squaw Valley Lodge 218 327 789 

Table3: Timcsha.re Lodging Units and Hotel Lodging Units 
Olympic Village Inn 90 90 472 
Red Wolf Lodge 32 32 168 
Plumpjack Squaw Valley Inn 56 56 283 

Table4: Single Family and Multi-Family Residences 
Olympic Valley 1037 1037 2,178 

Sub Total: 2,997 3,894 9,18~ 

East Parcel Beds Counted with 1 person per bed 300 300 
Alex's Estimated Peak Overnight Population: 9148~ 

Table 4: Revised to represent 2 bedrooms per unit with 
2 persons per bedroom: 1037 2074 4148 

This revised version of Alex's numbers gives a more realistic total estimated Peak Overnight Population of: 11,453 
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Below is a comparison between Alex Fisch's calculations and Judy Carini's calculations. For this comparison, Carini has 
lowered her bedroom numbers to 2.0 per condos and 2.5 per residences with 2.0 persons per bedroom. Tins does not represent 
Carini's actual estimated peak ovenught population, which is included at the end of this letter. 

Alex Fisch Judy Carini@ 2.0 and 2.5 
Sec Explanation Bedroom and 2.0 Persons Per 

Above Bedroom 
Units Bedrooms Population Units Bedrooms 

VSVSP 850 1493 3325 850 1493 
Intrawest Village 309 454 1095 296 658 
Resort at Squaw Creek 405 405 873 405 607 
Squaw Valley Lodge 2lll 327 789 210 420 
ovr 90 90 472 90 90 
Red Wolf Lodge 32 32 168 32 68 
Plumpjack Squaw Valley Inn 56 56 283 56 70 
Olympic Valley 1037 1037 2178 1054 2635 

2997 3894 9183 2993 7156 
East Parcel: 300 

Totals: 9483 

Source: U.S Census, 2010, Placer County, The Neighborhood Company, VIllage at Squaw Valley 
Specific Plan Water Supply Assessment, Squaw Valley Public Service District, 2014 

Source: U.S Census, 2010 and Placer Single Family and M ulti Family Residential Units 
County, 2014 

Timeshare lodging Units and Hotel 
lodging Unit> 

Exist inc Condo Hotel lodging Bedrooms 

Olympic VIllage Inn (90), Red Wolf lodge (32). Plumpjack sv Inn (56) 

lntrawest Villaee (454 bedrooms), Resort at Squaw Creek (405 
bedrooms), Squaw Valley lodge (327 bedrooms) 

Total Units 

1037 

178 

1186 

2401 

Population 
2986 
1316 
1214 
840 
180 
136 
140 

5270 
12,082 

300 
12,382 

5 

Study of the Valley Occupancy Data fl'om 2008to 2014, along with the Valley Occupancy Monthly Summary, the Annual 
Averages and the Annual Averages by Property Type, prepared by Alex Fisch, Placer County Planner: 

A. H~e are the specific hotels that were studied. 
l. 1l1e Village at Squaw Valley USA 
2. Resort at S<J!aw Creek 
3. S<p.~aw Valley Lodge 
4. Plumpjad< Squaw Valley Inn 
S. 01)111pic Village Inn 
6 . Red Wolf t.odgc 
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B. Below is a breakdown of the study on unil~ sold (rented) between January I, 2008 and December 31,2014, which 
shows that more than 727 days of that period were not included in the study. This equates to abnost 30% of the days 
in the study. Some of those days were high rental days like New Year'~ week and TI1ankllgiving week. This is a 
substantial omission. 

l. Janll&l)' l throogh Ja11uaty 6, 2008 (All Hotels)(6X6=36) 
2. October 20 through October 31,2008 (All Hotels) (6XI2=72) 
3. November 1 through Noventber 2, 2008 (All Hotels) (6X2=12) 
4. May 18 through May 31,2009 (All Hotels) (6Xl4~&4) 
S. November 23 through November 29,2009 (Squaw Valley Lodge) 
6. November 3 through November 30, 2009 (Plumpjaek) 
7. Novemb:r I through November 15,2009 (Red Wolf Lodge) 
8. April 5 throuah April II . 2010 (All Hotels) (6X7=<42) 
9. May 17 through May3l , 2010 (Red WolfLodge) 
10. Jwte 7 through lwte 13, 2010 (All Hotels) (6X7=<42) 
II. July 12 through July 18,2010 (All Hotels) (6X7=42) 
12. November 7 through November 18,2010 (Resort at Squaw Creek) 
13. November 7 through November 30, 2010 (Plumpjack) 
14. Noverober 14tluough November21 , 201l (RescrtatSquaw Creek) 
15. November 14 through November 30,2011 (Plumpjack) 
16. April20 through April 27, 2012 (SqUJiw Volley Lodge) 
17. May28 through May31, 2012 (Squaw ValJey Lodge) 
18. July 2 Utrough July 10,2012 (Squaw Valley ),odge) 
19. November 12 through November 20,2012 (Resort at Squaw Creek) 
20. November 6 through November 30,2012 (Piumpjack) 
21. May 12 thro~h May 18,2013 (Piumpjack) 
22. July 15 through July24, 2013 (Squaw Valley Lodge) 
23. Novembsr 4 through November 30,2013 (Resort at Squaw Creek) 
24. November 4 tltrough November 30,2013 (Plumpjack) 
25. December 30 through December 31,2013 (All Hotels) (6X2~12) 
26. January I through Jaruuuy S, 2014 (All except for Red WolfLodge)(5X5=25) 
27. November 9 through November 30, 2014 (Resort at Squaw Creek) 
28. November 24 through November 30, 2014 (Village at Squaw ValJey, 

Squaw Valley l.odge, Olympic Village Inn, Red Wolf Lodge) (4X7=28) 
29. November 4 ~uough November 30, 2014 (Piumpjack) 
30. December 1 tluoughDecember9, 2014(ResortatSquawCreek) 
31. December I tltrough De<:ember 7, 2014 (Olympic Village IM) 

32. December 29 through Oe<:ember 31, 2014(All exeepi Red WolfLodge)(SX3=lS) 

Total of Missing data: 

Holidays missing from data 
36 days New Years Week 
72 days ThBJlksgiving 
12days 
84 days Memorial Day 
1 days Thanksgiving 

28 days Thanksgiving 
15days 
42 days 
l S days Memorial Day 
42days 
42 days 
12 days 
24 days Thanksgiving 
8days 

I 7 days Thanksgiving 
8days 
4 days Memorial Day 
9 days Fourth of July 
9days 

25 days ThBJlksgiving 
?days 

IOdays 
27 days Thanksgiving 
27 days Thanksgivi1111 
12 days New Ye:u's Week 
25 days New Year's Week 
22 d&y.l Thllllksgiving 

28 days Thanksgiviltg 
27 days Thanksgiving 
9days 
?days 

IS days New Year's Week 

727days 
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The properties below advertise on the internet that a studio can sleep up to 4 people, a 1 bedroom unit can sleep 
from 2 to 6 people, and some units sleep as many as 8 people. This information supports a higher peak overnight 
population than is calculated by Alex Fisch, Placer County Planner. 

Red Wolf Lodge 

32 units/all have sofa beds 
studios sleep 4 
1 bedrooms sleep 4-6 
2 bedrooms sleep 6-8 

Squaw Valley Lodge 

1 bedroom suitt'S sleep 2-4 
deluxe studio suites sleep 2-4 
premium 1 bedroom suites sleep 2-4 
loft suites sleep 3-6 
premium loft suites sleep 8 
2 bedroom suites sleep 4-6 
2 bedroom .suites with twin beds Sleep 4-6 
3 bedroom suites sleep 6-8 

Resort at Squaw Creek 

deluxe rooms sleep 4 
fireplace suites sleep up to 8 
penthouse sleeps up to !I 

Plumpjack Squaw Valley Inn 

double queen 
king 
superior king 
superior double 
double 
room- 1 king 
superio1· room - 1 king 

Village at Squaw Valley has a variety of sized rooms and can sleep 74j people 
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 Placer County 
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Judy Carini· Source • On sire count of the Squaw Valley Units and Bedrooms, Updated 5/1/2016 

£Mhtln1 PfOP•rtle\. approwd 3nd active proJeCt\ 
thal wlll C011lrlbu\~ tolhe Suu•wV•IIcy Sct)OIUI 

pcakoveml&ht P09UI•tl<>r•. nl,ul•tcd •t 2 
Pe:t'$On~ Ptr btdroom 

Squ,~tw Rldse Meadow C"..oun r.ondo.,ot. 
The A\ pens 
Tlll,...rn Inn Condos 

v allev V'icw Townhomos 
Chri sty Hill Condos 

Tram COndos. 
Squaw Valley M~adl>w$ 
1800 Squaw Val ley Road 

Squaw Vall ey View Condos 

Squ•w Valley Rf 8ulld in& UnltJo 

Sq uaw Vall eyee~rPen Ap.11rtmen u 
SVPSO FlteatAtiOI\ l t'Jd&in& 

Squo\w V.all•"tA<•cfemv 

Chris ty lnt'! Lodse • Gr•htmi 
M b~t~l 

£mplo~t' Housi ng bthl nd OYI 
1920Chamoni x - Ski Corp G~est ApartmenlS 

Resort ot Squaw O'eek Poue 1 
OV1 
Plump;~cl( 

$qu~w v_.llev lodse 

Rt-d wolf Lods~ 
Vi ll as• @Squ~w VAlley- ~h'!l. t A\U"nt 
Vi ll.t811'!'@ SQUAW V• llev - 22 Sta tion 

44S$quaw PfHI~ Roa d • Squaw W eat 1\ & 8 
4SO$qu.:tw Pe4~ Ro•d 
435Squaw Pe .. :.t Road 
440 Squaw Peak Road 
415Squaw Pe a Jt Road - SquAw Creek VillAS 

410 SquAw PeAk Road · Av., lanc:h~ Cor\dos 

Grani te Chl tf Homesltn 
Squ:tw Valle vHomultes 
Hiddtn Lake Home51 tu 
P:.lnted Roc.!( Homulte-s 

Fores.t Glen Momes.itcs 
Squ.aw Ridge Hom.,~ites 

Truc:k~e AlvtorHo me-s. t tc-s. 
Olvmpl c. Estates Homesitl!'s 

Crc:oklld• Home5H•• 
Squaw Creek Homuhe.s 
$qubw SuMM it HOMUit ("S 

Elthtlna. 
Atllve cw 
Approved 

o.1stlns 
E~uinc 

f.xiJtln£ 
b lstlns 

h lslln& 
Exist;ne 
Ex! u l na 
Exi u ina 
fx! U i i"'IS 

wsttna 
! !Uatlns 
lkiatlns 
b 1u lns: 
b luing 
h is. tins 
bis;tins 

Exlttl na 

b tlstln& 

Ex14t•ns 
Existin a 
fJdstlng 
E.Ssting 
E»stlnrs 
b btlna: 

b :l$tlng 

f.ltlStlns 
b lstl na 
E.xlatina 
b l$ll na 
b l$t l nR 

bi.stins 
fxlstina 
b h tl ns 

b l •tl ns 
b i tting 
( .,;a.tl ne 
t)jjt.tlns 

b .lstlns 
b latlns 
f.xist!ns 
Exlstlns 

Total 

Vnlu 

16 
16 
56 

22 
32 
13 
36 
16 
22 

405 

90 
S6 

210 

32 
U9 
157 

35 
27 
17 

28 
270 
38 

42 
208 

22 
16 
25 
48 

8 

&c.droon\j UUmot~d prukovemrcht 

Per V~lt · Total Toni ~~~~tloc:ni~o:::,~:',!:"'~~:d Total 

Unl~~= ~'n 1 
B.edtOOfn>/ )l teplnv ~nb~d\,homu.(~l c:''~~~d_,t ToUIUnl t'!o Otcup•nt)/ 

bedroom_~ N.'ual and aft at. wtth ;z.o pcnOM pC!rbedrocm •nd ptor Group jM'rsons 
avcra&tcht Avuaat:d sofJ-h•d~ w'lthoutapartrn~nu 0( per Group 

2.S per unit sofabtds 
2andA 40 SG 96 
l3ndl 40 S6 9G 
l3r\d 3 lll 168 JJG 

2 44 66 132 

land 3 

lAnd 2 

Studio to 3 
St1.1d lo to 2 

1 to 3• 
1 to3• 

2• 
2• 
1 

1 and 2 
2 

2 .and 3 

3.5 

5 
l 

64 96 192 
16 39 78 
72 

32 
55 

• 
25 

60? 
90 
56 
420 
36 

266 
392 

10 

10 

• 
52 
54 ., 
84 

9S9 
152 
168 
an 
2S 

66 
64 
100 
192 
32 

108 

48 
n 

• 
25 
6 

607 
90 
70 

420 
68 
2GG 
392 

10 

10 

8 

S2 .. 
42 

84 
9S9 
lSl 
168 
8l2 
2S 

66 
64 
100 
192 
31 

216 

96 

132 

• 
90 
12 
0 ,. 
16 

1214 

Ul() 
loW 
840 
136 
532 
784 

lO 
20 
16 

104 
108 
84 

168 
1918 
304 
336 
1664 
so 

132 
128 
200 
3M 
64 

229 U74 

20 U 2 

1089 tUI 

91 

714 SJ48 

Total Existing Poak Overnight population: 2143 5260 5538 11052 2167 11244 
v ; n ,se 3t SquawVaH•vSJ:~•cHi c. Pfan 
Resott tt $Q~ro~lw Creek Poue 2A 

Re~ort u Squ•w Creelt Pna!oco 2B&C 
Pl uMpjatk Prol e« 

Palisades at Squaw Projec:t 

Ac.tlve 850 

Approw.d 1 4 
ApproVII'!'d 

A(tl~ 

At.t lwo 

94 lto 5 
fi3 3 4 .\ndS 

'"9) 

n 

319. 
UJ 

l7'.U 

96 

J'IS 
nJ 

3266 

192 

Unknown 
750 

446 

24 19Z 

1031 4674 

Potential Peak Ov.,rnlght Populotlon: 3174 2.375 7377 802S 15726 3174 15918 

Alex Fisch. Olympic Valley estimated PeakOvernlsht Population. Source: U.S Census, 2010, PlaCGr County, ThD 
Neighborhood Company, VIl lage at Squaw Valley Sped fi e Plan Water Supply Assessment, Squaw Vall ey Public Service 

SO\Jru~: u.s Ctmus, 2010 end ;>lutt"County, 2014 SlnJJe F.amlly•nd W.:UIU Famlty Residential Vnlu,utculated a t 2.1 persoM pef hOusehOld i037 217 8 
limt,hare l od-'nJtVnln and Hotel ~odt:ln~Vnl! ,. Olympi~VII11~ 1nn (90).A.edWolfl odteCU)..91umptackSVtnn(S6) 178 923 

&hdncCondo Ho:el LQdgtna &edrooms lnu-awtu \lillaJt {4S4 btdroo~m), Ruort at Squaw Cn:ek(405 btdroom)), SQuawV•IIc v U86 27$7 
\.til~~ at $Qu~wV311ev!:PfJtJfk Pilon Proposed Condo Hot•ltod8fne Units.l493 149l 332S 

£3\ t Parc~l 300 

SourC~:; EIR • The pro j ed l ndudes up to 1,493 bedroom' •nod~t•d with hotel and resort tesldentlal uses CGOndo hotel . times.hitrc-.• :.nd 
fractional u nit 5o) p rtwfdftd In up m JJ,~unlu, Pmp loye e- hou10lng sufnc.ient to btc.OI"'''mOdll t_, up to .lOOemplo.,..es In .11 mix of dormitory and 
studi o unlu,up tO a m-t~murn of appro"imat~ly 197,733 ,quare feet of c.ommordol use a {th1& square footo&e lndudcos hotel common a rt:~H 4nd 
varlous ... baclC ot "Ouf.t" use-s).~ VIllage Cote, reuo ra lion of Squaw Ctook, lorost rec.rea tfon use a., consetvatJon preserve uses, a Mountain 
Adventvreo Clmp, at~d .a transi t c..enter and p~r~infl t a c.IHt ias. The projeoc.t w i l l a lso tnvol\·e e xten!'.ion of SOMe lnfrasttUGtu re . Tht Spec:if1c.Pi a n 

would be developed over on c~tfmatod U··~ar bulldo ut pe-riod, with some WMVUCtlon p roposed to b egin no t-arllcr 

Sourt.e: WSA - Pla eet Countv oui moltes that the current Ma.UmuM ovemlsht pea\ p o pul .atiO!'I o f Olymp:~valley is appro)J mau~lyS,8S8 residents 
and &ut$U, ; n<.ludlns: <-Al'sUr.i sioll:le - a nd muhl·fem11v rC!3.1dwnCA)-, • • w e ll as eoxistins GO;ldo, \Jm~share, 4nd hotel lodtina uniu . nHs I• • 
c.om.ervatil.'t fHtim.)tf! of e.:istinc prak o vernlcht popul l t iotl thAt auutnts Al l av~ll abte ur\i ts are 100 p e rc.ent o«upled. A«u a l oYemisht pea k 
Ot.(uoa ndos are un~nown. 
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Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

I1 Judy Carini 
May 26, 2016 

 

I1-1 The comment cites excerpts from the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance 
(SVGPLUO) and states where the commenter believes the project is inconsistent with the 
SVGPLUO. This issue has been addressed in the DEIR (see Chapter 4, “Land Use and Forest 
Resources”) and the FEIR (see the Master Response regarding the SVGPLUO). Also, see 
responses to comment letter O7 in this document.  

With regard to the cited passage from the SVGPLUO that states, “Both the quality and 
quantity of development must be planned to conserve, protect, and enhance the aesthetic, 
ecological and environmental assets of Squaw Valley”, the commenter states that the quality 
and quantity of development are in question and that the specific plan offers no guarantee of 
quality because no plans have been produced and no quality specifications are included.  

The project is a specific plan, which is a set of land use policies and codes, much like the 
SVGPLUO, which would establish a framework to guide future development within the plan 
area. The quantity of development within the plan area would be reduced by as much as 50 
percent or more when compared to what could be allowed under the SVGPLUO, but judgment 
on whether this amount of development would achieve consistency with this statement is 
somewhat subjective so no further response is offered on this portion of the comment. The 
commenter’s statement that no quality specifications are included is incorrect. If approved, 
all development phases in the specific plan would be required to comply with the 
development standards and design guidelines, a highly detailed code and design policy 
document that would ensure high quality project designs that would be aesthetically pleasing 
and would integrate with the setting and existing nearby development. Furthermore, the 
project is primarily located on previously disturbed lands, principally parking lots, and would 
result in limited disturbance of undisturbed land. The project includes other program 
elements, such as a stream restoration plan, that would conserve and restore ecologic 
functions within the plan area. 

With regard to the cited passage from the SVGPLUO that states, “Future development in 
Squaw Valley should occur only where public facilities and services, including transportation, 
can be efficiently provided”, the commenter states that the traffic impacts of the project 
cannot be mitigated, that the specific plan does not provide a solution to traffic problems, 
and that for these reasons the project should be denied.  

The commenter’s statements that the traffic impacts from the project cannot be mitigated 
and that the specific plan does not provide a solution to traffic problems is a 
mischaracterization of the specific plan and the EIR findings. The specific plan includes a 
number of transportation policies, programs, and facility improvements to increase use of 
private and public mass transit, increase other forms of multimodal transportation such as 
walking and biking by creation of a walkable village with a full range of guest services, reduce 
reliance on private automobiles and increase private automobile occupancy rates. In addition 
to these specific plan policies and programs, the EIR includes numerous mitigation measures 
to construct improvements to the roadway network, to implement traffic management 
programs in order to reduce peak period traffic impacts, and to incrementally fund expansion 
of public transit services. Each of the mitigation measures would be feasible and effective, 
but not all impacts to transportation and circulation would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with the mitigation. In rendering a decision on this project, the Board of 
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Supervisors will consider these and other issues including the degree to which the specific 
plan would comply with the policies of the SVGPLUO. 

With regard to the cited passage from the SVGPLUO that states, “In planning for the future 
growth and development of Squaw Valley, an optimum balance of activities and facilities, 
which recognizes the strengths, weaknesses and inter-relationships of various segments of 
the Truckee-Squaw Valley and Tahoe area economy, should be encouraged,” the commenter 
states that this has been ignored in the specific plan and that the Mountain Adventure Camp 
does not fit into the SVGPLUO plan for future recreation. This comment expresses the 
commenter’s opinion about the project overall and the Mountain Adventure Camp facility, but 
does not raise any specific issues pertaining to environmental impacts of the project or its 
consistency with the SVGPLUO, so no further response is provided. 

I1-2 The commenter states that the population figures used in the DEIR, the Water Supply 
Assessment and the specific plan are incorrect. The commenter goes on to state that the 
2010 U.S. Census should not have been used as a source of information to determine the 
number of residents staying overnight in single-family and multi-family residential units 
because the U.S. Census does not account for transient populations. The commenter states 
that the County’s population estimate is incorrect because the analysis assumed that all 
single-family and multi-family units in Squaw Valley are one bedroom units with an average of 
2.1 persons per bedroom. The commenter further asserts that because the peak overnight 
population estimate is incorrect other analyses in the EIR are also incorrect because the EIR 
underestimates the impacts. 

For a detailed description of how the project occupancy assumptions were developed, which 
were utilized to model average day demand and peak day demand for water, sewer and 
other utilities please see the Occupancy Assumptions Master Response on page 3-66 of the 
FEIR. For a detailed description of how the peak overnight population estimate for Olympic 
Valley was determined, please see response PH-20 on page 3.2.6-81 of the FEIR.  

The commenter is incorrect that the single-family and multi-family residential units were 
assumed to be one bedroom units. The portion of the analysis pertaining to peak population 
generated by single-family and multi-family units makes no assumptions about the number 
of bedrooms per unit. Instead, the analysis relies upon the 2010 U.S. Census figures to 
determine how many persons would occupy each residential unit (2.1 persons per unit) and 
how many units are in Olympic Valley (1,013). The number of units is then increased to 
1,037 based on Placer County data on issuance of residential building permits. The Census 
counts persons per household and does not collect any information pertaining to persons per 
bedroom. As described in response PH-20, to calculate peak occupancy in exiting 
residences, it was assumed that 100 percent of the 1,037 units were occupied by the 2.1 
persons per unit identified in the U.S. Census figures (2,178 persons). 

Olympic Valley has a proportionately high percentage (over 50 percent) of single-family and 
multi-family residential units that are secondary homes and/or vacation homes. Other than 
the U.S. Census, which counts permanent residents in primary dwelling units, no data exists 
to determine how many persons would be staying overnight in a residential unit during a 
normal or peak occupancy period or whether the unit is occupied at all. Accordingly, the U.S. 
Census is the only reliable data source to estimate how many persons would be staying 
overnight in a residential unit. Please also see response to comment O7-3 in this document.  

Occupancy calculations for the six major resort and hotel properties within Olympic Valley 
were supported by actual population counts from data sets provided by the Neighborhood 
Company. Those figures were used to determine a “peak factor” for peak visitation periods, 
and the peak factor was applied to all existing resort properties and to the project.  

 Placer County 
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The commenter’s assertion that other analyses in the EIR are underestimated because the 
peak overnight population is underestimated is incorrect. The calculation of peak overnight 
population has no bearing on any of the other analyses in the EIR. All quantitative analyses 
are based on measured data for existing conditions and/or the project such as traffic counts, 
calculated VMT, noise measurements, sewer demand, water demand, electrical demand, 
propane demand, and air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, while other analyses such 
as aesthetics are qualitative. 

I1-3 The commenter states, “The Squaw Valley General Plan states: ‘Within the existing 
subdivision there are currently in excess of 100 illegal apartments’.” The commenter goes on 
to state that this statement from the 1983 Squaw Valley General Plan proves that the 
population figures used in the DEIR are incorrect and that this information also calls into 
question the amount of employee housing needed to serve the project.  

For a detailed description of how the peak overnight population estimate for Olympic Valley 
was determined, please see response PH-20 on page 3.2.6-81 of the FEIR. The statement 
from the 1983 Squaw Valley General Plan that there are currently in excess of 100 illegal 
apartments in Squaw Valley provides no evidence to support or refute the 2010 U.S. Census 
data and other data sources used to develop the population estimate from the DEIR as the 
cited number of illegal apartments dates from 1983 and is not a current assessment of 
existing conditions. Moreover, the figure provides no indication as to whether illegal 
apartments, the status or existence of which is presently unknown, are occupied. Similarly, 
the comment provides no evidence to support or refute the calculated number of project 
generated employees, which is the basis for determining the number of employee units the 
project is required to provide.  

I1-4 The comment identifies a statement in the 1983 general plan for Squaw Valley that assumes 
no additional routes would be constructed into Olympic Valley and that traffic would be a 
limiting factor for new development. The level of development at which traffic would become 
a limiting factor presumed in the 1983 general plan are provided for planning purposes, but 
are not intended to be thresholds above which additional projects should not be approved. In 
fact, immediately below the development figures cited in the comment as producing an 
undesirable level of service, the SVGPLUO discusses alternates to address the issue – 
including the Capital Improvements Plan included in the SVGPLUO itself (see pages 38 
through 44).  

Note also, that the level of development proposed is consistent with the SVGPLUO. As 
indicated on page 4-22 of the DEIR, “The SVGPLUO allows for development of a maximum of 
3,754 bedrooms (up to 1,877 units) within the plan area.1 The proposed project includes a 
maximum of 1,493 bedrooms (up to 850 units), within the plan area, which is less than half 
of the maximum development potential allowed by the SVGPLUO.” 

I1-5 The comment suggests that data and observations from the 2015-2016 ski season should 
have been described in the FEIR. See response to letter I4 for additional discussion on this 
topic. 

The commenter asks questions pertaining to the location of day-use parking, overall parking 
supply, and the use of buses to transport day-use skiers. Appendix G of the DEIR contains a 
comprehensive parking demand and supply analysis. As is described in that study, an 
engineering analysis was conducted to calculate a supply of parking that can accommodate 
the 5th busiest day of a typical ski season.  

1  These numbers reflect a 25 percent density bonus applied to land zoned as Village Commercial for additional structured parking. 
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It is unclear from the comment what busses are being referenced; existing transit busses, 
any new transit services, shuttle or bus services within Olympic Valley, shuttle or bus services 
that extend beyond Olympic Valley, shuttles from the East Parcel, or something else. 
Therefore, answers to the questions related to busses cannot be provided. 

The commenter also cites the amount of skier parking that occurred on Saturday, February 
20, 2016. This day represented a scenario in which excellent snow conditions (particularly 
fresh powder after a mid-week storm), fully open terrain, good weekend weather, a holiday 
weekend, and a strong economy overlapped. On this day, Squaw Valley reported an 
attendance of over 15,000 skiers/boarders, which is the greatest single day attendance in 
the last five years, but less than the maximum skier capacity of 17,500 skiers listed in the 
SVGPLUO (page 5). Squaw reports that all available parking was full by 11:00 a.m., and 
motorists were being turned away. Parking and traffic conditions on that day were atypical, 
and shouldn’t be considered as any type of baseline condition to analyze a proposed project 
or activity. A study based on this day would be analogous to determining what parking supply 
should be provided at a shopping center based on the demand that occurred on the single, 
busiest day after Thanksgiving over a five-year span. Land developments are not planned to 
provide parking for such irregular events because this would result in an oversupply of 
parking, and associated environmental effects, during the overwhelming majority of the year. 

I1-6 The comment addresses various issues related to the availability of parking. There is 
currently the potential for someone who buys a lift ticket in advance to arrive at Squaw Valley 
and not find parking. Existing approaches to this scenario (e.g., rain checks) would continue 
to be implemented. See Response I1-5 above regarding parking during February 20, 2016 
and the concept of addressing extreme peak day parking. Squaw Valley currently manages a 
parking situation where vehicles leave the lot and incoming vehicles are directed to the newly 
available parking spaces. There is no reason to expect that similar systems would not 
continue under the proposed project. The comment implies that the presence of the 
Mountain Adventure Camp would limit available parking to support skiing. See Response I1-5 
above and the parking supply and demand analysis provided in Appendix G of the DEIR, as 
well as the Master Response related to the MAC in the FEIR (Section 3.1.12, Master 
Response: Mountain Adventure Camp). Various traffic control measures, including 
enhancements to the existing traffic control program, are provided in mitigation measures 
included in the DEIR, for example, mitigation measures for Impacts 9-1 and 9-2. 
Development and implementation of traffic control plans in Truckee, on Highway 89, and in 
Tahoe City is outside the scope of this individual project.  
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Kathi Heckert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Andrew Hays <squawllyhood@yahoo.com> 
Wednesday, August 10, 2016 3:37AM 
Kathi Heckert 
Squaw Village for planning commission 

Members of the Planning Commission, 

~· -

(,o be frank the number of concerns that I helVe about the pending village proposal at Squaw Valley 
cannot be s ummed up in one letter, or even two . It seems I could write a book for all the material 
that this project provides, the number of glaring concerns are plentiful, but I see a major detail 
seemingly overlooked, that must be addressed. 
At present the parking lot is accessed by three main points. (far East Rd., Village East Rd., Squaw 
Valley south Rd.) 
Visitors can choose to enter the parking lot through any one of those access points. Once there, 
the parking lot is open, allowing the cars to disperse across the various rows. If you we re to 
watch the present day parking lot fill up, you would witness visitors clustering around the access 
points to the resort and then t he spaces filling in the gaps. It is in practice a very efficient 
parking l ot . Parking lots are terrible wastes for real estate, but integral to skiing. I had a 
free ticket to NorthStar and wouldn't go, simply because of the parking hassle. 
Under t he proposed plan most of the parking would be housed in multi level decks . What seems to be 
unaddressed in tho EIR is the effect of greatly reducing the efficiency of the park~ng system will 
have on traffic subsequently backing up further. The specific plan seems to indicate that access 
to those parking decks will be limited to two points at most. How will cars, entering single file 
into a built structure not create a far worse problem that already exists? How quickly will the 
traffic propagate behind cars maneuvering up a parking ramp? There just is no l ogical way to 
contend thal lhe proposed parking structures will be of greater efficiency of flow, this will have 

...JLS.£lV..9..!.0.!.Y._negativc impact on a traffic situation that is already at its breaking point. 
Much has been said about the traffic. I can attest as someone who skis Squaw on a daily basis that 
the traffic situation is completely untenable as is . The developer would like us to believe t hat 
the addi tion of new units would r educe t he number of visitors driving into the valley. I contest 
t his conclusion . One of the biggest contri butors to weekend traffic is the Squaw Kids ski team 
program. These parents are local, or second horne owners. They may share a ski lease with another 
fa~ily. They are a major portion of the morning traffic, and are not the sort of tamilies that 
will be staying in the village, they will still be clogging the roads, rushing to get their kids to 
ski school on time. 
Another major contributor to traffic on high volume days is locals. Since the advent of a value 
priced season pass the number of pass holders has increased dramatically. Squaw valley is home to 
the best skiing in Tahoe, if it ' s a powder day, people will be skiing Squaw Val ley. None of these 
people will be staying in the village. 
Airbnb is a hugo part of the rental market r ight now. It seems my entire street has a new identity 
every weekend depending on who shows up from where. for visitors, particularly youthful ones, this 
seems to be, for better or worse, mostly worse, the method of lodging. These people have become 
used to the freedom and amenities of a full house . They often share t hem in large groups, not 
simply for the economics, but for the social aspect. I'm not convinced these college aged kids 
that swarm my street every late Thursday night, are the sort of people presently in the market for 
a luxury condominium. I think the short term rental market will remain strong, and most of these 
visitors too will continue to drive to the mountain and contribute to the overall traffic. 
The developer has provided little answers as to how this situation will be improved. They speak of 
contributing money towards a transportation fund. Writ i ng checks is far easier than solutions, and 
a bus every half hour is no solution , They propose to "encourage" more people to use the airport 
shuttle by advertising it more. They ' ve got a carpool parking area for those with large enough car 
to fit all their gear and four (41) people. They can make Squaw Valley RD temporarily three lanes, 
but it can ' t make the mousehole in Tr uckee any wider once it begins to back up there. They 've got 
no real nnswer. 
Cleariy the~ not building on this scale to maintain the same number of visitors. They hope to 
draw people to stay in the village, as well as continuing to draw heavily from the surrounding 
areas . Wi thin this proposal, in an effort t o facilitate this, they have sacrificed valuable ease 
of parking, creating a system t hat will certainly exasperate an already intolerable situation. It 
has become unjust how one single entity, one business, can effect the mobility of an entire 
region. We cannot make this worse before we've found a way to make it better. Please, respect 
this community and deny this ill sighted proposal. 

Wi lh Respect, 

Andrew Hays 
8755 Ri ver RO. 
Truckee , Ca 
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I2-1 The comment expresses concerns about parking and states that the EIR does not address 
the effect of greatly reducing the efficiency of the existing parking system, which will result in 
traffic subsequently backing up further. This issue is addressed, in part, in the FEIR in the 
Master Response regarding traffic (see “Adequacy of Parking Supply”). Also, see Appendix G 
of the DEIR, which contains a comprehensive parking demand and supply analysis. Further, 
Policy CP-11 of the proposed Specific Plan requires the preparation of a Peak Day Parking 
and Transportation Management Plan that addresses parking and circulation for day skiers 
and others on peak use days (see page 9-33 of the DEIR). Although the comment contends 
that the new parking facilities could adversely affect traffic flow relative to existing 
conditions, the comment provides no evidence to support this assertion. The parking 
structures could have two entry points; however, each of these entry points could have 
multiple lanes. There are currently three vehicle bridges across Squaw Creek from Squaw 
Valley Road that provide access to the existing surface parking lot. The proposed project also 
includes three bridge crossings into the project site. Any one of these bridges could provide 
access to one, or both, of the Lot 11 and Lot 12 parking structures. These are also not the 
only parking locations available as part of the VSVSP. Parking will be available under many of 
the proposed buildings, at the East Parcel, and the existing preferred parking structure will 
remain. Therefore, there will be multiple parking opportunities, with multiple entry points. 
Although a majority of day skier parking spaces will be provided at Lots 11 and 12, not every 
car will be travelling to these lots to park. Parking management staff will also continue to 
guide and manage traffic. Around the globe parking structures are designed and managed 
for efficient vehicle entry and dispersal. There is no reason to believe that this would not also 
be the case for the VSVSP.  

I2-2 The comment expresses concerns about existing traffic issues in the project area. Traffic is 
addressed in the DEIR (see Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation”) and the FEIR (see 
the Master Response regarding traffic). Mitigation is recommended where applicable; 
however, some impacts were determined to be significant and unavoidable even after 
mitigation. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider 
this issue during project deliberations. 

Regarding the comment about Airbnb and the short-term rental market and other elements 
contributed to existing traffic patterns in the project area, the traffic analysis in the EIR 
included the collection of data on existing traffic volumes and patterns in the project area. 
The trip generators identified in the comment would be reflected in the existing conditions 
information in the EIR. The traffic analysis did not assume that any of these trips would be 
removed because of lodging provided by the proposed project. The EIR assumes that trips 
generated by the proposed project would be additive to those existing trips. Therefore, the 
question of whether any individuals generating traffic under existing conditions would 
purchase lodging included in the proposed project has no bearing on the impact analysis in 
the EIR.  

I2-3 The comment expresses concerns about the adequacy of traffic mitigation included in the 
DEIR. As noted above, mitigation measures are recommended in the DEIR to reduce or avoid 
significant traffic impacts. Further, the FEIR provides additional discussion of the 
effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures (see the Master Response regarding traffic). 
The comment does not provide specifics as to why the traffic mitigation measures are 
perceived to be inadequate. Therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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I2-4 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided above. See responses to 
the detailed comments above regarding parking and 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 or FEIR. Therefore, no further response is provided here. The 
Placer County Board of Supervisors will consider this issue during project deliberations. 
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May 7, 2016 

Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 

Environmental Coordination Services 

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 

Auburn, CA 95603 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

I3 

.-Ashomeowners in Olympic Va lley, we are again writing to you to ask you to reject the planned 
development at Squaw Va lley. 

We believe that the proposed development is simply too big and too disruptive and will create long 

term substantia l negative impacts on the environment and the area. 

We have reviewed the assumptions for occupancy assumed in the EIR and believe that they are flawed. 

Whereas there is much written about the need for the MAC to assure year-round occupancy and 

operations, there is not enough credit given to the impact of this year-round activity on the annual 
occupancy. 

The report states that the weighted average occupancy from 2008·2014 for the properties in the area is 

50.4 percent. This base occupancy su ffers from containing most years that are either associated with 

the Great Recession or record low snowfall. As a result, it is an inaccurately low starting point. The 

study then compares occupancy to other resorts, but none of them are driving distance from densely 

populated urban areas similar in size to the Bay Area except other resorts in the Lake Tahoe area that 

wou ld also have been impacted by low snowfall. The study then concludes that "no local data suggest 

that occupancy above 55 percent would be reasonably expected." 

In a resort community, even if there is high occupancy during the peak season, there is frequent ly low 

occupancy the rest of the year. For example, if the resort is 90% full for 6 months during peak season 

and 10% full for six months during the off· season, the average occupancy will be 50%. If the addition of 

the MAC and the other proposed attractions is supposed to increase off-peak occupancy, there is ample 

opportunity for the off peak occupancy to increase substantially, thus driving up the annual occupancy. 

In this example, if occupancy during the off season only increased to the annual average of SO%, the 

actual annual occupancy would rise to 70%. The approach of simply considering average annual 

occupancies without studying the potentia l occupancy impacts on a monthly basis is flawed. 

Thus, we believe the occupancy analysis is flawed because: 

1. It uses as its base years that were impacted by the Great Recession or low snowfall. 
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2. It does not appear that any of the comparable occupancy analysis considered fully year round 

locations that are driving distance to a highly populated urban area similar in sca le to the Bay 
Area. 

( ' 

3. It did not assume tha t significant increases in off-peak occupancy would occur, which does not 

seem logical, since this the very premise on w hich the need for much of the development is 

based. In essence, the addition of the many attractions would be expected to increase 

occupancy somewhat in the peak season and substantia lly In the off-season, as that is their very 

purpose and the reason behind the developer's investment in them. 

If much higher occupancy is assumed, the already significant negative impacts of the proposed 

development will be even greater than considered in the report. 

We would also like to add that there are numerous unmitigated impacts which, in our view, do not 

f) justify the project. Whereas KSL is focused on finding ways to create va lue tor its investors regardless of 

the impact on the area, we are trusting Placer County to make decisions that benefit Squaw Valley for 

the long term and preserve this beautiful natural environment for generations. Please do not be the 

group that permitted irreversible damage to occur. Please listen to, and respect, the enormous 

j outpouring of opposition from the community. 

I Sincerely, 

~~~---a ~ ~~ ~ Pl ( ~ [,___ 
Howard DeBow 

Dennis Markus 
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I3 Howard DeBow and Dennis Markus 
May 7, 2016 

 

I3-1 The comment states that the assumptions for occupancy used in the EIR are flawed. This 
issue is addressed in the FEIR in the Master Response regarding occupancy assumptions. 
The portion of the traffic Master Response related to the use of 2011-2012 ski season data 
to represent existing winter conditions also indirectly responds to the concept of using 
information that was collected during a period that is described as a low snowfall year. No 
new questions or issues pertaining to the environmental analysis are raised in this comment. 
Therefore, no further response is provided here. 

I3-2 The comment is directed towards the project approval process and does not address the 
content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR or FEIR. Therefore, no further response is 
provided here. Regarding the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, these are 
identified in the DEIR and FEIR along with explanations as to why the impacts cannot be 
avoided (see Section 18.2 of the DEIR). Further, if the Placer County Board of Supervisors 
approves the project, it will also prepare findings and issue a statement of overriding 
conditions for all impacts identified as significant and unavoidable. This is a CEQA 
requirement and is explained on page 1-1 of the DEIR as an explanation of the specific 
economic, social, or other considerations that the lead agency’s decision-makers believe, 
based on substantial evidence, make those significant effects acceptable (PRC Section 
21002; CCR Section 15093).  
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To: Placer County Community Development Resource Agency, 

Environmental Coordination Services, 

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190, 

Auburn, CA 95603 

' 
Re: Comment on Final EIR for Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan 

April 26, 2016 

Despite the assertion of the Final EIR that the traffic study is fine as is, my contention is 

that the analysis is incorrect and the explanations given in Chapter 3 (pgs 3-28 to 3-30) 

are replete with errors. Because traffic is such a significant impact of the Village 

proposal, an error in its analysis affects everything. 

Recall that CEQA requires that measurements of "traffic volume should represent the 

peak average winter ski conditions". The dEIR states, and the Final EIR confirms, 

"Traffic data from the 2011-2012 ski season was chosen as the most appropriate 

winter season data set for establishing the existing setting". However, from all existing 

data, the winter of 2011-2012 was anything but average 

In analyzing traffic, it is also essential to consider when the snow falls, as opposed to 

just total snowfall. In a normal winter, the plentiful snowfall early in the season 

attracts large numbers of skiers for the holiday weeks &/or weekends, thus resulting 

in high traffic numbers. But if the early season does not pan out, and the snowfall 

comes later in the season (e.g."miracle March" &/or April), the weekend warriors 

come in smaller numbers, though the locals will still throng to the powder. 

If you take this 2015-16 season as an example, the snowfall is close to average, but 

much fell early in the season and the crowds and traffic during the holidays were epic. 

While later weekends were still excellent, the numbers did not match the earlier 

holiday totals .. 

In this rebuttal, I will analyze the Final EIR Responses ~7 in order to demonstrate that 

the traffic study is fundamentally flawed. I will first provide the basic assertion made in 

each of the response items, and then rebut them. 

Response to Item #1: "Snowfall data does not support an assertion that 2011 - 2012 

was one of the driest in recent times". 

1 
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The Final EIR says that the total snowfall (reported at Squaw) was 394 inches. But, 

importantly, they also point out (in Response 2) that December and January received 

only 144 inches- "much less than average over the 7 year period". And these dry 

cond itions continued until Feb 151
h, the weekend after Presidents' Weekend. As the 

graph below shows, the vast majority of the snow came in March and April. 

March and April snowfall gives Sierra a 
boost1 but snowpack still well below average 
ThiJ P'•Ph shows the Snow 
Water Equlvaltnteround the 
Tahoe Basin measured at 

Lak• TahOe TiM6 Series Snowpadt Sunmaty 
Sued on ProvislonaiSNOTEL dala as of Aphllt, 2'012 . 

SNOTEL sitts by tht Natur~l ~-··-.. ~-~.~.~.-.:::'~~~ 
ResourcctsConservatlon .. ... ..:_-_ 
Servtte. ~- : .......... :, 
Snow water *<iUlYIIent ls the 
approximate amount of liquid t• 
water in the snowpadc. 

1.---.-.......----,. . 
U:GEND 

Black line • 2011•12 wator ~ • 
veer throu&tt j • 
Aprlllltli l • 

Rod line • Awrasa watat .l 
~·· (1971-2000) 

Green line •1010.2011 wate~ 

~·· 

~NRCS 

So, yes w hile the whole winter was perhaps average at best (and that is even 

debatable, as the chart below shows just about 330" at t he summit), the snow did not 

come when the really large crowds of skiers would come. 

2SOO ..-------------------------------------, 

Donner Summit Snowfall and Snowpack 
Winters 1879-2015 

80 

.. 

j .. 

10 

2 
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. . . . 
As most everyone knows (including SVRE) the really big crowds come during Christmas, 

MLK and Presidents' weekends, and, to a lesser extent, spring breaks. So, if one were 

going to do an honest job of assessing traffic according to CEQA ("average winter ski 

conditions") it would be one when average snow fell during December thru February. 

These are the big crowd months. The snowfall of 2011-2012 DID NOT represent an 

average winter for when the snow fell. 

Response to Item 2: "No evidence to suggest that the low skiers count caused the 
busiest ski days (upon which existing conditions are based) of the 2011-12 ski season 
to be lower than peak days in busier years" 

This is totally incorrect. It is not that 11,367 skiers (5th busiest day in 2011-12) is not a 

busy day, but there have been plenty of busier ones. For example, the peak day for this 

2015-16 ski season (which has had average snow fall) had over 16,000 skiers. So, 

during an truly average winter, when there is plenty of snow during Christmas and the 

holiday weekends, there can be a string of very busy days, where the skier count is 

above 12,000 (quite common at Squaw!). Anecdotally, at the April 7 Squaw Valley MAC 

meeting, Kyle Creze, head of traffic control for Squaw, admitted that there were more 

than 25 days this season of "triple coning"- indicative of frequent heavy traffic coming 

· into Squaw Valley. This was not the case during the 2011-12 winter. 

Response to Item 3: Actual skier data does NOT support the assertion that when there 

are heavier snowfalls during December and January, the busiest days (and therefore 

the 5th) would be during those months. Actual skier data shows the 51h busiest day 

tends to occur later in the ski season. 

To defend this assertion, the Final EIR states "during the 2010-11 season, Dec 301
h, 

2010 was the only Christmas Break day to have a greater level of skier attendance than 

the 5th busiest day which occurred on Feb 215t, 2011". What they conveniently do not 

point out is that there was basically no snow on the ground over Christmas, and that in 

the week prior to Feb 215
\ 10 feet of snow fell in Squaw. There was a spike in 

attendance, as expected, that weekend. 

This response misses the point. In an average year, with good snow during Christmas 

and Holiday weekends, all ski days will be busy. So, whether or not the sth busiest day 

falls during Christmas or some other weekend, there will be string of very busy days 

3 
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·-·w-m; totals very close to each other. The year 2011-12 had little snow over Dec and Jan, 

and therefore did not represent an average year resulting in skier attendance being 

"spikey". In comparison, during the current 2015-16 season (again an average snowfall 

year), the parking lot was at or near capacity almost every day from before Christmas 

until after New Years, indicative of very heavy traffic loads. 

Response to Item 4: "There is no evidence to suggest that skiers during the 2011-2012 

season "gave up on the season as lost." 

To substantiate this claim, the Final EIR says "following the Presidents Day Weekend in 

2012, the remainder of the season (which extended to April 22, 2012) accommodated 

330,000 total skier days according to skier data provided by Squaw Valley USA." 

There is no dispute that with heavy snowfall, at least the local skiers will come out. But 

it is apparent that after President's weekend in any average winter, including this 

2015-16 winter, (especially with the early start to Daylight Savings Time), skiers do not 

come out in the large numbers that they do in December through February. 

Interestingly, the FEIR data for 2011-12 data substantiates this claim. The Final EIR 

states that there were ONLY 230,000 skier days before President's weekend that year, 

as compared to the 330,000 afterwards. This is a 40/60% split, and a 560,000 total 

skier count. Compare that to the 2010-11 season, wh ich had an more than average 

snowfall pattern There were 436,000 skier days before President's Weekend and only 

277,000 afterwards; a 60/40% split of the 713,000 total skier count. That is more 

normal. 

To put the "nail in the coffin", the response to item 5 says "The comment is valid in 

that during a "good season" in which significant snowfall occurs in December and 

January, many of the busier days of the season occur during these months." That is 

exactly my contention. Thank you FEIR. 

Response to item 5: " ... any assertion that the 30th busiest day would be nearly as busy 

as the fifth or tenth busiest day is not supported by either Squaw Valley Road ADT 

counts or the Squaw Valley USA Ski Resort skier/boarder attendance totals" 

Of course, by definition, the 301
h busiest day will have a lower traffic and skier count 

number than the 5 th or 101
h. But that is not the contention. The contention is, and is 

4 
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r s·u-pp"orted by data from this 2015-16 ski season, that during an average snowfall year, 
I 

i the top 5, 10 or even 15 busiest days can have skier and traffic counts that are very 
\ 
! close in numbers to each other. 
; 

i Response to Item 6: "Winter peak hour and daily conditions along Squaw Valley Road 

are already unacceptable and would have shown slightly exacerbated conditions" if 

! there were an adjustment of 5% made to skier count. 

l Two points need to be made. First, to many of us, the fact that the winter peak hour 
i 
i and daily conditions along Squaw Valley Rd are already unacceptable is the "elephant" 

! in the room. To use this as an excuse to allow the conditions to get even worse is 

I illogical. There is no better argument that can be made to limit the allowed size of the 
I 
l proposed project. 
i 
l Second, the response keeps focusing on total snowfall and ignores the fact that it is 
I 

! much more important to consider when the snow falls. With an average snow fall year, 
l ! the crowds will arrive in large numbers during the holiday week and weekends, but if 

: most of the snow falls later in the season, these same traffic numbers never 

~ materialize. 
l 

; Response to Item 7: "The responses provided here have confirmed that the data from 

i the 2011-2012 ski season provides an accurate depiction of conditions during 

approximately the fifth busiest day of a typical winter ski season" 

I contend just the opposite. Attempts to prove this assertion are based on partial facts 

and half truths. When all the data is examined, it is clear that the late snowfall in the 

2011-12limited the skier traffic during what would normally be the busiest time of the 

season. The winter of 2015-16 is a perfect example and fresh in everyone's mind of 

I what the t raffic conditions are really like in a normal"average" snowfall year. 
i 

i Finally, as a result of this faulty analysis, another faulty conclusion is made. Page 3-89 

of the Master Responses chapter of the Final EIR states that the level of service of the 

intersection of Squaw Valley Rd and Far East Rd can be reduced to F (CP-1) since 

• Peak periods at Squaw Valley occur for limited periods of time and during a 
relatively small number of days per year; 

5 
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---~-··other. measures are available to manage the peak traffic flows, such as three

lane operation with cones, signage, and traffic personnel; 

However, during an average winter season (not even counting summer festival 

weekends), we now know that triple coning is used more than 25 times (as was done 

this year) and that infers traffic loads are heavy. Implying, therefore, that the peak 

' periods occur during a relatively small numbers of days is fallacious. 

: Thank you 

David Stepner 

1064 lanny lane 

Olympic Valley, CA 96146 

6 

801



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

I4 David Stepner 
April 26, 2016 

 

I4-1 The first part of this comment letter presents an in-depth comparative analysis of snow 
conditions during the 2011-2012 versus 2015-2016 ski seasons, and concludes “that the 
winter of 2011-2012 was anything but average.” It contends that the 2015-2016 season 
was in fact a ‘normal or average’ year. The letter also provides a response by response 
rebuttal to the FEIR responses pertaining to this particular topic. It presents new technical 
information relating to the amount of snow that falls on weekdays, weekends, and holidays. 
It describes snowfall during the early versus late winter months. It describes how different 
areas of the Tahoe Region can have different snowfalls during the same time period.  

Much of the comment letter addresses points answered in the portion of the FEIR traffic 
Master Response related to the use of 2011-2012 ski season data to represent existing 
winter conditions. Many of the comments question the content of the Master Response, or 
point out disagreements with the Master Response, but either do not provide substantial 
new information, or do not directly refute the key element of selecting and analyzing the 5th 
busiest winter day in the traffic analysis. The traffic analysis focusses on peak day/peak hour 
traffic conditions, with the equivalent of the 5th busiest day of the year being the “peak day”. 
Issues related to the number, character, date, or conditions associated with any other peak 
day, or days, would not affect the results of the EIR traffic analysis. As discussed below, and 
in the Master Response, an appropriate 5th busiest peak day condition was selected and 
analyzed in the EIR. The commenter does not provide evidence of another more appropriate 
date to represent a 5th busiest peak day. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) states the following: “An EIR must include a description of 
the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time 
the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This 
environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which the 
lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.” The detailed snowfall information 
contained in the comment letter is being used to support an argument that a different 
baseline condition, such as the 2015/2016 ski season, which occurred after the DEIR had 
been published, should have been studied, which is contrary to the direction in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(a). 

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the DEIR was released in October 2012. It is apparent 
from Table 9-1 of the DEIR that the technical analysis was substantially complete by early 
2014 as evidenced by the lack of a full 2013-2014 ski season of reported skier visits. When 
the data available to the analysts at that time is examined, it is clear that the choice to use 
the 2011-2012 season data was correct, and accompanied by supporting evidence. The 5th 
busiest day of 2011-2012 ski season had two percent more skiers at Squaw Valley Ski 
Resort than the 5th busiest day of 2010-2011 season and 6 percent more skiers than the 5th 
busiest day of 2012-2013 season. Attendance on the 5th busiest day of the 2011-2012 
season was 23 percent greater than the 5th busiest day of the 2013-2014 season (through 
March 2014). The design study period was Saturday, February 12, 2012, in which Squaw 
Valley Road carried 12,906 vehicles. This was the 7th busiest travel day of the winter season, 
and less than 100 vehicles away from being the 5th busiest travel day (see Table 9-4 of the 
DEIR).  
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The conclusion on this topic is very clear: CEQA Guidelines require the use of a baseline 
setting that is tied to the issuance of the NOP, and that is precisely how the DEIR 
transportation impact analysis was prepared. 

The second paragraph of the comment letter states: “Recall that CEQA requires that 
measurements of traffic volume should represent the peak average winter ski conditions.” 
There is no such policy, guideline, or recommendation for this contained anywhere within the 
CEQA guidelines or statutes. It is worth further noting that transportation impact studies 
throughout the United States routinely use traffic counts collected on an average weekday to 
establish the existing condition. In other words, these studies do not search for the 5th 
busiest weekday of the year and use that condition to represent existing conditions. Thus, 
the DEIR’s selection of the 5th busiest day of the ski season is a more conservative approach 
than is normally taken in traffic studies. 

Page 5 of the comment letter states the following: “The winter of 2015-2016 is a perfect 
example and fresh in everyone’s mind of what the traffic conditions are really like in a normal 
‘average’ snowfall year.” Most analysts would assert that the number of annual 
skiers/boarders is a more accurate measure of overall winter travel conditions than snowfall. 
This is because the number of skiers/boarders is directly linked to travel into and out of the 
Tahoe Region. The amount of snowfall plays a role in the decision to travel, and is typically 
positively correlated with skier/boarder visitation. However, the effect of snowfall on 
skier/boarder visitation can vary considerably depending on the day of the week, and month 
of the year in which snow falls. 
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Placer County Planning Department 
Alex Fisch 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 
cdraecs@placer.ca.gov 

I~ 

Subject: Comments on Vi llage at Squaw Valley Specific Plan Final ErR 

Dear Mr. Fisch-

August 10,2016 

Last year I submitted comments on the Draft EIR for the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan, which were 
responded to in the Final EIR publ ished this year (response 1226), which I appreciate. However, several of my 
comments were not adequately addressed, and the EIR was not amended. This means that the Final ElR still 
contains several transportation-related errors, which unfortunately renders the FEIR inadequate. Below are my 
additional comments. 

I. Re: 1226-3: My main comment, which remains, is that the project sponsor and Placer County should adopt a pol icy 
of No Addi tional Traffic (NAT, previously known as No Net New Trips or NNNT; the name has changed but the 
pol icy is the same). This policy would ensure that the proposed development could occur without increasing traffic 
volumes, which would completely mitigate all of the s ign ificant and unavoidable traffic-related impacts to 
transportation, air quality, noise and visuals. It would also substantially reduce parking demand at Squaw Valley, 
reducing construction costs for the sponsor by eliminating proposed structured parking f.1cil ities. I have attached the 
revised version of the NAT pol icy. 

The FErRon pages 7.2.5-314 through 7.2.5-3 I 6 dismisses NAT as infeasible for several incorrect reasons which I 
would like to address: 

• " .. . the [examples ofNAT policies in other jurisdictions] mentioned above often rely on robust publically
funded rail transit systems as a key component of their TDM programs, whereas transit in the study area is 
limited to fixed-route bus lines that operate at relatively low frequency." 

o It is true that Squaw Valley locks a robust transit connection, especially to the Day Area and 
Sacramento, which would serve as the foundation of non-auto transportation. However, 
Squaw/Alpine could charter buses from the Bay Area and Sacramento for its guests, similar to 
mul tiple hotel, resort and casino developments across Cali fornia. This would establ ish the transit 
"backbone" that has made other NAT pol icies successful. 

• "Tahoe region housing is more spread out, and visitors have gear and are not as li kely to be able to walk 
to a stop." 

o Visitors will not necessarily have to walk a long distance to a bus stop with their gear; there are 
other options for sustainable travel such as carpooling, ridcsharing and even bicycling, all of 
which can accommodate ski gear, golf clubs, etc. Furthennorc, passengers can bring their 
equipment on buses, and high-qual ity bus stops (such as those implemented in the ski resort town 
of Aspen, Colorado) arc appealing and convenient. Lastly, most visitors are capable of walking 
moderate distances carrying their ski equipment, such as with in Squaw Valley from the far end of 
the existing parking lot. 

• "The comment recommends the placement ofpennanen t year-round in-ground counters at two locations 
along Squaw Valley Road. The comment also suggests the use of hose counters to measure dai ly volumes 
at various private driveways to isolate their traffic generation. The placement of hose counts across private 
driveways is problematic." 

o The response is correct that placement of hose counters across driveways (as was suggested in my 
comments on the DEIR last year) is problematic. In response, I have revised the NAT policy to 
not require any hoses across driveways; instead the pol icy would be implemented by simple traffic 
counter cameras mounted on existing traffic signal or uti lity poles within the public right-of-way. 
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(-)';summary, the NAT policy is a feasible n1itigation measure that should be applied to the proposed development . 
. /'\, ! The conclusion in the response to my comment that" .. . it would be very challenging to effectively implement a 

/ Vj .,\ 1

1 

[NAT] policy, and the likely result (if [NAT] is required) is that the proposed project could never get constructed" is 
Y ~,., an unacceptably defeatist attitude given the Sierra ski industry' s cli1nate change crisis. If it were true that the 

\_ 1• development cannot be constructed without generating new traffic (which is absolutely false), then the development 
should not be approved. 

/"2'_ ... ~R;-t226.s, 14 and 16: I commented that the DEIR does not address how increases in traffic volumes along Squaw I Valley Road would impact pedestrian and bicycle safety for those attempting to access the existing Squaw Valley 
1 Path. The response to this comment completely dismisses this safety impact and docs not respond to my question of 

I how pedestrians and bicycles crossing Squaw Valley Road would be impacted by additional traffic, especially given 
that traflic control personnel would not be stationed at every intersection. Furthermore it was disclosed that the 
purpose of the tmffic personnel is not to stop Squaw Valley Road traffic for pedestrians crossing street but to "wave 
folks through" which is not only illegal (as pedestrians always have the right-of-way at uncontrolled intersections) 
but creates unsafe ambiguity regarding who should yield to whom. This is an existing safety impact which the 
project would exacerbate (even with installation of high-visibility crosswalks as I suggested), but this is not 
disclosed in the EIR. 

Re: 1226-17: In response to traffic noise concerns, the FETR has introduced a new mitigation measure to install 
rubberized asphalt along Squaw Valley Road. Because this is a new mitigation measure that was not described in 
the DEIR, the EIR needs to be recirculated, rather than deleting and relabeling an existing traffic mitigation 
measure. Furthermore the secondary impacts of this new mitigation measure need to be assessed regarding 
stormwater runoff and water pollution, odors and air quality, as rubberized asphalt is certainly not without 
environmental consequences. 

\ f4~---R-C:i226-19: The response is dismissive of the transit delay resulting from the project. Calculations attached in my 
.: .l'~ comments on the DE!R, pulled from traffic analysis data in the DEIR, show delays to transit of2 to 5 minutes which 

1 L, is substantial, but the response notes that delays would be "modest" on the order of 12 to 42 seconds, which is false. 
\ . There is a significant impact to transit which the EIR does not disclose. 

·-.s:- "122'6~2(J:'tlie respo.nse is dismissive of the traffic congestion that will ensue from the project's traffic generation at 
the bottleneck intersection ofCA 89 and Squaw Valley Road. As my comments on the DEIR noted, the SimTraffic 
analysis of this intersection in the DE!R is flawed which results in significant underreporting of delays under 
cumulative conditions. This is true for: 

• The Winter Sunday PM Cumulative Plus Project condition (Appendix G page 156), where only 
62.6% of traffic demand is served, resulting in 950 vehicles queued up beyond the model extents; 
and 

. I~~ • The Summer Friday PM Cumulative Plus Project condition (Appendix G page 163) ,where only 
63.2% of traffic demand is served, resulting in 1,370 out of2,740 ears are queued up beyond the 
models extents. : I. ...., 

y 
The response that "The results are not incorrect" is false; this is a major error that does not pass fundamental traffic 
simulation requirements. Close to half of the traffic demand is unable to enter the simulation network due to 
congestion, which means that the very high delays that those vehicles experience is not captured within the reported 
values. This flaw can be easily remedied by simply extending the roadway links within the SimTraffic model that 
radiate from the intersection and reru11ning the simulation, so that all vehicles arc able to able to enter the network 
and have their delays reported. Please correct the simulation and update the reported traffic delays at this 
intersection. 

Respectfully submitted-

Greg Riessen, PE 
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NAT: the No Additional Iraffic Policy for Squaw Valley 
Moving more people in fewer cars 

By Greg Riessen (see resume below) .June, 2016 

Squaw Valley suffers from congestion during peak winter ski days. Now, a major new development 
project is seeking approval that could generate additional traffic, further exacerbating congestion while 
injecting noise and air pollution into the valley year round. 

Does this new development have to result in additional traffic? The Village at Squaw Valley Specific 
Plan (VSVSP, the project) Environmental Impact Report (EIR), prepared by Placer County, says yes. It 
discloses that the project would result in multiple significant and unavoidable transportation, noise and 
air quality impacts due to the large increase in traffic that the report projects would occur. These 
findings confirm the suspicion of many members of the Squaw Valley community, who cannot support 
the project out of concern for the environment. 

However, Squaw Valley Real Estate (the sponsor) believes that the traffic volumes in the EIR are 
over-inflated because the project is pedestrian-oriented and includes completion of the Squaw Valley 
Bike Path. The project also incorporates multiple Transportation Demand Management (TOM) 
measures that provide alternatives to driving, such as new transit services within Squaw Valley and 
preferential parking for carpools. These measures could reduce traffic volumes for both the new 
development and existing vehicle trips, offsetting traffic generated by the new development. 

Who is correct, the County or the sponsor? Must new development unavoidably result in additional 
traffic, or could TOM measures offset traffic growth? They are both right. It is true new development 
can be constructed without adding traffic if there is a commitment to TOM measures, especially when 
the baseline condition includes minimal measures, which is Squaw Valley's situation. But, without a 
stated commitment to offset traffic volumes, TOM measures will likely never be fully implemented and 
utilized, and traffic-related significant environmental impacts will result. 

So, what is lacking from the project is the commitment to not increase traffic volumes. That is the 
genesis of the N2 Additional Imffi.£ iliAD policy. NAT is the opportunity for the sponsor to showcase 
environmental leadership toward combatting climate change, cutting traffic congestion and promoting 
livable communities, while also reducing construction costs of structured parking facilities. 

The sponsor and Placer County should amend the EIR to attach the NAT policy as a mitigation measure 
on the plan. NAT would stipulnte that development phases could be approved only if observed traffic 
volumes on Squaw Valley Road have not increased above the existing baseline volume. With this 
commitment, the sponsor would be strongly motivated to take actions that reduce the traffic generated 
by the existing ski resort, and also take actions that minimize the traffic generated by the new 
development. Only if the sponsor is successful at maintaining traffic volumes at or below the baseline 
could additional phases of development could be approved. 

Implementation of NAT would be simple, cheap, automated, and transparent. A video camera (see 
Figure l for example) that counts vehicles traveling along Squaw Valley Road would be installed 
between CA 89 and the intersection with Squaw Creek Road, on an existing util ity pole (Figure 2, green 
marker). A second video counter would be installed on Squaw Creek Road (Figure 2, pink marker). 
These two cameras would measure, and isolate from each other, changes in traffic volumes associated 
with both the Squaw Valley Ski Resort and the Resort at Squaw Creek. These two destinations generate 
the preponderance of existing traffic volumes in the valley, and arc also the valley's two sites of 
proposed major developments. 
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Figure 1 - Example of video traffic counter installation 

Figure 2: Locations of traffic counter video camera installations in eastern Squaw Valley. In green, the Squaw 
Valley Road counter would measure traffic growth associated with the sum of Squaw Valley Ski Resort and 
the Resort at Squaw Creek. In pink, the Squaw Creek Road counter would measure traffic growth associated 
with Q!lJ.y the Resort at Squaw Creek. Traffic growth associated with only Squaw Valley Ski Resort (including 
the East Parcel) is therefore calculated by subtracting the tratlic growth of the pink counter from the traffic 
growth of the green counter. 
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Vehicles would be anonymously and automatically counted day and night, year round, without any 
human labor required. Counts would be posted online in real time, ensuring transparency. After 12 
months of counting, the baseline average daily traffic volume would be established for both the summer 
and winter seasons. After 24 months, trends over time would become evident. 

The first phase of the VSVSP could be approved now, but subsequent phases could only be approved if 
the ongoing traffic count demonstrates that, after occupancy of the first phase of development, traffic 
volumes have remained at or below the baseline volume, for both the summer and winter periods. If 
counts are observed to have increased, then subsequent phases could not be.approved until additional 
TDM measures were deployed and traffic counts were observed to have decreased down to the baseline. 

The beauty of NAT is that it empowers the sponsor to add, modify or drop any TOM measure as 
conditions and technologies change over time. In fact, the sponsor may not need to implement any 
TOM measures at all if the new development is inherently pedestrian-oriented and would not generate 
additional traffic, as the sponsor asserts. 

What additional TOM measures could the sponsor implement in order to reduce traffic? Here are 
several options that the sponsor could consider: 

1) Charter shuttle buses for weekend trips from the Bay Area to Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows, 
similar to the operation at multiple other ski resorts. In San Francisco there are over 400 commuter 
shuttle buses, driven during the workweek but parked over the weekend, which could be dispatched 
between the Bay Area and Squaw Valley to serve the major weekend tmvel market. Guests in Squaw 
Valley that do not have access to a personal car would drive much Jess frequently during their visit, 
resulting in substantial traffic reductions both within and outside of the valley. 

2) Procure and operate high quality local transit vehicles and facilities, such as low-floor buses to 
facilitate loading of equipment, enclosed transit shelters with real-time arrival information, and 
improved pedestrian connections to transit stops. A good example is the VelociRFTA Bus Rapid 
Transit system serving Aspen. 

3) Develop the East Parcel as a parking interceptor facility with convenient shuttle service, similar to 
the operation at Northstar, rather than the current proposal of a parking spillover facility. This would 
create an inconvenience to frequent personal auto use, incentivizing skiers and employees to use transit, 
and encouraging guests to remain in the valley rather than driving arou~d Lake Tahoe. 

4) Partner with rideshare, carshare and other emerging transportation companies to enable guests to use 
regional transit into Squaw Valley while still enjoying convenient auto access during their visit (for 
hiking and similar activities not well served by local transit). 

5) Pursue and support further improvements and connections to the Squaw Valley Bike Path, such as an 
extension to Truckee. 

6) Work with Caltrans to install four-person High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV4+) lanes (aka carpool 
lanes) on the shoulders of CA 89 between Squaw Valley Road and Truckee. The existing roadway is 
wide enough for four lanes (there were four lanes during the 1960 Winter Olympics). Striping HOV 
lanes would provide a faster travel time for buses and carpools during peak periods, incentivizing their 
use by skiers, guests and employees. 

7) "Casual carpool" pickup spots could be established in Tahoe City and Truckee, and the sponsor could 
partner with carpool technology companies (e.g. Uber, Lyft, Scoop, etc) to facilitate the convenient 

808



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 

 Placer County 
I-32 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

formation of carpools. The sponsor could provide free overnight lockers for day skiers to make transit 
and carpooling more viable. 

8) Implementation of parking management strategy best practices. Squaw Valley is unique among 
major ski resorts in not charging for parking within the core village. The sponsor could charge for 
parking for skiers, guests, and employees. Daily lift tickets and season passes should be reduced in price 
correspondingly to result in no added cost to skiers. Free parking could exist at the East Parcel while 
parking in the village would be charged, and a free drop-off area in the village could be established. 

This is only a partial list ofTDM measures that the sponsor could implement. With NAT, the sponsor is 
not required to perform any specific tasks; rather, the sponsor is simply required to maintain traffic 
volumes at the baseline. 

A commitment to NAT has been proven as an effective and feasible traffic reduction strategy with other 
major development projects, including Stanford University, the University of Washington, and the cities 
of Santa Monica and Mountain View. Those projects were able to be built with fewer structured parking 
facilities than typical auto-oriented development, resulting in a win-win of reduced project construction 
costs for the sponsor and reduced traffic for the community. In fact, due to Squaw Valley's singular 
roadway, implementation of NAT using video camera traffic counters would be easy and automated, 
compared to those listed examples (which require collecting traffic counts at multiple roads using human 
labor, associating traffic to various destinations, and discounting pass-through trips, among other tasks). 

In conclusion, this project does IlQ1 have to increase tra!l'ic and make life worse for residents and visitors 
in the valley. A simple and flexible tool has been proven to successfully facilitate development without 
increasing traffic, and it should be employed in Squaw Valley. Placer County should revise the VSVSP 
EIR to include the No Additional Traflic policy as a mitigation measure, which would mitigate all 
traffic-related impacts related to transportation, noise and air quality to a less-than-significant level. 

Greg Riessen, PE works as a traffic engineer, transit planner and environmental practitioner for the 
City and County of San Francisco, and previously nt Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants. He 
works to create sustainable transportation options for residents, commuters and visitors that are 
competitive with driving. His projects include comprehensive Travel Demand Management programs 
for major development proposals, including ongoing performance monitoring and enforcement; design 
and implementation of transit-priority infrastructure including smart traffic signals and dedicated 
carpool lanes; and partnerships with transportation tech companies to conceive new types of mobility, 
including rideshare and automated vehicles. His family has shared a home in Squaw Valley since 1990. 
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I5 Greg Riessen, PE 
August 10, 2016 

 

I5-1 As an introductory statement, the comment states that the commenter’s DEIR comments 
were not adequately addressed in the FEIR and the EIR was not amended, rendering it 
inadequate. More detailed responses are provided below in responses to comments I5-2 
through I5-5. 

The commenter reiterates comments provided on the DEIR regarding a proposed policy of No 
Additional Traffic (NAT) or No Net New Trips (NNNT) to mitigate the project’s traffic impacts. 
This issue was addressed in responses to Comments I226-3 through I226-5 in the FEIR. The 
commenter states that NNNT would ensure that the project would not increase traffic 
volumes, which would completely mitigate all of the significant and unavoidable traffic-
related impacts to transportation, air quality, noise, and visuals. This is incorrect. Not all of 
the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts (which are listed in Section 18.2 of the 
DEIR) are related to traffic, nor would they all be mitigated to less-than-significant levels by 
the proposed NNNT policy. 

The commenter asserts that previous responses relating to the lack of feasibility of such a 
program are not valid (FEIR responses to comments I226-3 through I226-5). The commenter 
suggests a charter bus system to transport guests from the Bay Area and Sacramento is 
feasible and could be effective. The commenter states that winter resort visitors may not 
have to walk long distances with their ski/board gear and are capable of walking shorter 
distances. The commenter also suggests an alternative means of measuring traffic levels on 
Squaw Valley Road that does not rely on those counts. Each of these comments is addressed 
below. 

 The citation from the FEIR references high-tech campuses with “…robust publically-
funded rail transit systems…” while noting that transit in Squaw Valley is limited to fixed-
route bus lines. The commenter suggests the use of charter buses between Squaw Valley 
and the Bay Area and Sacramento; however, charter buses are not rail transit. Further, to 
achieve NNNT policies, the project applicant would need to limit guest’s access via 
personal vehicles and direct them to charter buses as an exclusive, or near exclusive 
method of resort entry. This approach would put Squaw Valley Real Estate, LLC at a 
competitive disadvantage to other resorts. Those visitors that could no longer drive to the 
Village at Squaw Valley would presumably select to drive to resorts other than Squaw 
Valley. 

While a charter bus system could accommodate some winter day-use resort attendees as 
it does presently, the use of a charter bus for multi-day family, friend, business, or related 
outings would prove more challenging. Multi-day trips typically include a variety of 
additional clothing, food, drinks, and games/toys in addition to ski/board gear. 
Transporting this amount of gear by charter bus would create many logistical challenges. 
Additionally, overnight winter resort guests often place a high value on time and 
convenience, neither of which is typically offered by charter bus operations. Provision of 
convenient and direct service to a resort or venue does not guarantee ridership. For 
example, ridership to San Francisco 49er football games at Levi’s Stadium via Santa 
Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA)’s new express train have been substantially 
below projections according to recent reports (http://www.sfgate.com/49ers/article/VTA-
49ers-express-train-tickets-sales-9217741.php). This is not necessarily because of the 
quality or cost of service, but rather personal decisions regarding which mode of travel 
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best accommodates their overall needs. Further, a free-fare skier shuttle program was 
operated by the Truckee North Tahoe Transportation Management Association in the 
winter of 2012-2013, the results of which was low ridership despite a strong marketing 
effort (see further details on pages 3-27 and 3-28 of the FEIR). 

 The citation from the FEIR notes that in contrast to the high-tech campuses, housing in 
the Tahoe region is more spread out and visitors with ski gear “…are not as likely to be 
able to walk to a stop.” This is not the only reason as to why the County believes NNNT to 
be infeasible, however. See, for example, the portion of response to comment I226-3 in 
the FEIR that discusses overall feasibility. Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that in 
addition to walking, visitors could carpool, rideshare, and bicycle, these travel options 
would all be part of project operations, as detailed in the DEIR and FEIR.  

 The commenter’s suggested means for measuring traffic volumes on Squaw Valley Road 
as part of a NAT or NNNT program has merit. However, there would likely be data 
interpretation and traffic volume responsibility issues if this program were actually 
implemented. The suggested count locations would identify all trips on Squaw Valley 
Road west of SR 89 as either being associated with the Resort at Squaw Creek or all land 
uses west of Squaw Creek Road. The commenter suggests that because the 
overwhelming majority of trips west of Squaw Creek Road are associated with Squaw 
Valley Resort, it is reasonable to use that volume as a surrogate for trips generated by 
the resort. The commenter suggests that a 12-month baseline condition be established 
and that monitoring continue with Phase 1 of the project to see how volumes change. 
However, changes in traffic volumes on Squaw Valley Road west of Squaw Creek Road 
could be attributable to differences in the number of day-use skiers, proposed project 
trips, traffic associated with new land development (both construction and operation), 
and changes in usage of existing residences. In other words, the project’s fate as 
proposed in the NAT program (i.e., no additional development if traffic volumes increase) 
could conceivably be caused by other land uses or activities, and be falsely associated as 
being project-related. For this reason, while the technological tool for counting vehicles 
appears sound, the suggested approach for determining the project’s responsibility to 
overall traffic growth in Olympic Valley is not. 

Finally, the comment reiterates comments provided on the DEIR regarding the NNNT policy 
constituting a feasible mitigation measure, in the commenter’s opinion. This comment does 
not change the conclusion of the FEIR in response to Comment I226-3 regarding overall 
feasibility.  

I5-2 The comment reiterates comments provided on the DEIR regarding how increases in traffic 
volumes along Squaw Valley Road could affect pedestrian and bicycle safety. Pedestrian 
safety impacts are addressed in responses to comments I226-14 and I226-15 in the FEIR.  

Regarding the comment about traffic control personnel along Squaw Valley Road waving 
vehicles through rather than not stopping traffic for pedestrians, this statement misinterprets 
response to comment I226-16 in the FEIR, which describes this activity as a past practice 
that is not recommended as mitigation for the project.  

The comment states that this is an existing safety impact that the project would exacerbate, 
however, no specifics are provided explaining how the project would exacerbate the impact. 
As explained in response to comment I226-15 in the FEIR, the project would add a crosswalk 
adjacent to the Squaw Valley Road/Far East Road intersection. Additionally, traffic control 
officers would be situated at select intersections and would assign right-of-way to allow users 
passing through those intersections. This is a standard procedure employed at numerous 
resorts, sporting facilities, and other large gatherings. 
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I5-3 The comment states that the EIR should be recirculated to include evaluation of the potential 
secondary effects of Mitigation Measure 11-5, which was revised in the FEIR to require the 
project applicant to install a rubberized hot mix asphalt overlay (RHMA) or equivalent surface 
treatment on top of the existing conventional asphalt segments of Squaw Valley Road to 
reduce roadway noise. The comment lists possible secondary effects such as effects related 
to stormwater runoff and water pollution, odors, and air quality.  

Revised Mitigation Measure 11-5 is included in the Master Response regarding noise in the 
FEIR, along with supporting discussion regarding roadway noise reduction that could be 
achieved with implementation of this mitigation measure. Page 3-46 of the FEIR states, 
“Installation and function of the rubberized asphalt would be similar to standard asphalt 
application and maintenance procedures with the added benefit of reducing traffic-related 
noise.” Because of the similarity between rubberized and standard asphalt, secondary 
effects related to installation and operation would also be similar. The proposed project 
includes installation of standard asphalt in the Main Village Area and the East Parcel. The 
DEIR describes overall project effects under Impacts 13-2 and 13-7 (stormwater runoff and 
water pollution), 10-1 and 10-2 (air quality), and 10-5 (odors). Where impacts are identified 
as potentially significant, mitigation is recommended. For these reasons, the DEIR and FEIR 
analysis adequately evaluates the secondary effects associated with installing rubberized 
asphalt; no changes to the DEIR are necessary. Also, see the Master Response regarding 
recirculation in the FEIR. 

To provide further information about this topic, the following provides a summary of a 
Caltrans report titled Asphalt Rubber Usage Guide that was prepared in January 2003 
(available: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/esc/Translab/ormt/pdf/Caltrans_Asphalt_Rubber_Usage_Guide.p
df). The report indicates that since the late 1970s, numerous asphalt rubber projects have 
been implemented in California. Since that time, Caltrans has continued to study, test, and 
use rubberized asphalt materials. These materials can be used wherever conventional 
asphalt concrete or asphalt surface treatments would be used, and have been used with 
success in most of the geographical and climate zones in California and Arizona from the low 
desert through the mountain/alpine zones. Regarding issues and concerns with asphalt 
rubber, odors associated with applying asphalt rubber may be stronger than conventional 
asphalt, but emissions are similar and can be addressed with proper production and 
construction methods. No new chemicals are associated with asphalt rubber, and use of 
asphalt rubber does not present a health risk to paving personnel.  

I5-4 The comment states that FEIR responses were dismissive of the DEIR comments regarding 
transit delays resulting from the project. See response to comment I226-19 in the FEIR. No 
new questions or issues pertaining to the environmental analysis are raised in this comment. 
Therefore, no further response can be provided. 

I5-5 The commenter expands upon DEIR comment I226-20 regarding traffic operations at the SR 
89/Squaw Valley Road intersection. The specific comment relates to the percent demand 
served being low during certain cumulative analysis time periods and the resulting potential 
that vehicles that do not pass through the intersection would queue beyond the limits of the 
SimTraffic model, thereby excluding their delay from the calculation. In response to this 
comment, the cumulative scenarios listed in the comment were investigated. It was found 
that the reported delay was correct, but that the percent demand served represented only 10 
of the 15 minutes being modeled as the peak 15 minutes of the peak hour. This explains 
why the reported percent demand served in the two examples listed in the comment were 
about 63 percent, which is equivalent to about 95 percent of the demand that would occur 
during those 10 minutes (i.e., 63 percent divided by 66.7 percent). Additionally, the SR 89 
approaches to the intersection were rechecked and found to be at least 1,500 feet in length. 
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Therefore, given that the actual percent demand served was closer to 95 percent and the SR 
89 and Squaw Valley Road approaches were of substantial length to capture all queued 
vehicle delay, the intersection analysis results at this intersection are correct. 
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Kathi Heckert 

From: Alexander Fisch 
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2016 8:10 AM 

Kathi Heckert To: 
Subject: FW: comments on Squaw development 

Please add to the project fi le 

From: Bill Brougher [mailto:billbr@gmajl.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2016 1:01 AM 
To: Teri Ivaldi; Jennifer Montgomery; Jim Holmes; Robert Weygandt; Kirk Uhler; Alexander Fisch; richard@roccucd.com; 
David Boesch; Jennifer Merchant 
Cc: Francoise Brougher 
Subject: comments on Squaw development 

Dear Supervisors, Alex and Richard, David and Jennifer, 
I 

My wife Francoise and I are condo owners at Squaw Village. We bought recently, about 3 winters ago, and 
were fortunate enough to buy two units near each other overlooking the Funitel. Squaw is not our primary home 

I but have 3 racers and have come up from the Bay nearly every winter weekend more than l 0 years. 

Our interest in the redevelopment plans for Squaw have waxed and waned since our purchase. We took a risk 
when buying because, at the time, development would have impeded some of our view, or at a minimum would 
have certainly changed the view for the worse with the previously proposed hotel on Red Dog. For that scaling 
back of the plans we are thankful. 

Since this time we have been somewhat on the fence with the development. Well, it doesn't affect us any more, 
.. right? In looking more closely at the plans recently we both independently concluded that the currently 

t..~ ( proposed redevelopment plan may not be in the best interest of Squaw or the region. Ultimately that is for you 
y ·and the community to decide, but we wanted to share some of our concerns in case they help with continued 

discussion in the community and with KSL. 

• Plan does not address Hwy 89 traffic. The plan goes into detail with road improvements in the Squaw 
area, but these roads are not really the problem. The major sustained jams are today on 89, not on the 
Squaw access road, and they will get worse. 
Community benefits (KSL concessions) are not significant. Much is being made about creek 
restoration, for instance. We believe creek restoration is desirable, but why should it be tied to a 
massive construction project? We could restore the creek through private donations and a community 
work project instead. The other community benefits are similar in scope and alternatives. 
The summer recreation center is a white elephant. Without knowing what this building will be used 
for it is hard to forecast how much money will be made from it, something which is essential to 
predicting how healthy the business will be. It has a large footprint without justification or quantifiable 
payback. Rather than building a one-size-fits-all warehouse, it would be provide better visibility and 
predictability to define the space usage before building, like most architects would advise. 

• KSL as a going concern and ease of KSL's exit. KSL is undertaking a large capital expenditure that 
will radically change the area. It is unclear, especially with continued low-snow years that KSL will be 
able to make money and it is unclear that the recreation center is the silver bullet to solve this problem. 
The previous developer lntrawest left the project. If the project is built and fails (or succeeds) then KSL 
can parachute out, but the community is left with the development. How thoroughly has the business 
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,--
plan been reviewed and compared with neighboring projects such as Northstar? Where will all the 
vacationers come from? Is there really enough demand for such a large project? 
Worst case alternative. If the community decides not to proceed with KSL's project, what is the worst 
that can happen? Another developer may come in, but they'll know better than to come in with 
something unreasonable. We would wager that a new developer would do a better job approaching both 
the community and the project. We'd argue that the worst case may in fact be project approval and KSL 
flipping ownership to a new entity in 10 years. The community will have litlle to no control over this 
scenario, or about the selection of the new owner. .----=,.-

1 
Squaw capacity. Mountain Run is already a dangerous traffic jam on moderate days. Adding more 
vacationing skiers who are unfamiliar with the mountain will make it worse. What is the plan for getting 

, skiers off the mountain, especially in the now-normal low snow years when Sunnyside is closed? What 
.(\0 > is the safe skier capacity for Squaw? 

i
, ... ' In suriUnary, we question whether the current proposal is desirable in its current state. We can see the volume of 

;\ work that has been put into the proposal but it leaves major concerns unaddressed. We'd recommend rejecting 
1y\J the current proposal outright, and to require new proposals from the cun-ent or future developers to share better 

financial plans in order to evaluate financial viability and also to include contractual guarantee of long term 
stewardship for the region. 

Best regards, 

Bill and Francoise Brougher 

2 
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I6 Bill and Francoise Brougher 
August 10, 2016 

 

I6-1 The comment summarizes concerns about the project, including those related to traffic 
(specifically, on State Route [SR] 89), community benefits, the proposed Mountain Adventure 
Camp, and questions about the owner (KSL). Traffic is addressed in the DEIR (see Chapter 9, 
“Transportation and Circulation”) and the FEIR (see the Master Response regarding traffic). 
Improvements to SR 89 are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and neither the project 
applicant nor the County has control over planning or implementation of improvements. In 
addition, the SR 89 corridor from Tahoe City to Truckee is highly constrained by topography 
and the Truckee River and there are few feasible opportunities to provide roadway 
improvements. No new questions or issues pertaining to the environmental analysis are 
raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response can be provided. 

 The comments about community benefits and KSL as the project owner provide opinions 
regarding the merits or qualities of the project and do not address the content, analysis, or 
conclusions in the DEIR or FEIR. The Placer County Board of Supervisors will take the 
commenter’s opinions into consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

 Finally, the proposed Mountain Adventure Camp is described and evaluated in the DEIR and 
is further addressed in the FEIR (see the Master Response regarding the Mountain 
Adventure Camp). No new questions or issues pertaining to the environmental analysis are 
raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response can be provided. 

 Business plans, potential success or failure of a business venture, changes in project 
ownership, and similar topics are not issues to be addressed in an EIR as they do not directly 
rate to physical environmental effects on the environment. 

The remainder of the comment is directed towards the project approval process and does 
not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR or FEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is provided here. The Placer County Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s 
concerns into consideration when making decisions regarding the project 

I6-2 Regarding the comment about the safe skier capacity of the mountain, this issue was 
addressed in the FEIR in response to comment I2-4. The response is excerpted as follows,  

The comment expresses a concern about public safety on the mountain due to the 
commenter’s perception that the project permits improvements to uphill ski-lift 
capacity. The project does not include any improvements or modifications to on-
mountain ski-lift capacity. Nonetheless, additional information regarding mountain 
capacity is provided here.  

The mountain has a maximum capacity, based in large part on the capacity of the ski 
lifts. The ski lifts can only transport a certain number of people per hour, thus 
effectively limiting the number of people on the mountain at any one time. Lines at 
the ski lifts may increase based on increased visitorship resulting from the project; 
however, the maximum number of people on the mountain would not change with 
project implementation. 

Regarding the question as to how skiers will get “off the mountain, especially in the low snow 
years when Sunnyside is closed”; it is unclear what the comment is asking. It is assumed that 
the commenter is questioning how skiers may reach the base of the mountain during 
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conditions when there may be high numbers of skiers and limited pathways to the base of 
the mountain. It is presumed that skiers would use the same routes currently available to 
them during low snow periods. As identified above, the maximum number of skiers on the 
mountain is a result of lift capacity and not development or facilities at the base of the 
mountain. 

I6-3 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the project and does 
not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR or FEIR. The Placer County 
Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into consideration when making 
decisions regarding the project. 
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Kathi Heckert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Eric Poulsen <epsquaw@yahoo.com> 
Friday, May 27, 2016 11:13 AM 
Alexander Fisch 
Comments on final EIR - Village at Squaw Valley 

It 

I had written a letter in regard to the EIR for the Village At Squaw Valley Specific Plan (State Clearing house 

1 #2012102023). There was a response to my comments. I am responding with comments to the comments (see below). 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project's environmental impacts. 

Section 3.2.5-681. -3.2.5-687 

These comments relate to the widening of the t rapazoidal channel relative to stream. restoration and flooding as 
' responded to in 1221-8. 

-comment- while the restoration of the creek and widening of the channel will help with the occurring and future 
, sedimentation and also the potential for flooding as discussed, the work to accomplish this should be taken on sooner 
1 

than later. The sedimentation and buildup of vegetation is getting to be worse and worse as time goes by. It is my 
understanding that the timing for the work proposed to widen the channel will not take place during the initial phases of 
the project. 

-comment- the possible widening of the bridge was not addressed. The bridge seems to act like a dam which is making 
the sedimentation above the bridge worse and with the narrow waterway under the bridge it seems to act like a fire 

, hose nozzle that accelerates the water below the bridge. With this, it could make the potential for flooding worse 
, above the bridge. 

The thought of the widening of the bridge was also noted in the letter from Lisa Wallace with the Truckee River 
• Watershed Council (3.2.4-666 - 673) on page 2 of her letter (3.2.4-667) and responded to in 014-4. 

These comments below relate to the Searchlight Pond Area as responded to in 1221-9. 

- comment - The Searchlight Pond area does have the potential for flooding in the new village area. In past storm 
1 events it has overflowed. As noted in the response, I did make some suggestions on how this Pond could be improved 
; and used for the benefit of the ski area, however, the concern still remains. The applicant should consider 
; improvements to this pond area to avoid future impacts from overflow and potential flooding. 

I Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the comments. Sincerely, 
I 

I 
Eric Poulsen . 

P.O. Box 2491 

I 
Olympic Valley, Ca. 96146 

Sent from my iPad 
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I7 Eric Poulsen 
May 27, 2016 

 

I7-1 The comment provides further comments with respect to comments previously submitted on 
the Draft EIR (comment letter I221) and responded to in the Final EIR. Three key areas of 
concern are raised: the timing of the proposed restoration of Squaw Creek, expansion of 
existing bridges of Squaw Creek; and the effects of Searchlight Pond on the project. 

First, the commenter’s opinion that restoration of Squaw Creek should occur early in project 
implementation is noted. As described on page 3-38 of the DEIR, the restoration of Squaw 
Creek would be completed by the recordation with the County of the Final Map that includes 
the 600th bedroom, which would be at approximately 40 percent of total project 
development. Stream restoration would be implemented in up to seven discrete phases and 
would commence with the Small Lot Final Map that records the 150th bedroom. Any 
consideration of implementing the creek restoration at an earlier time is a policy issue, and is 
not necessary to adequately mitigate any environmental impacts identified in the EIR.  

Regarding the proposal to widen the existing bridges over Squaw Creek, see response to 
Comment O14-4 in the Final EIR (page 3.2.4-671). The Village East Road Bridge would be 
preserved in its current configuration and the restoration effort would be designed to 
integrate with the existing bridge. The Squaw Valley Road Bridge and Far East Road Bridge 
would be reconfigured and widened. During this effort, the bridge designs would be 
integrated with the restoration effort and bridge spans may be lengthened/widened to better 
accommodate restoration efforts. However, increasing the bridge spans is not necessary to 
successfully achieve desired restoration of Squaw Creek. Bridges across Squaw Creek are 
shown as part of the restoration area exhibits provided in Chapter 3 of the DEIR; Exhibits 3-
18, 3-19, and 3-20. 

With respect to the commenter’s suggestion that the applicant consider improvements to 
Searchlight Pond, any such efforts are outside the scope of this analysis and would be 
considered as separate projects. The Searchlight Pond has been engineered, studied, re-
engineered, and modified numerous times during the past several decades. The pond is 
usually dry, except when runoff is present. It is connected through large culverts to the 
Olympic Channel and Squaw Creek. The sole purpose of this sediment basin is to provide a 
small impoundment where entrained sediment in runoff can settle. The sediment is removed 
from the basin during dry conditions by Squaw Valley Resort pursuant to permits with the 
Lahontan RWQCB. The potential for the pond to result in flooding of the Village area has not 
been documented. The pond is not a flood control facility; therefore, when the pond 
overflows, this does not generate an increased flood risk. When overflowing, flows in the 
channel would be the same as if the pond were not present. Flood risk is associated with a 
failure of the impoundment when the pond is full, which is addressed in the FEIR. Further 
analysis of the potential for Searchlight Pond to result in flooding is provided in response to 
comment S4-12 in the FEIR (see pages 3.2.2-29 through 3.2.2-30).  
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MR. AND MRs . H. tlAMEB WuLFSBERO 

PIEOMONT, CAl.I ,.ORN1.4 Q-46 11 

AUGUST 8, 2016 

County of Placer 
Placer County Planning Commission 
C!O Paul Thompson 
Interim Agency Director 
Community Development Resource Agency 
Planning Services Division 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Subject: VILlAGE AT SQUAW VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN 

I~ 

SQUAW VALLEY GENERAL PLAN. AND LAND USE ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS I 
REZONE I SPECIFIC PLAN, DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, DESIGN GUIDELINES I 
LARGE-LOT VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP I DEVElOPMENT 
AGREEMENT/WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT (PSPA 20110185) FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE #2012102023) 
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 5 (MONTGOMERY) 

De.ar Mr. Thompson: 

My wife and I are the owners of Unit# 12 of the Squaw Ridge Home Owners 
Association (Squaw Ridge). Squaw Ridge is a small planned unit development 
adjacent to Squaw Creek Road located a few hundred feet from the Squaw 
Valley Road intersection that provides the entrance to the Squaw Creek Resort. 
I write this letter to express our profound concern and objection to the scope, 
nature and extent of the proposed development under the Squaw Volley 
Specific Plan ("Plan"). The Plan that is in keeping with the Squaw Valley 
General Plan (General Plan) and Ordinances relating to the General Plan. The 
Plan is not justified by the voluminous documents and information submitted 
over the many months of the development process. We note that in the list of 
those consulted about this pial), Squaw Ridge is not mentioned. As long time 
owners in Squaw Valley, we have never been consulted about the Plan. 

We purchased our home in Squaw Valley and later constructed major 

I 
improvements to our home, based on the concept that all properly owners' 
rights would be respected. We have also watched the Squaw Creek 
Development from the outset and know first-hand that the promises of the past 
are often forgotten by new owners over time. Much of what the Developers 
suggest for so-called mitigation is just that, promises, without any real substance. 
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County of Placer 
Placer County P_lanning Commission 
August 8, 2016 
Page2 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDEKATIONS IS NOT WARRANTED 

We have continued to follow the development process instituted by the 
application of Squaw Valley Real Estate. LLC for the Plan that Include: 1.} 
amendments to the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance, to 
amend the Plant Text and other changes; 2.) to rezone acreage in the Plan 
area; 3.) adoption of the Village at Squaw Volley Specific Plan (Plan); 4.) 
approval of a Large-lot Vesting tentative Subdivision map; 5.) approval of a 
Development Agreement: and 6.} adoption of the 2015 Water Supply 
Assessment. 

The Plan is so deficient that the Planning Commission will also consider and 
make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on certification of the 
Plan's Final EIR Report including "Statement of Overriding Considerations." This · 
fact alone demonstrates that the Plan goes well beyond the General Plan, 
requires modifications to existing General Plan restrictions, and most concerning, 
requires a "Statement of Overriding Consideration" to address the admitted 
shortfalls in fhe Plan. There is no basis for a finding of "Overriding 
Considerations." 

1 The Impact of the Plan consisting of over a quarter-million new square feet of I new condo units, hotels, water parks, employee housing and so much more 
i cannot be justified. The impact on the environment is obvious and admitted by 
~1 the Squaw Valley Real Estate. LLC ("Developer"}. The impact on the visual 

1 
beauty of the Valley is so immense to be staggering. The lack of adequate 
provision for traffic, emergency vehicles and policing is outrageous and is 
admitted in the Plan and EIR. 

SUMMARY OF DEFICIENCIES 

The Plan proposed by the Developer violates the General Plon1 and contains 
numerous unmitigated impacts. Some of these impacts are Identified below. 

1.} The Plan and EIR fail to the address the "common sense" reality that during 
peak winter periods. the Valley is already overwhelmed by traffic. The 
completely inadequate mitigations fail to address the Impact on traffic. 

1 It is obvious that the Plan would ylolate the General Plan because the Plan contemplates not ~nly the amendment 
to the General Plan but abo seve nil additional feat~ that by their terms are inwnsistent with the General Pbn. 

821



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

 

Placer County 
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR I-45 

County of Placer 
Placer County Planning Commission 
August 8, 2016 
Page3 

I' " ''"'''-~~········ ···· --···· -·-............. ..,. .. ,_,. ,. .. 
2.) The Plan represents a significant danger to the current and future owners and 
visitors to the Valley that emergency vehicles cannot make their way from one 
end of the valley during peak traffic periods. 
3.) The Plan and EIR foil to address the fact that left turns from and to Squaw 
Valley Road into the Squaw Creek Rood during even normal traffic periods ore 
already extremely hazardous. Under the Plan, peak traffic periods with over 
1 ,000 new residents and thousands of expected new visitors will be a grid-lock. . 
The laughable notion that "traffic control" personnel can somehow reduce the 
impact ignores the tact that the number of vehicles in the Valley will skyrocket. 
The Plan does not include any offsetting transportation or parking out of the 
Valley, and this means that all traffic must come to the West end of the Valley 
creating even more gridlock. 
4.) The plan and EIR fail to adequately address the already dangerous traffic 
condition, particularly during winter conditions that exists from Highway 89 to the 
"Y" at the turn off to the Squaw Creek Resort. The addition of more traffic and 
housing, deliveries, trucks, and left turns from the North side of Squaw Creek 
Road will make this hazardous condition even worse. 
5.) while noting the "shadow" conditions that will be created over the entire 
development area, the Plan and EIR fail to mitigate this impact and fail to 
address the more important fact that the character of the Valley will be forever 
changed and turned into a "Vail. Colorado" like development devoted 
primarily to tourists rather than property owners in the Valley; 
6.) while theoretically addressing the acute water conditions in the aquifer at 
the Meadows area, the Plan and EIR fail to address the long term impact of the 
decline in the aquifer. We have seen the well documented effect of depleted 
aquifers throughout the rest of California when long-standing aquifers have 
been depleted and rendered useless throughout California. 
7.) The Plan, the EIR and common sense have presented absolutely no bosis for 
any "Statement of Overriding Considerations" other than the desire of the 
Developer to make a profit. 
8.) The Plan and EIR fail to provide adequate mitigation of the numerous 
admitted environmental Impacts, including biological. hydrological, 
atmospheric, and virtual elimination of views from numerous vistas on the Valley. 
The proof of this fact is the proposed "Statement of Overriding Considerations 
that by its terms recognizes the lack of mitigation. 
9 .) The Plan and EIR have foiled to make reasonable accommodations that 
would mitigate the profound impact of such a development over time that will . 
forever change the character of Squaw Valley. 
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County of Placer 
Placer County Planning Commission 
August 8, 2016 
Page4 

~--•• --.--------···- ··- -'-- ·-*--·M·--
THE CURRENT V/UAGE DEVELOPMENT TOGETHER WITH EXPANDED USE OF THE 
VALLEY HAS ALREADY CREATED EXCESSIVE TRAFFIC IN WINTER MONTHS 

We have experienced first-hand the impact on our small development in 
attempting to drive or catch a shuttle to the West end of the Valley during peaK 
winter traffic periods. It has often taken as much as Y2 hour just to drive the short 
2 mile trip to the West end of the Valley. The hazards in delayed fire protection, 
emergency medical vehicles and peace officer protection at peak and even 
"new normal" traffic periods is obvious and too great. No amount of so-called 
planning can adequately address this issue - it requires fundamental 
infrastructure changes if more traffic will be permitted by the Plan 

DANGEROUS INTERSECTION AT SQUAW VALLEY ROAD AND ENTRANCE TO 
SQUAW CREEK RESORT- AND ACCESS TO SQUAW RIDGE 

· The Plan virtually ignores the planned development of a significant number of 
additional units at both the Village AND at the Resort at Squaw Creek that will 
make the intersection at the corner of Squaw Creek and Squaw Valley Roads 
even more dangerous. This is the sole access for ingress and egress for Squaw 
Ridge. It is currently virtually impossible to make to make a left turn from Squaw 
Creek Road onto Squaw Valley Road in peak traffic periods during the winter. 
Thousands of cars entering and leaving the ski area in the morning and 
afternoon simply do not provide sufficient space to safely make a left turn. This 
condition will only become worse as the additional employees housed in the 
Valley, the additional residents in the Village and tourists coming to and from 
the Valley add to this traffic load. We also note that the current configuration of 

. the bike path that crosses this intersection near our homes has also been virtually 
ignored and will, without serious planning and action. result in injury or death to 
a bike rider. The intersection and bike path crossing are not adequately 
addressed in the Plan and in the future for Squaw Valley. 
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County of Placer 
Placer County Planning Commission 
August 8, 2016 
Page5 

CONCLUSION . 

As proof that the Plan does not adequately address the many-many shortfalls in 
, CEQA and commons sense development requirements, the Planning 
· Department has indicated that it will ask for the approval of a "Statement of 

Overriding Consideration" from the Board of Supervisors, the "lead agency." 
This is true, because "When the agency (lead agency) decides to approve a 
project that will cause one or more significant environmental effects, the lead 
agency shall prepare a statement of overriding considerations which reflects 
the ultimate balancing of competing public objects {including environmental, 
legal, technical, social and economic factors2." It is obvious that the Plan does 
not meet reliable CEQA compliance considerations, or no such Statement of 
Overriding Considerations would even be considered. It is also obvious that the 
Developer knows this fact and has attempted to "load up" on so-called experts 
and planners to justify the Plqn. 

The Developer has admitted that profound significant environmental effects ore 
not adequately mitigated in its own EIR (See Appendix 1 ). Thus, it is unnecessary 
to demonstrate that the mitigation efforts are inadequate - the Developer has 
already admitted this fact. 

Yours Truly, 

2 Sierra Club v. Contra Costa County (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 1212: Court hel(i 
that a statement of overriding considerations must be supported by substantial 
evidence in the record or contained in the final EIR. 
Resources Defense Fund v. Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa 
Cruz County (1987) 191 Cai.App.3d 886: Appellate ()9urt reversed trial 
court's decision and held that failure by Commission to prepare a written 
finding stating reasons for infeasibility of alternatives and failure to prepare an 
adequate statement of overriding considerations was more than a "harmless 
error". 
Laurel Hills Homeowners' Ass 'n. v. City Council (1978) 83 Cai.App.3d 515: 
Court suggested that an impact can be substantially. lessened but still remain significant. 
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APPENDIX 1. 

2.2.1 Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 

tmplet.nentllUon of the proposed Specille Plan WOI.IId result in \lle following significant un!lvoidable 
environmentlll impacts, 1\lll<rtllne lmplementlltion of fftsible mhip\iOn mensures:· 

CUltural Resouro11 
~ Impact 7·1: Demolition of histo~lly sigoifi(lant llttildintS 

VIsual Resources 
~ Impact 8-1: A<ivei'Se 8ffact. on 11 sceOlc Wlta (oona.tructioo and opwations as'allperienced by lof11-term 

residents) 

A lml*'t &2: Substillltially dviJilde the existing visual oharacter or quali\v oft~ site and its ~Wrroundings 
(construction) 

A Impact 8·3: Sub&lllniN~ damagE! $l)tllic resov«:es, including. ·but no1lirnited to, vees. rock 
outcroppm~. and historic buildings within 11 scenic highway (construction) 

Jl Impact 8-5: Cre~~\8 11 n11w SO\frO& of S\lbstantial tight or rJare that would ad\lerHI~ ~ ~y <>r ni~tti111$ 
views in 1M area (opetatioos) 

TrusportaUon and Clr~latlon 
Jl Impact 9-2: lmpac;t& to Placor COunty intersections 

"' tmpact9-3: Impacts to Caltral\$ inteiSeCtlons 

"' Impact 9-4: lmpadiJ caused by '(ehicutar QU811il"l( at Caltrell$ lnterstctions 

.d Impact 9-5: Impacts tx1 ~ltrans hif\ways 

Noise 
"' Impact 11-1: Construc:tlon noise impaciS 

Jl Impact 11-5: E'J(posure of new and existing sensitive receptOrs to ope1111ional project-generated 
transpol'tBtlon noise souroes (pOtentially signifiCal"'t for exlstlr'lg sensitlv& recePtors) 

PlaarC«on~ 
\1!l.V,l(fi4•·~~~PI"'IlR 
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GtMnhause Gases and CD mate Change 
~ Impact 1&-2: Opetatlonal greenhouse gas emissions (potentiahy si~ifl()lnt after 2020) 

cumulative Impacts 
~ Impact 18·12; CumulatiVe effect on historical resources 

~ Impact 11H4: Substantial adverse cumulative effect on a scenic vista 

~ Impact 18-15: Substantial contribution to the cumulative degtadollon of the existing visual chemcter or 
quality of the site and i1s surroundinCS 

~ Impact 18-16: Substantial cumulative contribution to damage to sceniC resources, lnc14.1dlng but not 
limited to trees. rock outcropping!!. end historiC buildings within a scenk: highway 

~ Impact 18·18: Contribute to cumulative light and glare or skyglow effects In the region 

~ Impact 18-21: Cumulative 1mpacts to Cl!lttans Intersections 

~ Impact 18-22: Cumulative Impacts caused by vehiCUlar queuing at Calttans intersections 

,. Impact 18-23: CumulaUve impacts to Celtl'llns higllways 

,. Impact 18-31: CumulatiVe short·term construction-teneteted nolso 

,. Impact 18-32: Cumulative iong-tenn ambient noise levels 

,. Impact 11H3: CumulaUve ereenhouse gas emissions 

·-- · ··- - - - - --- ·------
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I8 H. James Wulfsberg 
August 8, 2016 

 

I8-1 The comment expresses concern and objection to the scope, nature, and extent of the 
proposed Specific Plan. The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of 
the project and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR or FEIR. 
The Placer County Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 
consideration when making decisions regarding the project. Regarding the comment that 
Squaw Ridge was not consulted about the project, see Section 1.7 “Project Review and CEQA 
Process,” of the DEIR and multiple responses to comments in the FEIR that detail the 
extensive public outreach conducted for this project. 

 Regarding the comment that the project is so deficient to require a statement of overriding 
considerations, see response to comment I8-3, below, which explains in detail why the mere 
act of issuing a statement of overriding conditions does not signify that that the project or EIR 
do not meet CEQA requirements, as stated by the comment. 

 The remainder of the comment summarizes the commenter’s perceived deficiencies or 
disagreement with conclusions in the project and EIR related to topics such as traffic, 
emergency access, traffic hazards, aesthetics (including shadowing), availability of 
groundwater, inadequate mitigation resulting in a need for a statement of overriding 
considerations, and changes in the character of Squaw Valley. These issues have been 
addressed in the DEIR and in the FEIR. No new questions or issues not already addressed in 
the DEIR or FEIR pertaining to the environmental analysis are raised in this comment. 
Therefore, no further response is provided.  

I8-2 The comment states that the project would exacerbate existing traffic issues during peak 
winter traffic periods. In particular, the comment notes the resulting effect on fire protection, 
emergency medical vehicles, and police protection. These issues are addressed in the DEIR 
(see Chapters 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” and 14, “Public Services and Utilities”) 
and the FEIR (see the Master Response regarding traffic). See, in particular, Impacts 14-7 
and 14-8, which discuss the potential for increased demand for fire protection, emergency 
medical services, and sheriff/police services. Mitigation is recommended where applicable. 
In particular, Mitigation Measure 14-7a requires that a Construction Traffic Management 
Plan be developed and implemented to maintain emergency vehicle access on area 
roadways. The comment states that no amount of planning can adequately address this 
issue, but does not provide specifics indicating why the recommended mitigation is not 
adequate.  Therefore, no further response can be provided. 

 In particular, the comment expresses concern about the intersection of Squaw Valley Road 
and Squaw Creek Road, which provides access to the Squaw Ridge development. This 
intersection was included in the study area evaluated in Chapter 9, “Transportation and 
Circulation,” of the DEIR. In particular, see Impact 9-2, which discusses potential impacts to 
Placer County intersections, including the Squaw Valley Road/Squaw Creek Road 
intersection. Mitigation Measures 9-2c and 9-2d pertain specifically to this intersection and 
require the project applicant to conduct traffic management during the ski season and 
summer season, respectively. The DEIR concluded (see page 9-59) that this intersection 
would operate at LOS C or better with traffic management. 

 Regarding the comment that the project virtually ignores the planned development of a 
significant number of units both at the Village and at the Resort at Squaw Creek that will 
make the Squaw Valley Road/Squaw Creek Road intersection more dangerous, this issue is 
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addressed in the DEIR. See Section 18.1, “Cumulative Impacts,” and Table 18-2 in 
particular, which lists the Olympic Valley cumulative projections to 2039. These projections 
informed the analysis of cumulative traffic impacts. See Impact 18-20, which discusses 
potential cumulative impacts to Placer County intersections, including the Squaw Valley 
Road/Squaw Creek Road intersection. Mitigation Measure 18-20 requires the project 
applicant to conduct traffic management along Squaw Valley Road. The DEIR concluded (see 
pages 18-23 and 18-24) that this intersection would operate at LOS C or better with traffic 
management, under cumulative conditions. 

 Regarding the concern about the existing bike path at this intersection, this issue has been 
addressed in the DEIR and FEIR. See, in particular, Impact 9-6 in the DEIR that discusses 
potential impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

 While the comment states that the intersection and bike path crossings are not adequately 
addressed in the project, it does not provide specifics as to why the DEIR or FEIR is 
inadequate. Therefore, a further response is not provided. 

I8-3 The comment is correct in that if the Placer County Board of Supervisors approves the 
project, it will also prepare findings and issue a statement of overriding conditions for all 
impacts identified as significant and unavoidable. This is a CEQA requirement and is 
explained on page 1-1 of the DEIR as follows, 

CEQA requires that public agencies consider the potentially significant adverse 
environmental effects of projects over which they have discretionary approval 
authority before taking action on those projects (PRC Section 21000 et seq.). CEQA 
also requires that each public agency avoid or mitigate to less-than-significant levels, 
wherever feasible, the significant adverse environmental effects of projects it 
approves or implements. If a project would result in significant and unavoidable 
environmental impacts (i.e., significant effects that cannot be feasibly mitigated to 
less-than-significant levels), the project can still be approved, but the lead agency’s 
decision-maker, in this case the Placer County Board of Supervisors, must prepare 
findings and issue a “statement of overriding considerations” explaining in writing the 
specific economic, social, or other considerations that they believe, based on 
substantial evidence, make those significant effects acceptable (PRC Section 21002; 
CCR Section 15093). 

The mere act of issuing a statement of overriding conditions does not, however, signify that 
that the project or EIR do not meet CEQA requirements, as stated by the comment. As 
described above, issuing a statement of overriding considerations is a requirement of CEQA, 
with which the project would comply. Further, issuing such a statement is a common practice 
as part of environmental review, especially for large development projects. As stated by the 
commenter, it “reflects the ultimate balancing of competing public objects (including 
environmental, legal, technical, social and economic factors.” This is the Placer County Board 
of Supervisors’ responsibility as the elected decision-making body of the County. 

The commenter’s statement that “the developer has admitted that profound significant 
environmental effects are not adequately mitigated in the EIR” is incorrect. As explained 
above, the presence of significant and unavoidable impacts does not signify that mitigation 
measures are inadequate. Rather, as explained in Section 18.2, “Significant Environmental 
Effects which Cannot be Avoided,” of the DEIR, a significant and unavoidable impact results 
when there is no feasible mitigation available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level. Section 18.2 of the DEIR explains why each impact was identified as significant and 
unavoidable. Also see the Master Response in the FEIR related to Significant and 
Unavoidable Impacts. 
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August 8, 2016 

To: Placer County Planning Commission 

From: John Moise 
1466 Beaver Dam Trail 
Alpine Meadows, CA 96146 

Subject: Opposition to Village at Squaw Valley, public safety concerns 

I Since 1986 I have ow:: d a ~ome in Alpine Meadows and have been involved with 
issues related to fire safety and public safety in the mountain environment. As 
homeowners we strive to have a safe community for all to enjoy and also have 
access to appropriate emergency services, which we support with our tax dollars. 

Over the last several years highway 89, from Truckee to Tahoe City has become 
increasingly congested during weekends and popular vacation periods. For us and I those in Squaw Valley this 2-lane highway is the only route to the hosP.ital in 
Truckee. On ski weekends it is not uncommon for what is typically a 15-minute 
drive to Truckee to take 90-120 or more minutes. Simply stated for public safety on 
the busy weekends and holidays, of which there are many the road needs to have at 
least 4 or more lanes to allow traffic to flow adequately. 

While this is inconvenient for everyone who is on the road, far more importantly it 
precludes emergency vehicles, ambulances and police cars from performing their 
task of keeping the public safe. We now have a public safety danger, and those 
needing emergency treatment cannot get to a hospital in a timely manner. If you are 
having a stroke it is imperative to get to an Emergency room and begin ·treatment in 
less than 30 minutes. Due to the limited capacity of highway 89 that time cannot be 
achieved during m:1ny times of the year. If the proposal for the expansion of the 
Village at Squaw Valley was to be approved an already dangerous traffic delay will 
become much much worse. . 

I urge you to reject the proposal and require a resubmission that addresses this 
truly dangerous situation. 

Thank you 
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!I 

Kathl Heckert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

FYI 

Thank you, 
Shirlee 

Shirlee Herrington 
Monday, August 08, 2016 3:53 PM 
Kathi Heckert 
Alexander Fisch; Paul Thompson; EJ Ivaldi 
Letter for the 8/11 planning commission meeting 
Placer county planning commission.docx 

-~-· ---....... -~_,__, ____ ,..,..., __ 
Shirlee I. Herrington 
Environmental Coordination Services 
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 11190 
Auburn, CA 95603 
530-745-3132 
sherring@placer.ca.gov 

---Original Message----
From: John Moise lmailto:jmoise@yahoo.com) 
Sent: Monday, August 08, 2016 3:20PM 
To: Shirlee Herrington 
Subject: Letter for the 8/11 planning commission meeting 

Hi Shirley, 

1 have attached a letter to the commission. Thank you for getting it to the commissioners prior to the 8/11 meeting. 

John Moise 
1466 Beaver Dam Trail 
Alpine Meadows, CA 
96146 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
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I9 John Moise 
August 8, 2016 

 

I9-1 The comment expresses concern about existing traffic and resulting safety concerns on State 
Route (SR) 89, especially on busy weekends and holidays. This issue is addressed in the 
DEIR (see Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation”) and the FEIR (see the Master 
Response regarding traffic). See, in particular, Impacts 9-3, 9-4, and 9-5, which discuss 
potential impacts to Caltrans facilities, including SR 89. Mitigation is recommended where 
applicable; however, some impacts were determined to be significant and unavoidable even 
after mitigation, including along some segments of SR 89. The Placer County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider this issue during project deliberations, 
and, if the project is approved, will prepare findings and issue a statement of overriding 
conditions for all impacts identified as significant and unavoidable. This statement of 
overriding considerations will explain the specific economic, social, or other considerations 
that the County believes, based on substantial evidence, make those significant effects 
acceptable (PRC Section 21002; CCR Section 15093). 

Regarding the comment that State Route 89 should be expanded to at least four lanes, this 
issue was addressed in the DEIR (see page 9-27) and described as infeasible as follows, 

Within the study area, the Transportation Corridor Concept Report, State Route 89 
(Caltrans 2012b) establishes a LOS E concept level of service for the 13-mile 
segment between SR 28 and the Placer/Nevada County line. The TCCR 
acknowledges that expanding this segment is not feasible due to the environmental 
sensitivity of the area and topographic constraints. Thus, the existing two-lane 
conventional highway is not planned for any modifications, aside from pavement 
rehabilitation. For the 0.5-mile segment between the Placer/Nevada County line and 
I-80, the TCCR identifies a 20-year concept LOS E based on its widening to a four-
lane conventional highway. It identifies a 20-year no build LOS F if no improvements 
are made. The segment of SR 89 south of Tahoe City also has a concept LOS E with 
widening not feasible due to the environmental sensitivity of the area and 
topographic constraints. 

An alternative involving widening Squaw Valley Road from two to four lanes to accommodate 
the increased traffic that would be generated by the project was described and evaluated in 
the DEIR (see Section 17.3.5, “Widened Squaw Valley Road Alternative”). 

Regarding the comment that the increased traffic from the project would preclude 
emergency vehicles, ambulances, and police cars from keeping the public safe, this issue is 
addressed in the DEIR (see Chapters 9, “Transportation and Circulation,” and 14, “Public 
Services and Utilities”) and the FEIR (see the portion of the traffic Master Response that 
addresses emergency vehicle access/wildland fire evacuation plan). See, in particular, 
Impacts 14-7 and 14-8, which discuss the potential for increased demand for fire protection, 
emergency medical services, and sheriff/police services. Mitigation is recommended where 
applicable. In particular, Mitigation Measure 14-7a requires that a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan be developed and implemented to maintain emergency vehicle access on 
area roadways.  

The remainder of the comment is directed towards the project approval process and does 
not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR or FEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is provided here. The Placer County Board of Supervisors will consider this issue 
during project deliberations. 
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To: 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AND 
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS 

2690 Lake Forest Road, Suite C 
Post Office Box 5875 

Tahoe City, California 96145 
(530) 583-4053 FAX: (530) 583-5966 

info@ lsctahoe.com 
www.lsctrans.com 

MEMORANDUM 

Jennifer Merchant, Placer County 

From: Gordon Shaw, PE, AICP, LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 

Date: April 4, 2016 

RE: Developer Funding Allocation Scenario for TART Service Enhancements 

Per your request, this memo presents a scenario for allocation of annual TART service 
expansion costs to two major proposed developments: The Village at Squaw Valley, and Martis 
Valley West. 

First, a forecast of the annual operating budget shortfall was identified, reflecting the following: 

• Expansion of TART services to include 30-minute service frequency during daytime 
periods systemwide (including service to Truckee on the 89 Route and 267 Route) 
during the summer and winter season. 

• Improvements in evening service during the summer and winter seasons (coordinating 
the schedule with daytime services) as well as new provision of evening service in the 
off-seasons until approximately 9:30 PM. 

• Elimination of direct passenger fares for daytime service (evening service is already 
provided at no fare) . 

• Additional annual operating funding resulting from the new ability of the Tahoe Region to 
obtain Federal Transit Administration 5307 Urban Operating funds. 

The resulting annual operating subsidy shortfall is estimated to equal $2,076,800. This figure is 
in FY 2020/21 dollars (assuming a 1.8 percent rate of inflation from current costs). It does not 
assume revenues from a potential new countywide sales tax. 

An allocation proportion for each of the two projects was identified as shown in the attached 
table: 

• PM peak-hour volumes were identified from the two Draft EIR documents for future 
cumulative-plus-project (buildout) conditions, as well as for the project-specific volumes 
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TART Expansion Operating Cost Allocation Memo Page 2 

at the two highway locations entering the Tahoe Basin from the remainder of Placer 
County (SR 89 just south of Alpine Meadows Road, and SR 267 at Brockway Summit). 

• To provide an overall annual picture of traffic impacts, the summer and winter PM peak
hours were averaged. 

• The proportion of total future traffic volume entering/exiting the Tahoe Region generated 
by each project was then calculated. This figure was found to be 4.7 percent for the 
Village at Squaw Valley and 3.3 percent for Martis Valley West. 

• These proportions were then multiplied by the total unfunded transit expansion annual 
operating cost to identify an allocation of $97,500 for the Village at Squaw Valley and 
$68,000 for Martis Valley West. 
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