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S1 
CA Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Truckee Division 

Jeff Dowling, Unit Chief, Truckee Area Forester 

June 6, 2015 

 

S1-1 The comment states that the project will require a Timberland Conversion Permit and Timber 

Harvest Plan, and provides the criteria for these as well as the required contents of a 

Timberland Conversion Permit. This issue is addressed in the DEIR (see Impact 4-6 [Conflict 

with existing zoning/loss of forest land] on pages 4-31 through 4-32). As described therein,  

…the project applicant would secure a Timberland Conversion Permit (TCP) (or an 

exemption if applicable for 3 acres or less) and/or receive approval of a Timber 

Harvest Plan (THP) from CAL FIRE in accordance with the most current California 

Forest Practice Rules in effect at the time. 

Additionally, Section 3.5.2, “Other Agencies Using the EIR and Consultation Requirements,” 

of the DEIR, a Timber Harvest Plan and potentially a Timberland Conversion Permit are listed 

among the permits and approvals that may be required for project implementation.  

S1-2 The comment states that CA Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s current resource 

commitment is sufficient for this project. This comment is noted. No further response is 

necessary.  
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S2 California Department of Transportation, District 3 

Susan Zanchi, Chief, Office of Transportation Planning-North 

July 16, 2015 

 

S2-1 The comment is an introductory statement and summarizes elements of the project 

description, but does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. 

Therefore, a response is not provided here. It is noted that the identification of “up to 750 

fractional ownership resort residential and guest accommodation units” in the comment is 

incorrect. As identified in Table 3-1 (page 3-10) and elsewhere in the DEIR, the Village at 

Squaw Valley Specific Plan (VSVSP) provides for up to 850 residential units, not 750. 

S2-2 The DEIR contains a comprehensive analysis of project impacts to SR 89 between Squaw 

Valley Road and Tahoe City for two winter weekend peak hours. The selection of the Winter 

Saturday AM and Sunday PM peak hours was based on correspondence with California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) staff. Refer to response to comment O8d-3 for a 

discussion confirming that the analysis periods studied in the DEIR were the most 

appropriate periods for study. See the portion of the traffic Master Response addressing the 

Fanny Bridge Revitalization project. 

S2-3 A scoping meeting was held with Caltrans staff on February 14, 2012. During that meeting, it 

was confirmed that micro-simulation was not necessary at intersections on SR 89, but that 

the imbalanced lane utilization at SR 89/Squaw Valley Road and SR 89/West River Street 

intersections should be considered. This was confirmed in an email sent on February 15, 

2012 by Fehr & Peers to the Caltrans staff present at the scoping meeting. Despite not 

requiring simulation analysis, the SR 89/Squaw Valley Road intersection was nevertheless 

analyzed using SimTraffic because of the need to provide accurate queue length estimates in 

turn lanes. Because this was not necessary at the SR 89/West River Street intersection 

because the project would add primarily through traffic only (whereas it added considerable 

levels of turning traffic at SR 89/Squaw Valley Road), it was analyzed using Synchro, as 

directed by Caltrans at the scoping meeting. Page 14 of DEIR Appendix G shows the lane 

utilization factor applied in Synchro for the northbound travel direction during the Winter 

Sunday PM peak hour condition. 

It is recognized that Caltrans’ new Intersection Control Evaluation policy requires a detailed 

operational methodology to determine the most appropriate form of traffic control, which 

could range from stop-control, a traffic signal, or a roundabout. Because a roundabout was 

not proposed as part of the proposed project, it was not analyzed for this intersection. It is 

possible that Caltrans may require such an analysis if/when the project applicant applies for 

an encroachment permit to lengthen the northbound left-turn lane as specified in Mitigation 

Measure 9-4. Caltrans, as the agency responsible for operations and maintenance of this 

intersection, may find that construction of a roundabout is an equally effective solution when 

compared to additional turn lane lengthening. However, a roundabout could have adverse 

operational impacts including longer winter Sunday PM peak hour northbound queues (due 

to right-of-way priority given to motorists entering the roundabout from Squaw Valley Road), 

could have adverse impacts on the properties on the east side of the intersection, and result 

in greater challenges to bicyclists and pedestrians wishing to cross SR 89 to access to the 

Class I multi-use trail located on the east side of SR 89 at Squaw Valley Road. As the costs of 

a roundabout would significantly exceed the costs of extending the turn lane, only a portion 

of the costs for a roundabout could be justifiably allocated to the project applicant to mitigate 

project impacts. 
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 The comment also recommends the lengthening of the southbound right-turn lane at the SR 

89/Squaw Valley Road intersection back to the commercial driveway on SR 89. This turn 

lane, which is 250 feet in length (storage for 10 vehicles), is blocked by adjacent queued 

vehicles during the Winter Saturday AM peak hour according to Table 9-22. The proposed 

project would cause a 10 percent increase in the southbound right-turn volume during the 

Winter Saturday AM peak hour. Overall delay on the southbound approach would increase 

from 10 to 17 seconds per vehicle (see pages 10 and 59 of DEIR Appendix G). The traffic 

simulation did not show queued vehicles filling up the entire lane. Rather, the 95th 

percentile queues shown in Table 9-22 for this turn lane represented vehicles that could not 

access the turn lane due to through lane queuing. The lengthening of the right-turn lane is 

not required as mitigation for any adverse environmental impacts. Operations on the 

southbound approach remain at an acceptable LOS B under existing plus project conditions. 

S2-4 The commenter suggests that a 15 mph reduction in speed from the posted speed limit 

should be avoided, and that speed should be used to assess roadway performance instead 

of “percent time spent following” given the short segment distances. The speed limits 

described on page 9-3 of the DEIR were compared against the average speeds shown in 

Table 9-23 for existing and existing plus project conditions. All study segments currently have 

peak hour speeds that are within 15 mph of the posted speed limit with the exception of SR 

89 between West River Street and Deerfield Drive, in which speeds are 17.6 mph below the 

posted 45 mph speed limit during the Winter Sunday PM peak hour and 14.5 mph below the 

speed limit during the Summer Friday PM peak hour. It is worth noting that the project would 

cause the Summer Friday PM peak hour speeds to further decrease to 16.8 mph below the 

posted speed limit. And this segment was identified as having a significant impact for this 

peak hour based on the v/c ratio increase. Thus, the use of average speed would have 

resulted in the same impact conclusions as are already in the DEIR. 

S2-5 Project-specific impacts were identified at the SR 89/Squaw Valley Road intersection. 

Mitigations for these impacts include both signal timing modifications (which were deemed 

feasible and appropriate by Caltrans staff during consultations, see page 9-62 of DEIR) and 

turn lane lengthening. Since significant impacts were not identified at the SR 89/West River 

Street intersection, no mitigation measures are necessary to address the specific impacts of 

the proposed project. 

S2-6 The comment questions why in the discussion of Impact 13-7, “Long-term management of 

runoff volumes, peak flows, and snow storage, and risks of potential degradation to water 

quality,” there is more information provided for the main Village area compared to the East 

Parcel, especially when proposed development of main Village area would result in an 

estimated net increase of 0.25 acre of impervious surface and the East Parcel would result 

in an estimated increase of 4.24 acres of impervious surface. Given the complexity of 

stormwater management issues in the main Village area relative to the East Parcel, it is 

reasonable that more information would be developed by project engineers for this area and 

be available in the EIR. In the main Village area an existing stormwater management system 

must be replaced in phases as project development proceeds, while keeping remaining 

elements of the existing system operational. The stormwater management system must both 

address stormwater generated in the main Village area and accommodate a separate 

system serving the ski area to the south. In addition, the portion of Squaw Creek immediately 

downstream from the main Village area is particularly sensitive to potential water quality 

effects. Whereas the East Parcel consists of new development that includes a stormwater 

system designed specifically for that development that need not address the issues 

described above for the main Village area. The storm drainage system proposed for the East 

Parcel is shown in Exhibit 13-28 in the DEIR. The system follows standard engineering 

requirements, incorporates low impact development elements, and must meet County codes 

and other established performance standards. The drainage studies prepared by MacKay & 
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Somps and cited in Chapter 13 of the DEIR (MacKay & Somps 2012, 2014c, and 2014e) 

conclude that the systems in both the East Parcel and main Village area meet applicable 

performance criteria for flows and water quality. The “anticipated discharge rate 

modifications within the main Village area” are quantified as shown by runoff and peak flow 

data provided in Table 13-14 on page 13-79 of the DEIR. 

S2-7 The potentially significant impact conclusion for the East Parcel provided in the discussion of 

Impact 13-7 relates exclusively to potential adverse water quality effects from snow storage 

and snowmelt runoff. This is described on page 13-80 of the DEIR and supported by the 

content of Mitigation Measure 13-7 that addresses this impact. The East Parcel is 

incorporated into the overall less than significant impact conclusions related to stormwater 

runoff volumes, peak flows, and water quality. Also see response to comment S2-6. It should 

also be noted that the SR 89/Squaw Creek Bridge referenced in the comment is 

approximately a 0.5 mile downstream from the East Parcel, minimizing the potential for 

effects on this facility even if the East Parcel were to contribute a significant amount to flows 

in Squaw Creek. Nevertheless, see response to comment S2-8 for further discussion of this 

issue. 

S2-8 The comment suggests a detailed study of hydrologic/hydraulic conditions in the Squaw 

Creek watershed to assess whether the proposed project would result in a change in flows in 

Squaw Creek that could adversely affect the SR 89/Squaw Creek bridge and other State 

highway facilities. The comment provides no evidence that the facilities in question are 

currently being damaged by Squaw Creek flows, or are in imminent danger of being damaged 

from an increase in flows. The potential for impacts related to flooding is evaluated in 

Impacts 13-7 and 13-8. As shown in Table 13-14 on page 13-79 of the DEIR, runoff from 

development in the main Village area, during the 2-year, 5-year, 10-year, and 100-year storm 

events would result in either decreases, or minor increases in peak flows. The increases are 

only during the 100-year event, and would be approximately 2.6 percent leaving the Village 

area and less than 1 percent downstream at the meadow area. This indicates the relative 

decrease in project generated effects on flows as distance downstream increases. The SR 

89/Squaw Creek Bridge is more than 1.5 miles downstream from the main Village area, 

providing significant distance for relative project generated flow increases to be further 

reduced. See responses to comments S2-6 and S2-7 regarding runoff from East Parcel. The 

comment does not provide sufficient evidence to support that the requested 

hydrologic/hydraulic impact analysis is necessary at this time.  

S2-9 See response to comment S2-8. The comment provides no evidence that the facilities in 

question are currently being damaged by Squaw Creek flows, or are in imminent danger of 

being damaged from an increase in flows. Therefore, the comment provides no basis for 

holding development to the “no net increase in the anticipated rates of runoff” criteria 

suggested in the last sentence. 

S2-10 The commenter is correct that runoff discharges must meet applicable water quality 

standards established by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The 

various water quality regulations administered by the Lahontan RWQCB are described in 

Section 13.2.2 of the DEIR (beginning on page 13-32).  

S2-11 The applicant will coordinate with Caltrans regarding all activities under Caltrans jurisdiction 

and that require Caltrans authorization. Any design plans or similar materials required as 

part of submittals to achieve Caltrans authorizations will be provided. 

S2-12 A Caltrans encroachment permit is identified in Section 3.5.2 of the DEIR (page 3-40) as one 

of the permits or approvals that may be required for project implementation. The project 

applicant will coordinate as needed with Caltrans regarding any necessary authorizations. 
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S2-13 The URL provided in the comment provides information on the Caltrans encroachment permit 

process. If a Caltrans encroachment permit is required for any project activities, the applicant 

will coordinate with Caltrans regarding the permit and submit any materials necessary. 

Mitigation Measure 9-8 in the DEIR requires preparation and implementation of a 

Construction Traffic Mitigation Plan. If Caltrans requires additional measures associated with 

activities on lands under the jurisdiction of Caltrans that require an encroachment permit, 

the applicant must coordinate with Caltrans regarding the implementation of these 

measures. 
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S3 Department of CA Highway Patrol, Truckee Area 

R. Stonebraker, Captain 

July 3, 2015 

 

S3-1 The comment is primarily a summary of existing conditions in the project area and an 

expression of concern of traffic congestion. Contributions to traffic congestion anticipated 

from the proposed project are addressed in the DEIR in Chapter 9, “Transportation and 

Circulation.” The comment does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the 

DEIR. Regarding congestion and emergency vehicle access, see the portion of the traffic 

Master Response addressing this topic.  

S3-2 The comment is primarily a summary of existing conditions in the project area. The comment 

does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The comment takes note 

of some of the services provided by the California Highway Patrol.  

S3-3 The comment is primarily a summary of existing conditions in the project area. The comment 

does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. There are no additional 

special-events included as part of the VSVSP. Although the illustrative plan shown in Exhibit 

3-5 of the DEIR includes venues for smaller scale entertainment and events, such as 

courtyards, plazas, and the snow beach, the project is not designed to host, attract, or 

support any particular event, nor is plan implementation associated with the desire to add 

any new events. The traffic analysis in Chapter 9 of the DEIR addresses the regional context 

of the project area, with the traffic model assessing peak days (e.g., peak ski days and peak 

summer holiday/event days) and the associated influx of visitors to the region and 

incorporating traffic generated by existing regional development, as well as projected future 

development in the cumulative impact analysis provided in Chapter 18 of the DEIR.  
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S4 Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Alan Miller, Chief, North Basin Regulatory Unit 

July 17, 2015 

 

S4-1 The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR. Therefore, a response is not provided here. 

S4-2 The comment states that the “failure to complete the preliminary wetlands 

delineations…prevents even a preliminary analysis and disclosure of potential environmental 

impacts associated with wetlands, 100-year floodplains, and riparian areas.” Preliminary 

wetland delineations were prepared for all but a small portion of the project footprint, limited 

to certain offsite utility corridors and potential trails, as discussed on page 6-25 of the DEIR. 

These delineations have yet to be verified. While a preliminary wetland delineation is a 

necessary first step in permitting the fill of wetlands, a verified delineation is not needed to 

identify potential wetland resources and impacts to these resources in an EIR, particularly at 

the programmatic planning level. Moreover, as explained below, the EIR includes information 

from other sources, including reconnaissance-level surveys and aerial imagery. 

Six wetland constraint and wetland delineation reports that surveyed a total of 133.5 acres 

of the project site and vicinity were cited on page 6-1 of the DEIR and referenced to create 

the waters of the U.S. maps within the project area. The total project site analyzed within the 

DEIR for sensitive habitats consists of 120.25 acres (DEIR Table 6-1, page 6-9). While the 

surveyed area covers more acreage than the project site and the majority of the project site 

was surveyed for waters of the U.S., there still remained a small acreage within the project 

site that was not included in the Salix Consulting reports. Identification of land cover in these 

areas, which the VSVSP proposes to use for utilities or project implementation, was 

augmented by aerial imagery and reconnaissance level information. Trail areas, as stated in 

the DEIR, do not have specific locations and were analyzed broadly in Impact 6-10 (DEIR 

pages 6-74 to 6-75). The DEIR includes Mitigation Measure 6-10 (Implement previous 

applicable mitigation measures during trail development) to address potentially significant 

impacts related to trail construction (DEIR page 6-75).  

Thus, the DEIR did not defer analysis of impacts; instead, it conducted various surveys and 

employed other tools to identify potential resources and examined the type and extent of 

impact that could occur throughout the project area, included groundbreaking activities such 

as trails and utility installation. This is a programmatic EIR that addressed impacts 

specifically in known areas and more broadly in unknown areas (such as the future unknown 

trails and utilities) as required by CEQA. See response to comment 09-59 that further 

describes mitigation measures and impact analysis in a programmatic document such as 

this one.  

Also, see responses to comments 08b-3 through 08b-10, 08b-13, and 08b-34. 

S4-3 The comment states that delineating wetlands and obtaining a Clean Water Act Section 401 

Water Quality Certification do not constitute mitigation. The comment appears to address the 

title of Mitigation Measure 6-1a, but does not acknowledge the content of the mitigation 

measure. The measure includes requirements to verify and/or further delineate all wetland 

resources; to consult with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, U.S. Department of Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Lahontan RWQCB on a variety 

of specified conditions; to replace any filled wetlands/waters of the U.S. on a “no net loss” 

basis including a minimum 1:1 ratio (but could be higher if needed to achieve no net loss); to 

prioritize that mitigation occurs on site; to monitor replacement habitat for success and 
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remediate any issues; and to obtain the applicable  permit(s) prior to affecting wetlands 

(page 6-46 to 6-48). This is a robust mitigation program with performance standards that 

ensures wetlands resources that are affected will be fully mitigated. This type of mitigation is 

appropriate and adequate for a CEQA analysis.  

CEQA defines mitigation as avoiding an impact; minimizing effects to a degree; rectifying an 

impact through rehabilitation, restoration, etc.; reducing the impact over time by preservation 

and maintenance actions; or compensating for an impact by replacing or providing substitute 

resources (CEQA Guidelines Section 15370). Mitigation Measure 6-1a, as proposed in the 

DEIR, meets this definition.  

In particular, Mitigation Measure 6-1a states: “The project applicant shall replace on a ‘no 

net loss’ basis (minimum 1:1 ratio) (in accordance with USACE and/or the Lahontan RWQCB) 

the acreage and function of all wetlands and other waters…that would be removed, lost or 

degraded as a result of project implementation or operations. Wetland habitat shall be 

replaced at acreage and location agreeable to USACE and the Lahontan RWQCB and as 

determined during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes. Any temporarily 

disturbed riparian habitats, water bodies, and wetlands shall be restored to pre-project 

conditions.” The DEIR did not identify mitigation acres in the mitigation measures because 

wetland delineations had not been verified at the time of the DEIR release. Mitigation ratios 

for sensitive habitats will be determined, if necessary, by USACE, CDFW, the Lahontan 

RWQCB (the commenter), and the County as per Mitigation Measures 6-1a and 6-1b once 

delineations are verified and permits applications are received.  

See response to comment 09-59 that further describes mitigation measures and impact 

analysis in a programmatic document such as this one. With respect to the comment that the 

identified mitigation measures are insufficient, see responses to comments 08b-3 through 

08b-10, 08b-13, and 08b-34.  

S4-4 The comment explains Water Board policy and staff recommendations related to mitigation 

of impacts to wetland, riparian, and other sensitive aquatic habitats. However, the project-

specific mitigation measures are compliant with Water Board policies. See response to 

comment S4-3. Moreover, the Water Board can withhold issuance of a permit related to 

wetlands fill if the project does not comply. The project-specific mitigation for sensitive 

habitats, including waters of the U.S. (Mitigation Measures 6-1a, 6-1b, and 6-1c), require 

avoidance and minimization measures, planning measures, and specific compensation 

levels (i.e., no net loss) and show that this type of compensation would mitigate for the 

significant impact. The proposed mitigation follows the Water Board’s policy as outlined by 

the comment.  

With regard to the Basin Plan prohibition exemption criteria, see response to comment S4-5.  

The comment states that the Water Board prefers in-kind, onsite mitigation whenever 

possible. The project is consistent with this preference. The project plan is to restore and 

mitigate for project impacts on-site as much as possible. This goal is stated on page 6-47 of 

the DEIR under Mitigation Measure 6-1a (“The project plans to construct all or a portion of 

replacement wetlands onsite”) and on page 6-48 of the DEIR under Mitigation Measure 6-1b 

(“This project plans to construct all or a portion of replacement riparian habitat onsite”).  

Regarding no net loss of habitat within the Tahoe-Truckee region, see response to comment 

08b-35, which adds text to the mitigation measures to require that offsite mitigation, if 

necessary, occur within the Tahoe-Truckee region. This will ensure that habitat benefits to 

the bioregion and dependent species are not lost within the Tahoe-Truckee region, the 

Lahontan RWQCB area, and the greater Sierra Nevada. 
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S4-5 The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not addressing waste discharge 

prohibitions within the Truckee River Hydrologic Unit, as provided in the 2014 Water Quality 

Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan); however, the comment does not 

specifically identify any discharges of concern related to the project.  

As a preliminary matter, the County notes that the NOP for the project was initially sent to the 

commenter in 2012, to which the Regional Board (the commenter) replied. Information in 

that comment, pertaining to waste prohibitions, informed the analysis of the DEIR. A revised 

NOP was issued in 2014, but the Regional Board did not comment and did not notify the 

County that the Basin Plan was being revised. The analysis of impacts properly relied on the 

Basin Plan in effect at the time the analysis started, in 2012. Nonetheless, additional 

response related to the 2014 Basin Plan is provided below. 

The 2014 Basin Plan includes a number of waste discharge prohibitions in the Truckee River 

Hydrologic Unit, which includes Squaw Creek, including discharge of wastes from boats, 

treated and untreated sewage, and solid or liquid wastes including soil, silt, and clay (the 

same as the 2006 Basin Plan). Most other prohibitions address discharges related to 

wastewater and septic tanks. The proposed project does not include wastewater or septic 

systems (it would discharge wastewater to the sewer system that conveys flows to TTSA). 

Regarding discharge of material relevant to the project (soil, silt, clay), this issue is 

addressed in Chapter 13 (see surface water quality discussion on pages 13-25 through 13-

29 and 13-32 through 13-26 for existing conditions discussions and pages 13-45 through 

13-52 for impact and mitigation discussions). This analysis addresses the relevant basin 

plan prohibitions. 

S4-6 The comment states that regulatory requirements are not considered mitigation and 

specifically references a portion of Mitigation Measure 6-1b. The County disagrees with the 

notion that compliance with the requirements of an agency regulating an environmental 

issue would not result in mitigation if those requirements serve to reduce the impacts of a 

project. With respect to insufficient mitigation measures, see responses to comments 08b-3 

through 08b-10, 08b-13, 08b-34, and S4-3. The requirement to obtain and comply with a 

lake and streambed alteration agreement in Mitigation Measure 6-1b is only a small portion 

of the measure. The mitigation for wetlands and waters of the U.S. and other sensitive 

habitats (Mitigation Measures 6-1a, 6-1b, and 6-1c) requires avoidance measures, planning 

measures, and specific compensation levels (i.e., no net loss) and shows that this type of 

compensation would mitigate for the significant impact. The construction activities that might 

damage or degrade habitat would be conducted in accordance with the streambed alteration 

agreement that will include implementing reasonable measures to protect fish and wildlife 

resources (including streambank habitat). Temporary construction impacts should be 

minimized as a result. This measure requires compensation for permanent loss at an 

approved CDFW wetland mitigation bank or through the development and implementation of 

a Compensatory Stream and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (CSRMMP) and a 

County-approved MMIP aimed at creating and restoring in-kind habitat within the plan area 

or in the surrounding area. 

See response to comment 09-59 that further describes mitigation measures and impact 

analysis in a programmatic document such as this one. Also, see response to comment S4-3. 

S4-7 The comment states that the requirement in Mitigation Measure 6-1c to implement 

Mitigation Measure 13-4 does not constitute mitigation. As discussed on pages 13-52 

through 13-63 and 18-33 through 18-45 of the DEIR, the 2014 Water Supply Assessment 

(WSA) demonstrates that groundwater withdrawals to serve the proposed project and 

cumulative development would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies if the well 

field is operated as analyzed in the WSA. Additional analysis concludes that groundwater 

pumping consistent with the WSA assumptions would not adversely affect water quality (see 
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DEIR pages 13-65 through 13-74). These findings were reaffirmed by the 2015 WSA update 

and associated analyses (see the Master Response regarding water supply). If the pumping 

regime differs from the 2014 WSA assumptions, then Mitigation Measure 13-4 requires a 

number of steps to ensure that the use of groundwater for the proposed project is managed 

in a manner that maintains adequate water supply and protects water quality (see pages 13-

64 and 13-65 of the DEIR). These steps include meeting identified standards, including 

average saturated thickness of 65 percent of more for three consecutive months or more 

than four times total for the entire study period, and demonstration that drawdown in wells 

near the upper meadow no cause substantially more drying in refugia pools than shown in 

the DEIR. Because Mitigation Measure 13-4 does include specific standards to be met, the 

mitigation measure is adequate. See response to comment S4-3 regarding requirements for 

mitigation measures. 

S4-8 The comment states that Mitigation Measures 6-1d and 13-1, as stated in the DEIR, would 

provide for proper design, installation, and abandonment of sewer lines and protection of 

water quality during implementation. Then, the comment states that the DEIR does not 

provide details or explanation regarding how potentially significant effects to water quality 

associated with constructing a replacement sewer line across Squaw Creek and the Truckee 

River would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated. Mitigation Measure 6-1d, as referenced by 

the comment, does include measures to be implemented during construction, as follows (see 

page 6-50): 

 The project applicant shall implement the mitigation measures as required under 

Mitigation Measure 13-2a to protect water quality during construction and over the 

project life. 

 The project applicant shall implement the mitigation measures as required under 

Mitigation Measure 13-2b to address potential discovery of contaminated soils and 

protection of groundwater quality during construction.  

Mitigation Measure 13-2a, referenced by Mitigation Measure 6-1d, includes numerous 

provisions that provide water quality protection (DEIR pages 13-49 to 13-50). Mitigation 

Measure 13-2b, also referenced by Mitigation Measure 6-1d, states, in part: 

Prepare a Construction Dewatering and Discharge Plan 

A dewatering and discharge plan shall be developed and submitted to the Lahontan 

RWQCB for approval prior to initiating any excavation activities. The plan will be 

implemented during project construction to address protection of groundwater 

resources and surface water quality in the event that groundwater is intercepted during 

project activities. The dewatering and discharge plan shall provide methods to protect 

groundwater during excavations from potential contaminant releases during 

equipment use and refueling, such as specific spill control and clean up and response 

measures in the vicinity of excavations. 

Mitigation Measure 13-1 would help ensure that “new wells, well destruction, and sewer line 

abandonment would be conducted under the review and approval of Placer County” (DEIR 

page 13-47). Mitigation Measures 13-2a and 13-2b, however, are specific to project 

construction, and require the implementation of construction water quality protection 

measures, including for sewer lines. As stated on page 13-51 of the DEIR, implementation of 

Mitigation Measures 13-2a and 13-2b would:  

…ensure that construction phase, site-specific risks to water quality that might result 

from improper implementation of water quality protection measures, discovery and 

disturbance of contaminated soil or water, and ground disturbance in the vicinity of 
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the existing Far East bridge sewer line crossing would be fully addressed and 

avoided. 

To ensure that cross-referencing of all relevant mitigation is clear, and in response to this 

comment, the text of Mitigation Measure 13-1 is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 13-1: Implement water and sewer infrastructure water 

quality protection measures.  
The project applicant shall implement the following actions, including standard 

mitigation measures as required by the County, to protect water quality during the 

design, installation, and destruction/abandonment of wells and sewer lines: 

 Prior to providing final authorization for drilling of a well (e.g., initiating an applicant 

directed test well, providing access to property for a well drilled by another entity, 

final agreement to fund a well drilled by another entity), the project applicant shall 

confirm that required fees are paid and a drilling permit is obtained from 

Environmental Health Services for each well and that the location of the well meets 

applicable DWR criteria for distances from utility infrastructure (e.g., stormwater, 

sewer, and petroleum pipelines and petroleum storage tanks). 

 Prior to approval of a Final Subdivision Map, the applicant shall provide to Placer 

County Environmental Health Services final design drawings indicating that 

separation between any planned or existing wells in the map area and any planned 

or existing stormwater, sewer, and petroleum pipelines and petroleum storage 

tanks is sufficient to meet applicable DWR separation requirements.  

 Prior to approval of a Final Small-Lot Subdivision Map, complete or provide for the 

proper destruction under permit and inspection, of existing wells and 

abandonment of sewer lines located within the project site. 

 Prior to approval of an Improvement Plan that includes the need for well 

destruction or sewer line abandonment, well destruction and/or sewer line 

abandonment shall be shown on the Improvement Plans; the actions shall be 

included in the engineers’ estimate of costs for subdivision improvements; and the 

Improvement Plan will include a Plan Note indicating proper destruction, under 

permit and inspection, of the existing wells and abandonment of sewer lines 

located within the Improvement Plan area.  

The project applicant shall also implement relevant provisions of Mitigation 

Measures 13-2a and 13-2b. 

S4-9 See response to comment S4-8. 

S4-10 The comment states that the DEIR is deficient for failing to include information and analysis 

supporting a conclusion of “non-significant” effects. The relevant discussion in Impact 6-12 

concerns impacts to fish and aquatic resources and concludes the impact would be 

potentially significant (although no sensitive species would be affected). The comment infers 

the DEIR came to the conclusion that this impact would be less than significant. The DEIR 

includes a requirement for a fish rescue plan, to be prepared in conjunction with CDFW, to 

provide for capture and relocation of fish. The comment does not explain why this is 

deficient. It is noted that the predominant impacts to Squaw Creek that result in the need to 

fish capture are from plans to restore the creek to more natural conditions, a benefit of the 

project (although it will also offset impacts). As to other requirements associated with 

modification of the creek bed, the DEIR acknowledges the permitting requirement of the 
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Regional Board, USACE, CDFW, and USFWS. See Mitigation Measure 6-1a and 6-1b on pages 

6-46 through 6-49 of the DEIR. 

S4-11 The comment states that the Water Board staff disagrees with the DEIR’s conclusion that 

groundwater extraction will only lead to minor flow changes having little impact on water 

quality. See response to comment S4-7 and the Master Response on water supply. 

S4-12 The comment refers to three dams and the “potentially significant threats to life and property 

associated with the existing dams, their hydrological and structural capacities, and the 

potential for dam failures and flooding due to significant flood events.”  

This comment focuses on the extent to which potential hazards that are part of the existing 

environment may affect the proposed project, rather than on the project’s impact on the 

environment. The California Supreme Court recently addressed the extent to which an EIR 

must consider such effects. In California Building Industry Assn. v. Bay Area Air Quality 

Management Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (CBIA v. BAAQMD), the Court held that “CEQA 

generally does not require an analysis of how existing environmental conditions will impact a 

project’s future users or residents.” (62 Cal.4th at p. 386.) The Court drew a distinction 

“between requirements that consider the environment’s effects on a project and those that 

contemplate the project’s impacts on the existing environment. The former . . . are invalid. 

The latter, however, are valid and entirely consistent with CEQA’s concerns about 

environmental protection, public health and deliberation.” (Id. at p. 388, emphasis in 

original.) Thus, it is appropriate for an EIR to “evaluat[e] a project’s potentially significant 

exacerbating effects on existing environmental hazards.” (Ibid.)   

The CBIA v. BAAQMD decision does not prohibit the lead agency from including in an EIR an 

analysis of the environment’s impact on a proposed project. Rather, the decision focuses on 

the extent to which CEQA requires such analysis. Thus, an EIR may include an analysis of the 

environment’s impact on a project, even if CEQA does not expressly require such analysis. 

The description of the location of the ponds provided in the comment is not highly specific; 

therefore, information provided herein addresses several ponds that are located within the 

Squaw Valley Resort, including the dam described as sitting “just above the base lodge area 

and a higher, larger dam and water impoundment used for snow-making, Gold Coast Pond[.]” 

Impoundments: 

Gold Coast Pond and Cornice Pond are both in-stream impoundments rather than dams. 

Gold Coast Pond was constructed in the early 1990s and the Cornice Pond is thought to have 

been constructed in 1958 or 1959 in preparation for the 1960 Winter Olympics. The Gold 

Coast impoundment is located approximately 3.2 miles above the main Village area near the 

Gold Coast chair lift and the top of the Funitel. The Cornice impoundment is located 

approximately 2.5 miles from the main Village area. Squaw Valley staff is of the 

understanding that the structures creating these impoundments do not qualify as a “dam” 

and have not been regulated by the California Division of Safety of Dams. The referenced 

impoundments are also not identified in any flood hazard maps. Due to their relatively small 

size (see descriptions below) and distance from the nearest development, neither pond is 

expected to provide a risk of catastrophic inundation to residents of the proposed project if 

one of the impoundment structures were to fail. 

As in-stream impoundments, Gold Coast Pond and Cornice Pond are designed to pass 

through stream flows when the impoundments are full/overflowing. Both structures survived 

the “flood of 1997,” referenced by the comment, without damage or breach. Hydrologic 

engineering analysis would be necessary to establish specific maximum loadings from flood 

flows; however, given that the impoundments remained intact under 100+ year flood 
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conditions in 1997, and based on recent engineering work for the Gold Coast Pond 

(described below), they appear to show little risk of failure even during extreme flow events.  

Gold Coast Pond: 

The Gold Coast impoundment was raised and reconstructed in 2012 pursuant to plans 

approved by the Placer County Department of Public Works, Placer County Planning, 

Lahontan RWQCB, US Army Corps of Engineers, and the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, among other agencies. The impoundment underwent extensive design and 

engineering to meet modern regulatory and design standards for structural integrity.  

The Gold Coast impoundment contains approximately 24 acre feet of useful volume. The 

pond is primarily supplied by groundwater wells; therefore, the volume of stored water is 

typically controlled by mountain operations staff. The Gold Coast pond is located at the 

headwaters of the South Fork of Squaw Creek and natural runoff is a small contributor to the 

water volume entering the impoundment. 

Cornice Pond: 

The Cornice Pond impoundment was likely constructed in 1958 or 1959 by the State or the 

Olympic Committee before the 1960 Olympic Winter games. The pond is located in the South 

Fork of Squaw Creek. Pursuant to a permit from the Lahontan RWQCB, Squaw Valley 

removed approximately 2,600 yards of sediment from the pond in 2015, which is equivalent 

to the approximate pond-volume (i.e., 1.6 acre feet). Squaw Valley staff is aware of no 

original or as-built design drawings, or engineering analysis, regarding the integrity of this 

structure. However, during the recent sediment removal operations, no leaks or evidence of 

cracking or structural deformity were noted. The water supply is provided entirely by natural 

runoff; there is no recharge by well water. 

Sediment Basins: 

Squaw Valley contains numerous sediment basins, designed to protect water quality. One 

such basin is the Searchlight Pond, located at the end of an un-named seasonal drainage 

beneath KT-22. This is the pond that is referred to in the comment as being located between 

Red Dog and the old Searchlight Pond. The sediment basin has a small (unknown) volume. 

The pond is usually dry, except when runoff is present. It is connected through large culverts 

to the Olympic Channel and Squaw Creek. The source of water for Searchlight Pond is natural 

runoff, not well water. 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 on a regular basis pursuant to 

permits with the Lahontan RWQCB. 

The Searchlight pond has been engineered, studied, re-engineered, and modified numerous 

times during the past several decades, including: 

 Placer County and Lahontan RWQCB review and permitting of culvert design and 

adequacy for the original installation; connection to Squaw Creek (1980’s) 

 Review based upon damage to the embankment from the 1997 floods by Lahontan 

RWQCB and Placer County 

 Design, engineering,  and reconstruction, pursuant to the “1998 work plan,” a 

comprehensive hydrologic analysis and engineering program undertaken to repair 

damage and upgrade resort facilities to withstand flooding, following 1997 flood 

event. This program was supervised and approved by Placer County Department of Public 

Works (DPW) and Lahontan RWQCB. 
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 Review and management by the Lahontan RWQCB, including evaluation of hydrologic 

criteria pursuant to the Facility Assessment, Facility Assessment Addendum, Critical 

Water Quality Improvement Plan, and Water Quality Improvement Plan (2000-2010) 

 Review of the culverts for additional surcharge adequacy, upon installation of stormwater 

filtration technology nearby Squaw Valley Lower Vehicle shop, 2000-2006 pursuant to 

Lahontan RWQCB BMP requirements 

Extensive drawings and correspondence relating to the Gold Coast Pond, Cornice Pond, and 

Searchlight Pond, are available as matters of public record in the files of Placer County and 

the Lahontan RWQCB. 

The proposed project would not alter the existing size, design or use of the above referenced 

ponds. Because the ponds are not used as part of the flood control system for the ski resort, 

impound only small amounts of water, are, in the case of the Gold Coast and Cornice ponds, 

located far from the proposed project site, and are structurally sound, they do not pose or 

exacerbate a flood risk to future users of the proposed project. 

S4-13 The comment states that the specific mitigation measures addressing reduction of impacts 

from sewer infrastructure implementation need to be provided. See response to comment 

S4-8. 

S4-14 The comment asserts that potential climate change effects would result in higher 

groundwater levels than stated in the DEIR and also asserts that groundwater levels could be 

higher during unusually wet periods. The analysis included in this discussion concerns 

whether parking garages would displace groundwater storage that is important for the 

Olympic Valley Groundwater Basin (OVGB). The analysis concludes that the parking garages 

would displace a maximum of 2.8 acre feet of groundwater, which is between 0.061 and 

0.078 percent of total groundwater storage, estimated at 3,600 to 4,600 acre feet (see DEIR 

page 13-53). While there is no evidence that groundwater levels would be higher than 

previously measured, if unusually wet conditions occurred and did result in higher 

groundwater levels, then it stands to reason that the overall OVGB would store, in those 

conditions, a greater amount of groundwater, above the 3,600 to 4,600 acre feet cited in the 

DEIR. In other words, if conditions were wet enough to raise the most shallow groundwater 

levels, it would be because the basin filled up even more than suggested by recorded 

measurements, creating a “fuller” bath tub. If this were to occur, then subsurface parking 

garages would, indeed, displace more storage, but because substantially more water would 

be in the basin and above the 14.2 feet below ground surface level, it still would not affect 

groundwater availability. The project would displace more groundwater, but never to the 

point where it would reduce storage below the 3,600 to 4,600 acre feet cited in the DEIR. 

This speculative condition would not alter the conclusions in the DEIR with respect to 

recharge and storage. No mitigation measures are warranted. 

S4-15 The comment references Chapter 18, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the DEIR but does not 

provide sufficient explanation for what might be inadequate about Chapter 18. Contrary to 

the inference of the comment, the analysis of groundwater use is a cumulative analysis. The 

WSA evaluates the impacts on groundwater of the project and cumulative conditions 

expected over the next 25 years, in normal, single year, and multiple year drought conditions. 

This exceeds the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15155 and California Water Code 

Sections 10910 to 10915, which require consideration of cumulative development expected 

over a 20-year period. Mitigation Measure 13-4 fully addresses any potential impacts from 

groundwater use associated with the project’s contribution to cumulative increases in 

groundwater use. As stated in the introduction to the cumulative analysis chapter (page 18-

7), the analysis of cumulative impacts determines if additional mitigation, beyond what is 

required for the project alone, would be needed to address the project impact in a 
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cumulative context. The commenter does not explain why this analysis is insufficient, and 

why the mitigation applicable to the project would not address the project’s contribution to 

cumulative impacts. No further response is warranted. 

S4-16 The comment states that the DEIR does not evaluate certain impacts resulting from the 

operation of MAC. See the Master Response regarding the MAC. As described therein, 

wastewater, including water used for the MAC swimming pools, would be discharged to the 

SVPSD sewer system and treated at the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency (TTSA) wastewater 

treatment plant in Truckee. The calculations included in the water and sewer demands 

included the MAC’s wet amenities (e.g., pools). The on-site sewer system will include a 

storage tank that will control the rate of discharge to the sewer system from the wet 

amenities, in order to ensure that the sewer system can accommodate those flows (MacKay 

& Somps 2014:6). As discussed on page 14-36 of the DEIR, the TTSA treatment plant has 

capacity to accept VSVSP wastewater, including wastewater from operation of the MAC.  
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S5 CA Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit  

Scott Morgan, Director 

July 9, 2015 

 

S5-1 The comment provides the correct beginning and ending dates of the public review period for 

the DEIR, which are May 18, 2015 through July 17, 2015. 

S5-2 The comment states that the State Clearinghouse submitted the DEIR to selected state 

agencies for review, that the review period closed on July 1, 2015, and that no state 

agencies submitted comments by that date. The County contacted the State Clearinghouse 

to correct the ending date of the public review period, which was July 17, 2015. By that date, 

several state agencies did provide comment letters, which are reproduced herein. See 

responses to comment letters S1, S2, S3, and S4.  

The County appreciates the acknowledgement of compliance with the State Clearinghouse 

requirements for DEIRs, pursuant to CEQA. 


