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L4 Squaw Valley Public Service District 

Mike Geary, PE, General Manager  

July 17, 2015 

 

L4-1 The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR. Therefore, a response is neither required nor provided here. 

L4-2 As stated on page 3-22 of the DEIR, potable and irrigation water would be provided either by 

the Squaw Valley Public Service District (SVPSD) or a mutual water company that would be 

established as part of the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan (VSVSP). The Water Supply 

Assessment (WSA) demonstrates that there is an adequate supply of water within the 

Olympic Valley to provide water to existing, cumulative, and VSVSP development. The WSA 

assumes a particular well-field and pumping scenario in order to evaluate the adequacy of 

supply, including replacement of existing SVPSD wells. The WSA also recognizes that the 

ultimate well-field and pumping regimen could differ from the scenario analyzed in the WSA. 

Mitigation Measure 13-4 in the DEIR requires that any well or well-field configuration that 

differs from the WSA be shown to be able to meet the threshold identified in the DEIR to 

ensure that water supply would be adequate without adversely affecting existing wells, that 

impacts on the refugia pools would not be substantially worse than identified in the DEIR, 

and that the criteria identified in applicable groundwater plans would be met (see page 13-

64 of the DEIR). If a mutual water company were created, it would likely use a different well 

configuration, and would therefore be subject to the requirements of Mitigation Measure 13-

4, as well as additional State law pertaining to the formation of a water company. As 

indicated in the DEIR on page 13-63, it is anticipated at this time that the SVPSD would 

supply water to the proposed project. No water company has been created, so it would be 

speculative to describe a well-field that might be used if a new water company served the 

proposed project. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 13-4 would ensure that water supply 

would be adequate to serve the proposed project, and would not result in substantially more 

severe environmental effects, whether the water is provided by the SVPSD or a new water 

company. 

 The Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared for the project states that 

Mitigation Measure 13-4 will be carried out by “[t]he SVPSD (or other water provider), Placer 

County Planning Services Division, and Placer County Environmental Health Services.” Thus, 

implementation of this measure will be performed under the supervision of the County and 

the water provider, regardless of whether that provider is SVPSD (as proposed) or a new 

water company. 

For CEQA purposes, the identity of the water provider is secondary. The focus of the analysis 

is on the impacts of the project on the physical environment. Thus, the entity providing water 

is relevant only insofar as it may affect the project’s environmental impacts (Maintain Our 

Desert Environment v. Town of Apple Valley (2004) 120 Cal.App.4th 396). In this case, 

Mitigation Measure 13-4 will apply regardless of the identity of water provider. 

SVPSD’s preference to serve as the water provider is noted. The County agrees that SVPSD 

would be an appropriate water provider, given its longstanding status as the primary water 

provider in the valley, and its expertise with respect to managing the aquifer. A new water 

company is noted as a potential water provider in the event the applicant and SVPSD are 

unable to reach agreement regarding the terms of providing water. 

L4-3 The comment does not indicate why formation of a mutual water company would be 

infeasible. State law allows for the formation of mutual water companies to provide domestic 
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water, subject to various requirements. The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 

2014 does not preclude formation of new mutual water companies. The Sustainable 

Groundwater Management Act, as amended in the 2015 Legislative Session by Senate Bill 

(SB) 13, allows a private mutual water company to join a Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

(through a memorandum of agreement or other legal agreement) and thereby participate in 

development of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan. 

Assembly Bill (AB) 115 is listed as inactive by the California legislature, and so has not been 

enacted. SB 88 (Chapter 27, Statutes of 2015) was signed by the Governor, but does not 

require consolidation of water agencies; rather, it allows the State Water Board to require 

systems that consistently fail to meet standards to consolidate with, or obtain service from, a 

public water system. A new water company could be subject to consolidation under SB 88 if 

the company could not provide adequate water that meets applicable standards to its 

customers. Whether a new water company would prove unable to provide adequate water is 

speculative. 

L4-4 The creation of a new water company would not jeopardize the levels of service for existing 

customers because Mitigation Measure 13-4 in the DEIR requires that a new water company 

meet specific criteria, such as minimum saturation rates and compliance with standards 

identified in groundwater plans, which would ensure that water supply would be adequate for 

both existing and future users, regardless of provider. Coordination with other water 

purveyors within the Olympic Valley would likely be needed to comply with Mitigation 

Measure 13-4. Currently, four public and private entities pump groundwater from the Olympic 

Valley aquifer, including the SVPSD, the Squaw Valley Mutual Water Company, the Resort at 

Squaw Creek, and Squaw Valley Resort. Adding a fifth water supply entity would not in and of 

itself result in disjointed or uncoordinated management. The County agrees that adding a 

fifth water supply entity could complicate efforts to coordinate groundwater management 

efforts. The County agrees that SVPSD would be an appropriate water provider. A new water 

company is noted as a potential water provider in the event the applicant and SVPSD are 

unable to reach agreement regarding the terms of providing water. 

L4-5 As discussed in response to comment L4-2, a new water company would need to use a well-

field scenario that differs from the scenario analyzed in the WSA, and would therefore need 

to demonstrate that the well field configuration to be used would meet the  thresholds used 

in the WSA, pursuant to Mitigation Measure 13-4 in the DEIR. This analysis would need to 

show that the new company could provide adequate supply to the VSVSP from its well field 

(including that it had the rights to that water), while ensuring that the saturation threshold 

identified in the WSA would be met for normal, dry, and multiple dry years for existing and 

future users, regardless of the provider. 

L4-6 Compliance with Mitigation Measures 13-4 and 6-1c in the DEIR would ensure that 

groundwater withdrawals by a new water company would not result in substantially more 

severe effects on Squaw Creek for the reasons discussed in responses to comments L4-2, 

L4-4, L4-5, and 08b-15. For a discussion of impacts on the creek, see the Master Response 

regarding water supply. 

L4-7 See response to comment L4-4. Regarding the Water Management Action Plan, the SVPSD is 

currently working on an update, and Squaw Valley has committed financial resources to the 

update.  

L4-8 The comment that if a new mutual water company is formed, the SVPSD will consider 

formation of a local Groundwater Sustainability Agency and preparation of a Groundwater 

Sustainability Plan is noted. This comment does not address the environmental impacts of 

the project, so no further response is provided. 
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L4-9 The comment that the SVPSD plans to enter into a development agreement with the project 

applicant is noted. The County understands that discussions between the SVPSD and the 

applicant regarding the terms of such an agreement are underway. 

Mitigation Measure 13-4 (part B) in the DEIR specifies the elements that must be included in 

a development agreement between the project applicant and the water provider, including 

identification of the roles and responsibilities for the testing, construction, verification, and 

operational readiness and monitoring of new wells, the provisions of Mitigation Measure 13-

4 (part A), and the process and funding responsibility for updating existing or future 

groundwater plans. If the SVPSD is the water provider, then the development agreement 

would be between the SVPSD and the project applicant. If a mutual water company is 

created, the agreement would instead be between the applicant and the new mutual water 

company.  

The agreement with the water provider, whether the SVPSD or a mutual water company, is 

not required before certification of the EIR and approval of the Specific Plan because water 

would not need to be provided to the project until the initial development occurs. In fact, a 

public agency’s approval of a final agreement to provide water to the project would likely 

have to occur after the County certifies the Final EIR. (See Riverwatch v. Olivehain Municipal 

Water Dist. (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1186.)  

Mitigation Measure 13-4 in the DEIR requires that the project applicant provide a will serve 

letter from the water purveyor prior to approval of an Improvement Plan. The development 

agreement between the water provider and the project applicant would, therefore, need to 

precede Improvement Plans. This timing is appropriate, since it ensures that an agreement 

will be in place before the project generates any new water demand. 

L4-10 The comment discusses the Bike Trail Snow Removal Program operated by the Squaw Valley 

Public Service District. According to its website (http://www.svpsd.org/bike-trail-snow-

removal), this program was operated from November 15th and April 30th during the 2014/15 

winter. It removed snow on the 2.3 miles of bike trail along Squaw Valley Road on an as 

needed basis. The program also included trail inspection and maintenance, sanding for 

traction control, sweeping, installation and removal of snow poles and signage, litter pick-up, 

equipment maintenance, and springtime fence repair and trail resurfacing. The comment 

acknowledges the importance of continuing to operate this program, particularly with respect 

to more frequent three-lane coning associated with Mitigation Measure 9-1a in the DEIR. 

This comment does not raise any technical issues regarding the DEIR analysis. Therefore, no 

additional response is provided. 

L4-11 The comment recommends that the Year-Round Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail Network 

proposed in the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) be extended beyond the Village area 

easterly to include other bicycle and pedestrian facilities along Squaw Valley Road to SR 89. 

The comment provides an opinion regarding the extent to which the proposed active 

transportation system should extend beyond the project limits. It does not address the 

content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. The Placer County Planning Commission and 

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

decisions regarding the project. 

L4-12 The comment suggests that a new Mitigation Measure 9-6 be recommended to provide a 

permanent, secured form of funding to continue the Bike Trail Snow Removal Program, which 

currently relies on a combination of discretionary funding sources. This pilot program is 

presently a three-party effort by the North Lake Tahoe Resort Association (NLTRA), Placer 

County, and SVPSD; with funding provided by the County and NLTRA via transient occupancy 

taxes. There is not a direct correlation between this temporary program and an impact of the 

project. 
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Impact 9-6 addresses impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and found that the 

proposed project would not disrupt or interfere with existing or planned bicycle/pedestrian 

facilities, nor would it result in unsafe conditions for bicyclists or pedestrians (see page 9-

65). The proposed project would provide bike paths throughout the Village and connect to 

the path along Squaw Valley Road. Crosswalks would be provided in appropriate places. The 

proposed project would not interfere with the snow removal program referred to in the 

comment, nor would it negatively affect funding for snow removal along the trail. For these 

reasons, the impact on bicycle and pedestrian facilities would not be a significant effects 

requiring mitigation. Nonetheless, the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors will take the commenter’s request regarding a more secured funding source for 

snow removal on bike trails into consideration when making decisions regarding the project.  

L4-13 The comment states that a plowed bike trail also provides an emergency access for the 

Squaw Valley Fire Department. The comment is an observation of current conditions, and 

does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. Emergency access to the 

plan area is addressed in Chapter 15, “Hazardous Materials and Hazards,” of the DEIR (see 

Impact 15-4 on page 15-19). Also see the portion of the traffic Master Response that 

addresses emergency access. 

L4-14 The comment states that funding should also be provided for snow removal services to open 

the parking area at the Squaw Valley Park to serve as an eastern trailhead/staging area for 

public bike trail use. See response to comment L4-12 regarding funding for snow removal 

services.  

The comment further states that the development agreement could include a Shared Use 

provision to make the park’s parking area available to Squaw Valley Ski Resort as overflow 

parking on peak skier days. Squaw Valley Park is a County-owned and maintained facility and 

it is not available for joint use as suggested in the comment. There is restriction in the deed 

from the USFS limiting the County’s improvement and use to public recreation. The 

development agreement referred to in the comment would be a service agreement between 

the SVPSD and the applicant, and would address provision of services to be provided by the 

SVPSD to the proposed project (e.g., water supply if the SVPSD is the provider, fire service). 

This agreement would be separate from the development agreement between the County 

and the applicant, and the County would not be a party to the development agreement with 

the SVPSD (nor would the SVPSD be a party to the development agreement between the 

County and the applicant). It is anticipated that the development agreement between the 

applicant and the SVPSD would include the requirements identified in the Draft EIR 

pertaining to those services to be provided by the SVPSD. The SVPSD development 

agreement could include additional provisions, such as snowplowing for the bike trail, but 

such provisions would be determined through negotiations between the SVPSD and the 

applicant.  

Regarding parking, see also pages 3-16 and 3-19 of the DEIR, which describes the proposed 

parking plan for the project, as well as the portion of the traffic Master Response that 

addresses the adequacy of parking. As stated on page 9-55, the availability of parking is not 

considered an environmental effect. The project does propose to provide parking facilities 

both with the main Village and the East Parcel, and existing and planned bicycle paths will be 

accessible from those lots. For these reasons, there is no need to require that the project 

provide for plowing at Squaw Valley Park to serve as a trailhead and/or overflow parking. 

L4-15 The comment states that provisions of the development agreement should define standards 

for snow removal services. See response to comment L4-14 regarding the development 

agreement.  
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L4-16 The comment is correct that the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) does not 

require that a groundwater sustainability agency be formed. Therefore, the third paragraph 

on page 13-37 of the DEIR is revised as follows: 

On December 15, 2014, DWR announced its official “initial prioritization” of the 

state’s groundwater basins for purposes of complying with the SGMA and this priority 

list became effective on January 1, 2015 (DWR 2014). DWR has ranked the Olympic 

Valley Groundwater Basin as “low priority.” Groundwater sustainability plans are not 

required for low and very low priority basins. While the County and/or the SVPSD will 

still need to take steps decide whether to designate and/or form a groundwater 

sustainability agency for the Olympic Valley Groundwater Basin, these administrative 

obligations will not impact the availability of water to serve the proposed project or 

require revisions to the WSA prepared for the proposed project. 

L4-17 Mitigation Measure 13-4 in the DEIR is intended to address the situations cited in the 

comment. If new wells do not perform as anticipated and/or the aquifer is not as thick as 

assumed, so that additional wells are required or wells must be relocated, then Mitigation 

Measure 13-4 requires that the revised well scenario be shown to be able to meet the WSA 

threshold and to demonstrate that the environmental effects would not be substantially more 

severe than identified in the DEIR. This determination will be made in light of the threshold 

set forth in the DEIR, which requires ensuring that the saturation threshold identified in the 

WSA would be met for normal, dry, and multiple dry years for existing and future users. 

The elements identified in the second paragraph of the comment pertain to the operation of 

the SVPSD’s water system. The development agreement between the water provider and the 

project applicant could address access to wells for rehabilitation and/or replacement, access 

for test wells, and the area to be dedicated to individual wells (e.g., drilling islands). These 

elements would not alter the environmental effects of groundwater pumping or the 

availability of water supply. 

The County understands that discussions are underway between SVPSD and the project 

applicant regarding the terms of a development agreement. The County also understands 

that ensuring adequate access to the aquifer (e.g., reserving drilling islands) is one of the 

topics being addressed during these discussions.  

L4-18 The County agrees that a source of funding will have to be provided for ongoing monitoring of 

the aquifer and maintenance of the system. The proposed project would be responsible for 

funding the costs of providing water service to project development. Typically, these costs are 

funded through connection fees, but the development agreement between the water 

provider and the project applicant could provide for a different funding mechanism. 

Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 13-4 in the DEIR requires that the development agreement 

specify the process and funding for updating existing or future groundwater plans as needed 

to address new wells and/or changes to the proposed well field. These groundwater plans 

could include the Aquifer Monitoring Program, a pumping management plan, and/or other 

plans.  

Transfer fees are one potential funding mechanism that could be used to finance water 

services. The source of funds would be determined as part of the development agreement 

process. The source of funding does not, in itself, result in environmental effects, and 

therefore need not be identified in the EIR. (Not About Water Committee v. Solano County 

Board of Supervisors (2002) 95 Cal.App.4th 982 [formation of a district to provide funding for 

water facilities not a “project” under CEQA].)  

L4-19 Mitigation Measure 13-4 in the DEIR is designed to lessen the impacts of supplying water to 

the proposed project by addressing the configuration of the well-field and related operational 
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or management, aspects, such as the testing and monitoring of new wells (Mitigation 

Measure 13-4 [part B]) and consistency with the WSA. Accordingly, well-field management is 

fundamental to the efficacy of the mitigation measure, as this is a long-term operational 

condition that must be satisfied on an ongoing basis throughout project implementation and 

operation. The County agrees that the proper focus of Mitigation Measure 13-4 is ensuring 

that impacts do not exceed those predicted by the WSA, which could require aspects of 

managing the well field. 

L4-20 The water provider would manage the operation of the wells used to supply water to the 

proposed project. CEQA allows for the identification of mitigation measures that must be 

implemented by other agencies due to jurisdictional circumstances. With respect to water 

supply, the County is not a water provider, and relies on water providers to supply water to 

development within the County. Similarly, the project applicant would not operate water 

supply wells, and would instead enter into an agreement with the SVPSD or a new mutual 

water company to provide water. That agreement would specify the financial responsibilities 

of the applicant for the water infrastructure and operations needed to serve the proposed 

project.  

The DEIR contains a number of mitigation measures to address potential environmental 

effects related to water supply and groundwater pumping. Mitigation Measure 13-4 (part A) 

addresses a situation where the actual well field would differ from the well field analyzed in 

the WSA. Additional mitigation is required whether the actual well field is consistent with the 

WSA or if a new well field (or a water provider that differs from the SVPSD) is proposed. 

Mitigation Measure 13-4 (part B) identifies provisions that must be addressed in the 

development agreement, and Mitigation Measure 13-4 (part C) requires a will serve letter or 

other verification if water supply prior to approval of Improvement Plans. If the water provider 

must implement a pumping regimen or well field that differs from the WSA assumptions, 

then the requirements of Mitigation Measure 13-4 (part A) would apply. Mitigation Measure 

13-4 (part A) addresses effects of dropping groundwater levels on the creek and Mitigation 

Measure 6-1 addresses impacts on vegetation in and adjacent to the creek. 

The comment, and the following comment (L4-21), propose revising Mitigation Measure 13-4 

to require the project applicant to take steps if observed impacts appear to differ from those 

predicted by the modeling performed as part of the WSA. In this instance, the WSA has been 

prepared based on a model developed and calibrated under the supervision of SVPSD; the 

performance of this particular aquifer is, therefore, far better understood than is normally the 

case. CEQA requires that an agency make a good faith effort to identify the impacts of the 

project. An EIR necessarily entails forecasting the future. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15144.) In this 

instance, the County believes the analysis supporting the WSA represents a good-faith effort 

to forecast the future based on the best available information. 

The County anticipates that, if observations deviate from those predicted in the modeling 

supporting the WSA, the SVPSD would continue to calibrate the model, so that predicted 

results correspond with observations, consistent with SVPSD’s ongoing maintenance of the 

model.  

The comment proposes that the project applicant bear the risk that observed results will 

differ from those predicted by the model. One challenge associated with this proposal is 

determining causation. If observed results deviate from the model’s predicted results, it may 

be difficult to determine whether the deviation has been caused by project-related 

groundwater pumping, or by some other cause. For this reason, if such a proposal is 

incorporated into Mitigation Measure 13-4, the revisions would need to make clear that the 

project applicant should be required to respond only if the deviation is shown to have been 

caused by project-related pumping. 
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Mitigation Measure 13-4 provides that ongoing monitoring will be performed in order to 

document the impact of groundwater pumping on the aquifer, on creek flows, and on riparian 

habitat. This monitoring effort will enable SVPSD to manage the well field so that observed 

impacts of groundwater pumping are minimized. SVPSD has existing authority to impose 

limits on water demand, to import water, or to identify and develop a new water source. The 

project applicant, as a customer of SVPSD, would be subject to this authority.  

L4-21 See responses to comments O2-58 and L4-20. 

L4-22 See response to comment L4-18. The County agrees that, in any event, if SVPSD supplies 

water to the proposed project, then a Pumping Management Plan will have to be prepared by 

SVPSD. 

L4-23 See response to comment L4-18. Regarding the Water Management Action Plan, see 

response to comment L4-7.  

L4-24 See response to comment L4-9. If the SVPSD is the water provider, then they would be the 

appropriate entity to prepare the analysis. Because SVPSD has developed and maintains the 

model, any such modeling would have to be performed under SVPSD’s direction. If a new 

water company provides water service, then the water company would be responsible for the 

analysis, which could be prepared by its consultants or by the SVPSD. If water company 

consultants prepare the analysis, they would need to consult with the SVPSD. 

L4-25 SB 221 applies to subdivisions of more than 500 dwelling units or, where the public water 

system has fewer than 5,000 service connections, to a residential development that would 

increase the number of connections by 10 percent or more [Government Code Section 

66473.7(a)(1)]. In those cases, SB 221 requires that local agencies condition tentative 

subdivision maps to require that sufficient water supply be available for the development 

covered by the map, based on written verification from the applicable public water system 

[Government Code Section 66473.7(b)(1)]. If the SVPSD is the water provider, the County or 

the project applicant will request written verification from the SVPSD. Where a water supply 

for a proposed subdivision includes groundwater, the public water system must evaluate the 

extent to which it or the landowner has the right to extract the additional groundwater 

needed to supply the proposed subdivision [Government Code Section 66473.7(h)]. SB 221 

does not contain specific requirements for new or replacement wells. 

Mitigation Measure 13-4 (part C) requires that a “will serve” letter or letter of availability from 

the SVPSD or other water provided be submitted to the County with each Improvement Plan, 

regardless of the size or nature of the development associated with the Improvement Plan. 

For the first Improvement Plan, it must be demonstrated that water demand can be met with 

existing or planned infrastructure and that operation of that infrastructure will comply with 

the development agreement and applicable groundwater plans. All subsequent Improvement 

Plans must indicate whether a new well or wells would be needed to ensure that the overall 

groundwater system can be operated consistent with the assumptions of the WSA and the 

criteria of applicable groundwater plans (see page 13-65 of the DEIR). This mitigation 

measure will ensure that there is adequate water supply and infrastructure available to serve 

project development. 

L4-26 See response to comment L4-20. Mitigation Measure 13-4, like all mitigation measures, is a 

binding, enforceable commitment that must be carried forward if the project is approved 

(Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.), whether this measure has been carried out is to 

be monitored by SVPSD and the County. (See Draft MMRP.) CEQA does not focus on how 

funding is provided to carry out the mitigation measure; rather, CEQA focuses on ensuring 

that the mitigation measure is carried out. SVPSD’s comment that the project applicant 

should provide all the necessary funding is noted. In the event SVPSD and the project 
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applicant reach agreement regarding the terms of a development agreement, the County 

anticipates that this agreement will address the funding issues noted in this comment.  

L4-27 Mitigation Measure 13-4 in the DEIR is designed to lessen the impacts of supplying water to 

the proposed project by addressing the configuration of the well-field and related 

operational, or management, aspects, such as the testing and monitoring of new wells 

(Mitigation Measure 13-4 [part B]) and consistency with the WSA. The WSA evaluates the 

adequacy of water supply to serve the project and cumulative development. It does not 

identify impacts as defined by CEQA. 

L4-28 The comment is correct. In response to this comment and comments L4-29 and L4-30, the 

second paragraph under Section 13.1.3, “Groundwater,” on page 13-11 of the DEIR is 

revised as follows: 

SVPSD uses a numerical model to simulate groundwater conditions in the OVGB 

OVGMP area. This model uses the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) MODFLOW computer 

code and was initially developed in 2001. The model has been updated many times as 

additional data has been obtained to refine the conceptual framework and improve 

calibration. The update used in the WSA scenarios (HydroMetrics WRI 2014) 

incorporated additional data regarding the thickness and extent of the geologic units, 

made adjustments to the recharge zones and precipitation infiltration timing, corrected 

unrealistic pipe loss assumptions, and extended the calibrated model period to include 

additional available data. As of this update, the model incorporates precipitation, 

withdrawal, and groundwater conditions recorded for the period from May 1992 to 

December 2011. The calibration statistics show a slight bias towards underestimating 

average groundwater elevations, but an improved calibration relative to previous model 

iterations (HydroMetrics WRI 2014). Review of the observed groundwater level data 

and simulated hydrographs for individual wells (HydroMetrics WRI 2014) indicates that 

the model does not capture the lowest observations in several of the calibration well 

records, even as it matches typical and high elevation observations (e.g., Olympic 

Valley well ID numbers: SVPSD-5S, SVPSD-5R, SVMWC-1, SVMWC-2, RSC-328, RSC-

304, RSC-305, RSC-323, RSC-325, RSC-326, RSC-308, RSC-312, RSC-321, RSC-322, 

RSC-320). Therefore, interpretation of model simulation results for either existing or 

future conditions should consider that the model may have a small bias that does not 

reflect extreme drawdowns at local wells (i.e., the simulated ‘lowest’ elevations could 

be a few feet too high), but does reflect the regional aquifer conditions. 

In addition, the second full paragraph on page 13-73 of the DEIR is revised as follows: 

Specific to changes in surface hydrology, this impact would be less than significant 

because the project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern or 

surface water body of a site or area. There is some uncertainty about the ability of the 

model to accurately represent minimum water levels, as the model calibrations to-

date have not emphasized matching observed minimums. As a result, the model may 

underestimate extreme lows. Also, bBecause ‘all wells were modeled’ the actual 

number of future wells could be fewer and the effect more locally severe in the 

vicinity of some wells than modeled. Modelling of a six-well scenario indicated that 

even with fewer wells, the water demand could be met and impacts would not be 

substantially more severe. Further, However, construction and operation of the well 

system would be implemented by the SVPSD (or other water provider) who would site 

wells and operate the system in a manner that minimizes groundwater effects and 

achieves results consistent with the groundwater modelling and WSA. Therefore, if 

the system is constructed and operated as planned, minimum water level conditions 

where there is uncertainty in the model accuracy would not occur, and well system 

development would match WSA performance expectations.  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.3-68 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

L4-29 See response to comment L4-28.  

L4-30 See response to comment L4-28.  

L4-31 The comment regarding the development agreement is noted. Regarding treatment, as 

stated on page 3-22 of the DEIR, water treatment is planned to be provided via centralized 

treatment facilities located in either new or existing buildings, rather than in a separate water 

treatment plant. The development agreement would address the location, acquisition, and 

permitting of the treatment facilities. Zoning would not be an issue, because structures 

associated with the use of a utility are allowed with a Minor Use permit in all of the VSVSP 

zones except Village-Conservation Preserve and Village Forest Recreation (see Table 3.2, 

Allowed Uses, in the VSVSP). If the treatment were incorporated into the well site, it would be 

allowed in any of the zones.  

At this time, it is anticipated that the only treatment that would be needed would be 

disinfection because the groundwater withdrawals would occur in the western portion of the 

aquifer, which does not need any treatment other than disinfection. As stated on page 13-25 

of the DEIR, groundwater extracted from the western portion of the basin is regularly tested 

by the SVPSD and SVMWC, and meets federal, state, and local primary and secondary 

drinking water standards. Groundwater in the eastern end of the valley has been shown to 

contain arsenic in excess of drinking water standards (page 13-25 of the DEIR), but is not 

planned to be used for potable water. 

L4-32 As suggested by the commenter, the first paragraph in Section 14.1.2, “Wastewater,” on 

pages 14-7 and 14-8 of the DEIR is revised as follows to reflect SVPSD’s projections of 

existing capacity: 

The SVPSD owns and operates the wastewater collection system that serves Squaw 

Valley. The SVPSD collection system is comprised of gravity sewer lines and two 

siphons. The existing SVPSD sewer system serving the plan area consists of a 

network of private and public minor collector lines, 8 inches or less, serving the 

previously developed areas. These minor collector lines connect to a number of 10-

inch major collector lines, and the wastewater within the major collectors flows into a 

15-inch trunk line located primarily along Squaw Valley Road. This 15-inch pipe 

serves customers within the eastern portion of the Valley as it flows towards SR 89. 

The current average dry weather flows (ADWF) generated by the plan area are 

0.632173 million gallons per day (MGD) while current peak wet weather flows 

(PWWF) are 0.4505 2.007 MGD (MacKay & Somps 2012b Farr West Engineering 

2014: 4). On the east side of the highway, the system discharges to the Truckee 

River Interceptor (TRI), which is maintained by the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency 

(T-TSA). The T-TSA is a regional entity that provides wastewater transmission, 

treatment, and disposal services to the SVPSD as well as the North Tahoe Public 

Utility District, Tahoe City Public Utility District, Alpine Springs County Water District, 

Truckee Sanitary District, and Truckee River Canyon area (MacKay & Somps 2012b). 

This information added to Section 14.1.2 does not change the conclusions in the DEIR. There 

is still a conclusion of less than significant after mitigation for Impact 14-2 (Increased 

demand for wastewater collection, conveyance, and treatment) because existing and 

upgraded (as part of the project) sewer facilities have sufficient capacity to serve the project 

(see pages 14-36 and 14-37 of the DEIR).  

L4-33 The Sewer Study Update prepared by MacKay & Somps on March 21, 2014 is referenced 

throughout the DEIR, including the discussion of Impact 14-2 related to increased demand 

for wastewater collection, conveyance, and treatment on pages 14-36 and 14-37 of Chapter 

14, “Public Services and Utilities.” Although other versions of the Master Sewer Study, 
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including the 2012 draft, are cited in the document, the analysis and conclusions of the DEIR 

are based on the most current study. 

L4-34 All wastewater infrastructure—whether a sewer line, storage basin, or storage tank—“store” 

sewage. There is nothing unusual about a storage basin that would cause it to leak versus a 

sewer line. In more likelihood, because detention basins would not have as many connecting 

joints as sewer lines, there is less likelihood that one would leak; they have less avenue for 

failure. In considering the effects of implementing Mitigation Measure 14-2a, it was assumed 

that any wastewater detention facilities would be designed and maintained in such a way 

that all effluent would be fully contained within the system. This would greatly diminish any 

potential for operational, equipment, or facility failure to result in discharge of wastewater to 

the natural environment.  

To provide clarification, Mitigation Measure 14-2a on pages 14-36 and 14-37 of the DEIR is 

revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 14-2a: Provide sufficient on-site wastewater storage. 

In the event that T-TSA finds that project-generated peak wastewater flows may exceed 

the capacity of the TRI, wastewater detention facilities, such as enlarged pipes, vaults, 

or tanks, shall be incorporated into the Specific Plan to time wastewater flows to off-

peak conditions when the TRI has sufficient capacity. These facilities will be located 

within the plan area and will be underground or otherwise incorporated into project’s 

development footprint (e.g., incorporated into a building podium). All facilities will be 

designed and maintained according to applicable design standards such that effluent 

would be fully contained. The project applicant shall work directly with T-TSA to 

determine a sufficient volume of detention capacity and to define the methodology for 

determining when wastewater detention facilities should be used, and timing for 

releases from these facilities. A representative’s signature from T-TSA shall be provided 

on the Improvement Plans. 

Further, as detailed in Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” the project includes 

proposed upgrades to the onsite wastewater transmission system, which may reduce the 

potential for contamination of surface and groundwater resources (especially where existing 

sewer lines cross Squaw Creek) compared to existing conditions. The project therefore does 

not avoid installing basic utility infrastructure. Sewer improvements are required to be 

designed to meet SVPSD standards and California DHS regulations, and be constructed in 

compliance with Placer County DPW General Specifications Section 71, as well as all other 

applicable law at the time. The resulting sewer infrastructure would meet standards set for 

sound construction and prevention of leaks. Guidance provided by DWR for separation of 

water wells from potential contamination sources (including wastewater infrastructure) is 

expected to further minimize the potential for contamination (see page 13-46 of the DEIR).  

L4-35 See response to comment L4-34. 
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L5 Tahoe ~ Truckee Sanitation Agency 

LaRue Griffin, General Manager/Treasurer 

July 16, 2015 

 

L5-1 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. 

L5-2 The comment indicates agreement that the DEIR accurately describes the conditions 
referenced. The comment is noted. No specific issues related to the analysis or conclusions 
in the DEIR are raised in this comment. No further response is provided here. 

L5-3 The comment requests specific details about building design (number of fixtures) that may 
be important for general operations but are not required to address the impacts of the 
proposed project. The DEIR determined wastewater generation based on detailed analysis of 
project uses, typical peaking factors, etc. See the discussions on page 14-36 and supporting 
referenced documentation. Fixture counts were provided to Tahoe ~ Truckee Sanitation 
Agency (T-TSA) in a technical memorandum prepared by MacKay & Somps and transmitted 
to T-TSA via email on September 3, 2014. To the extent that finalized fixture counts are 
required, this information will be relayed to T-TSA at the time that entitlements for a specific 
development phase are sought. 

L5-4 Information about lock-off units was provided to Linda Coberly of T-TSA via email from Nelson 
Tejada of MacKay & Somps on October 30, 2014. As described in this correspondence, lock-
off units would be included in the two- and three-bedroom configurations of the condo hotel 
units. For the two-bedroom condo hotel units, there would by a central parlor and kitchen 
that either of the bedrooms could be locked off from. Similarly, with the three-bedroom 
configuration, all three bedrooms could be locked off (two of the lockoffs would be 
configured to have a single bedroom with attached bathroom and the third would be 
configured to have a bedroom, bathroom, parlor, and kitchen).  

L5-5 As disclosed in the DEIR, the Truckee River Interceptor (TRI) may not be able to 
accommodate peak flows generated by the project at its current size and configuration. 
Although T-TSA is considering upgrading the TRI, development and approval of such an 
upgrade would be separate from the proposed project and implementation cannot be 
guaranteed. Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 14-2a in the DEIR, if T-TSA finds that project-
generated peak wastewater flows may exceed the capacity of the TRI at the time specific 
elements of the project are proposed to be constructed, flow equalization facilities (such as 
wastewater detention facilities, enlarged pipes, vaults, or tanks that can provide peak storage) 
shall be incorporated into the VSVSP to time wastewater flows to off-peak conditions when the 
TRI has sufficient capacity. The project applicant shall work directly with T-TSA to determine a 
sufficient volume of detention capacity and to define the methodology for determining when 
wastewater detention facilities should be used, and timing for releases from these facilities. 
Water and sewer demand calculations for the MAC were prepared by MacKay & Somps and 
submitted to Squaw Valley Public Service District in December 2014. Peak instantaneous 
flows generated by the MAC would be attenuated through the use of a 12,000-gallon 
equalization tank. Finalized water quality characteristics, peak instantaneous backwash flow 
rates, and durations and timing of all discharges to the sewer system would be provided to T-
TSA as individual project elements move from the current illustrative plan/Specific Plan 
phase to the engineering, design, and detailed permitting phase.  

L5-6 The comment relates to a statement in Section 14.1, “Existing Setting,” of Chapter 14, 
“Public Services and Utilities,” of the DEIR. To more accurately describe the remaining 
capacity of the TRI, the last paragraph of Section 14.1.2, “Wastewater,” is revised as follows: 
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The 17-mile TRI sewer line transports wastewater flows to the wastewater treatment 
facility located east of Truckee in the Martis Valley, which is also operated by T-TSA. The 
capacity of the treatment facility is 9.6 MGD on a seven day dry weather average flow 
basis and the capacity at the upstream end of the TRI is 6.0 MGD. Both the treatment 
plant and TRI are operating at approximately 80 percent of capacity. Based on this 
information, In 2012, the remaining available capacities at the treatment plant and in 
the TRI are were estimated to be 1.92 MGD and 1.20 MGD, respectively (MacKay & 
Somps 2012b). Therefore, the treatment plant is operating at approximately 80 percent 
of capacity. The capacity of the TRI is limited by existing bottlenecks, and T-TSA is 
currently studying the possibility of upsizing and replacing sections of the TRI.  

As indicated in response to comment L5-2, Impact 14-2 in the DEIR correctly characterizes 
the current condition of the TRI and discloses that there may not be sufficient capacity during 
peak flow periods to serve the project in addition to existing flows. Therefore, this text 
modification does not change the analysis or conclusions reached in the DEIR. 

In addition, Mitigation Measure 14-2a is revised as follows to reflect coordination with SVPSD: 

Mitigation Measure 14-2a: Provide sufficient on-site wastewater storage. 
In the event that T-TSA finds that project-generated peak wastewater flows may exceed 
the capacity of the TRI, wastewater detention facilities, such as enlarged pipes, vaults, 
or tanks, shall be incorporated into the Specific Plan to time wastewater flows to off-
peak conditions when the TRI has sufficient capacity. These facilities will be located 
within the plan area and will be underground or otherwise incorporated into project’s 
development footprint (e.g., incorporated into a building podium and/or the Mountain 
Adventure Camp). The project applicant shall work directly with T-TSA to determine a 
sufficient volume of detention capacity and to define the methodology for determining 
when wastewater detention facilities should be used, and timing for releases from 
these facilities. A SVPSD representative’s signature from T-TSA shall be provided on the 
Improvement Plans. 

L5-7 The first paragraph under “Impact 14-2: Increased demand for wastewater collection, 
conveyance, and treatment” on page 14-36 of Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities,” of 
the DEIR is revised as follows to reflect the information provided in the comment: 

The SVPSD owns and operates the wastewater collection system that serves Squaw 
Valley. The project would connect to existing SVPSD transmission lines. T-TSA would 
provide wastewater treatment at its existing water reclamation plant, located in 
Nevada County along the Truckee River, east of the Town of Truckee. The plant, 
which has a capacity of 9.6 MGD, provides primary and secondary treatment, 
phosphorus removal, biological nitrogen removal, disinfection, and effluent filtration 
(T-TSA 2012). The project could generate 0.350 MGD of ADWF and 0.852 of PWWF 
at buildout (MacKay & Somps 2014d). In 2012, the The remaining capacity at the 
treatment plant is was estimated to be 1.92 MGD. Therefore, the treatment plant has 
sufficient capacity to serve the project at buildout, even at peak wet weather flows. 
As of 2012, the treatment plant was operating at 80 percent of capacity (7.68/9.60 
MGD) (MacKay & Somps 2012b). The WRP currently has sufficient capacity to serve 
a development as large as the proposed project. However, capacity allocations for 
customers and projects in T-TSA’s service areas are made in the order that 
applications are received. As specific elements of the The project are proposed, they 
would be required to obtain a Will Serve letter from SVPSD T-TSA and a SVPSD T-TSA 
representative’s signature shall be provided on the Improvement Plans.  
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L6 Town of Truckee 

Joshua L. Susman, Mayor 

July 15, 2015 

 

L6-1 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. 

L6-2 The County appreciates the Town of Truckee’s concerns regarding project traffic and its 

effect on intersections and roadways in the town. The comment states that mitigation should 

include a reduction in average daily traffic (ADT) for both existing and new ADT associated 

with the project, and enhanced transit and transportation demand management (TDM) 

services. The comment addresses existing conditions, which serve as the baseline against 

which the project’s impacts are evaluated. CEQA requires that mitigation be identified for the 

significant impacts of a project; there is no requirement to improve existing conditions. 

Nonetheless, mitigation proposed in the DEIR (Mitigation Measures 9-1a and 9-1b) would 

address both existing and project traffic, particularly associated with TDM. For instance, 

Mitigation Measure 9-1b includes a “real-time” information system that would inform most 

people using the resort of roadway conditions along Squaw Valley Road. The intent is to 

provide information that ultimately encourages people to stay at the resort and use its 

amenities rather than departing when roads are congested. A measure like this would not 

segregate existing from project users, rather it would be targeted to all people at the resort. 

Moreover, various measures are calibrated to a certain ADT threshold (13,500), at which 

point transportation demand management measures would come into effect. While these 

measures address traffic along roadway segments that are proximate to the resort, they 

would also reduce traffic on roads throughout the region during peak periods, including 

roads in Truckee. Other TDM measures, such as preferential parking for carpools, would also 

apply to both existing and project users.  

The comment suggests that greater contributions (than fair share) be provided to transit 

services (i.e., shuttle, rideshare) that would accommodate both existing and new employees. 

As described on page 9-65 of the DEIR, the proposed project would include a transit center 

within the Village Area, which would serve both existing and project-related transit needs. The 

mitigation included in the DEIR (Mitigation Measure 9-7) requires fair share contributions to 

additional transit service when ridership approaches capacity. This is intended to address 

overall increases in ridership to ensure that adequate capacity is provided if the project 

“tips” capacity past the point where all users (existing and project) can be served. Expanded 

transit services would be available both to existing Squaw Valley travelers as well as future 

travelers. See also the portion of the traffic Master Response regarding transit service 

expansion.  

With respect to current trips, it is important to recognize that the proposed project is 

intended to encourage people using the resort to stay there for extended periods of time. The 

proposed project traffic analysis overlays the VSVSP on top of existing conditions, but makes 

no assumptions with respect to whether existing traffic patterns will be altered by the project. 

In reality, it is expected that a proportion of existing day skiers, who may otherwise seek 

lodging outside Squaw Valley, would now stay in Squaw Valley for extended periods. In other 

instances, day skiers may adjust their departure times as they enjoy a wider range of 

amenities that encourage them to extend their day. None of these features of the project are 

accounted for in the traffic analysis, and therefore the peak hour impact analysis may in fact 

overstate the degree to which project traffic will affect local roadways. 
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The VSVSP would be developed in an area that is part of a regional transportation and 

circulation environment that includes the Town of Truckee, as well as eastern Placer County. 

To address the reality that development in unincorporated Placer County could affect traffic 

conditions within the Town of Truckee and that development planned in Truckee could, 

likewise, effect roadway conditions in surrounding areas of the county, the Town of Truckee 

and Placer County funded the Placer County/Truckee Joint Impact Fee Study in 2005. The 

Placer County/Truckee Joint Traffic Impact Fee Study (LSC 2005) analyzed a regional Traffic 

Impact Fee (TIF) program that includes projected land development and roadway 

infrastructure within both jurisdictions. According to page 25 of the report, the TIF is based 

on buildout of the Squaw Valley General Plan, the Alpine Meadows General Plan, and 

portions of the Truckee River corridor within Placer County, which the TIF estimated 

consisted of 260,000 square feet of commercial development and 6,100 total bedrooms, 

including permanent and seasonal residences and hotel-guest lodging. Information provided 

on page 41 of the report showed that the total fees flowing from new development in 

Truckee to pay for improvements in Placer County would be $6.8 million, while the total fees 

flowing from new development in Placer County to pay for improvements in Truckee would be 

$6.6 million. Because the flow of outbound and inbound monies to fund inter-jurisdictional 

improvements would be balanced, the two agencies determined that a transfer of monies 

would be inefficient and unnecessary. Furthermore, on April 3, 2007 the Placer County Board 

of Supervisors received a report from the County Director of Public Works finding equivalent 

traffic impacts between the Town and the County, and took action to adopt a Resolution 

authorizing the Director of Public Works to sign an Agreement between the Town and the 

County authorizing each jurisdiction to retain Traffic Impact Fees that would have otherwise 

been transmitted as cross jurisdictional impact fees (Placer County Department of Public 

Works 2007). An Agreement was subsequently authorized by the County Director of Public 

Works on June 15, 2007.  

The proposed project would not result in exceedance of the land use assumptions in the TIF 

program applied to this geographic area. In addition, there has been a substantial reduction 

in assumed development in Martis Valley above what was used in the analysis, which should 

further reduce impact with the Town of Truckee. When considering these two factors, the 

assumptions in the Placer County/Truckee Joint Traffic Impact Fee Study are conservative 

and the conclusion remains valid. 

L6-3 As indicated by the commenter, the assessment of cumulative impacts in the DEIR identified 

effects on transportation facilities in the Town of Truckee in Impact 18-21 (Cumulative 

impacts to Caltrans intersections). These include: the SR 89/I-80 westbound and eastbound 

ramps and the SR 89/Donner Pass Road intersection. The discussion of potential mitigation 

for this impact indicates that “there are no known fee programs collecting funds to 

implement” the concept of replacing the traffic signal at the SR 89/Donner Pass Road 

intersection with a multi-lane roundabout, as discussed in several planning documents (see 

page 18-24 of the DEIR). The comment notes that the SR 89/Donner Pass Road intersection 

is included in the Town’s traffic impact fee (TIF) program, and indicates that timely 

mechanisms to achieve acceptable LOS may, in fact, be available.  

The comment is correct in that the 2007 fee program (Town of Truckee 2007) shows a two-

lane roundabout at the SR 89/Donner Pass Road intersection with $3.8 million in fees to 

come from new land development to help fund the improvement. However, the draft update 

to the TIF states that the two-lane roundabout at the SR 89/Donner Pass Road intersection 

is being removed from the TIF list because it is no longer necessary to provide adequate LOS 

(Town of Truckee 2016, Attachment A). The update to the Truckee Area Traffic Impact Fee 

Program was adopted on February 23, 2016 by the Town (Ordinance 2016-3).  The adopted 

fee TIF does not include improvements to the SR 89/Donner Pass Road intersection. 

Nonetheless, as described in the response to comment L6-2, there is an agreement between 

file:///D:/Clean%20Word%20files/Town%20of%20Truckee
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the Town and the County authorizing each jurisdiction to retain Traffic Impact Fees that 

would have otherwise been transmitted as cross jurisdictional impact fees. Therefore, there 

is not an obligation for TIFs collected from projects in Placer County to be used to fund 

improvements in the Town of Truckee, including any improvements at the SR 89/Donner 

Pass Road intersection.  

The conclusions reached in the DEIR remain valid, as there are no known plans to improve 

the I-80/SR 89 interchange, no requirements for the VSVSP to contribute funds to such a 

project, and because any improvements would require approval from Caltrans, which Placer 

County cannot assure. These impacts are correctly characterized as significant and 

unavoidable. The potential that the traffic modelling used in this analysis is different from the 

methodology used by the Town of Truckee in its recent modeling efforts is noted. The 

comment provides no basis on which to infer that the modeling upon which the analysis of 

the VSVSP is based is inadequate. See also response to comment L6-4.  

L6-4 The comment requests a meeting with Placer County and Caltrans to discuss specific 

intersections and the identified impacts. Placer County staff met with Town of Truckee staff 

on October 20, 2015 to discuss this issue and other issues raised in the Town of Truckee 

comment letter. Placer County understands the Town of Truckee’s concerns and has 

engaged the project applicant in discussions to identify mechanisms to address this issue 

and similar issues raised by the Town; however, as it relates to this EIR, the analysis 

addresses the significant effects and feasible mitigation. There are no known plans to 

improve the I-80/SR 89 interchange. Therefore Impact 18-21 (Cumulative Impacts to 

Caltrans Intersections) determined that there are no known fee programs to collect funds to 

construct capacity improvements to this intersection and the cumulative impact was 

determined to be significant and unavoidable.  

L6-5 The comment states that additional mitigation may be available to address the significant 

effects of project-generated traffic along the SR 89 corridor. Page 9-27 of the DEIR describes 

the planned improvements to the SR 89, as documented in the SR 89 Transportation 

Corridor Concept Report (Caltrans 2012). Widening of this facility is not considered feasible 

due to the environmental sensitivity of the area and topographic constraints (Caltrans 2012: 

6). LOS calculations from the DEIR indicate that travel time increases on the SR 89 corridor 

would be relatively modest with the addition of project trips. During the Winter Saturday AM 

peak hour, inbound travel to the project from Truckee would experience an average 12 

second increase in travel time. The reverse movement during the Winter Sunday PM peak 

hour would experience a 42 second increase in delay (based on data from Tables 9-21 and 

9-23 in the DEIR assessing intersection delays and changes in average speed along roadway 

segments). The potential for the applicant to make equitable finance contributions to 

roadway improvements in the Town of Truckee is discussed in response to comments L6-2, 

LG-3, and L6-4. The current status of plans to improve the SR 89/Donner Pass Road 

intersection is discussed in response to comment L6-3. Also, see response to comment L6-2 

regarding transportation demand management. 

L6-6 The comment states that additional reductions in traffic may also be realized by the 

development of greater amounts of employee housing in Olympic Valley. As described in the 

DEIR, the project includes construction of employee housing on the East Parcel to 

accommodate a maximum of 300 employees (replacement housing for 99 employees and 

new housing for 201 project generated employees). Further development of employee 

housing on applicant-controlled land in the Olympic Valley is not possible outside of the main 

Village area because no such land is available. Therefore, such a proposal would effectively 

reduce the land available for other planned uses presented in the VSVSP and modifying the 

proposed project. The result would be similar to the Reduced Density Alternative evaluated in 
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the DEIR (pages 17-24 through 17-31). See response to comment L6-7 for further discussion 

of the Reduced Density Alternative. 

Providing 100 percent of employee housing on the project site to reduce impacts associated 

with traffic would require the project to provide double the amount of employee housing 

mandated by General Plan policy. Additional housing in proximity to the project would likely 

reduce traffic in the long term, but only that portion associated with employees who would 

otherwise commute from outside of Olympic Valley. Further, it is not reasonable to require 

that all employees reside within the Olympic Valley and it is anticipated that some may have 

a personal preference for lodging in other areas in the region.  

The VSVSP Employee Workforce Housing Plan required by Mitigation Measure 5-3 will include 

specific commitments to employee housing, and should focus on how to fulfill demand 

regionally and in a manner that places employees in proximity to services. The County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider long-term employee housing 

needs in their deliberations over the project. 

 As stated on page 18-60 of the DEIR: 

In addition to providing employee housing on the East Parcel, the project would 

employ other methods consistent with the County’s employee housing policy to meet 

the County employee housing standards (see Chapter 5, “Population, Employment, 

and Housing”), possibly including provision of off-site employee housing (including 

outside of Olympic Valley), dedication of land for needed units, and/or payment of an 

in-lieu fee to the County. If the project applicant builds additional housing, or if in-lieu 

fees are used for additional housing, the construction would result in potential 

impacts, depending on where it is located. Additional traffic, air emissions, noise, and 

other resources could be affected as a result of this indirect population growth. 

In addition, increasing the volume of employee housing is not the only mechanisms available 

to reduce employee vehicle trips. For example, Squaw Valley has instituted an employee 

shuttle from Reno; thereby reducing the number of vehicle trips generated by employees 

choosing to live in the Reno area.  

L6-7 The comment states that reduced development alternatives would result in lower traffic 

impacts. The comment is correct, and several such alternatives were evaluated in the DEIR. 

For example, the Reduced Density Alternative and its potential effects as compared with the 

proposed project are described on pages 17-24 through 17-31 of the DEIR. Specifically, 

transportation and circulation impacts associated with this alternative are described on 

pages 17-28 through 17-29. As described therein,  

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

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

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

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

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

(Less) 

The No Project—SVGPLUO Development Alternative (pages 17-18 through 17-24 of the DEIR) 

and the Preservation of Historical and Wetlands Resources Alternative (pages 17-35 through 

17-41 of the DEIR) also provide for less development than the proposed project, resulting in 

reduced traffic impacts. 

L6-8 The comment states that the developer should be required to fund enhanced transit 

services. Mitigation Measure 9-7 would provide this funding. Also refer to the Master 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 

3.2.3-92 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR 

Response regarding traffic for a discussion of transit service expansion, as well as response 

to comment L6-2.  

L6-9 The comment states that the construction traffic management plan should include Truckee 

roadways if an aggregate mine in the Town is used to supply the project. Typically, the traffic 

generated from a permitted use (aggregate mine) is addressed by the lead agency permitting 

that activity (in this case, the Town of Truckee). Mitigation Measure 9-8 in the DEIR requires 

the applicant to develop and implement a construction TMP. This mitigation measure 

describes the TMP contents and provides performance standards that must be achieved 

throughout construction. The TMP specifically mentions the need to document “approved 

truck circulation patterns.” Because of the uncertainty of specific construction activities, 

specific streets (other than Squaw Valley Road) were not mentioned in the plan. However, in 

response to this request, Mitigation Measure 9-8 on page 9-67 of the DEIR is revised as 

follows: 

Mitigation Measure 9-8: Develop a Construction Traffic Management Plan. 

Prior to recordation of the first Small Lot Final Map, the project applicant shall prepare 

a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) to the satisfaction of the Placer 

County Department of Public Works and the Engineering and Surveying Division. The 

plan shall include (but not be limited to) items such as:  

 guidance on the number and size of trucks per day entering and leaving the project 

site; 

 identification of arrival/departure times that would minimize traffic impacts; 

 approved truck circulation patterns, including coordination with the Town of 

Truckee if the aggregate mine in the Town is used as a material source; 

 locations of staging areas;  

 locations of employee parking and methods to encourage carpooling and use of 

alternative transportation; 

 methods for partial/complete street closures (e.g., timing, signage, location and 

duration restrictions); 

 criteria for use of flaggers and other traffic controls; 

 preservation of safe and convenient passage for bicyclists and pedestrians 

through/around construction areas; 

 monitoring for roadbed damage and timing for completing repairs;  

 limitations on construction activity during peak/holiday weekends and special 

events; 

 preservation of emergency vehicle access; 

 coordinate with applicants of other projects under construction concurrently in 

Olympic Valley to minimize potential additive construction traffic disruptions, avoid 

duplicative efforts (e.g., multiple occurrences if similar signage), and maximize 

effectiveness of traffic mitigation measures (e.g., joint employee alternative 

transportation programs); 

 removing traffic obstructions during emergency evacuation events; and 
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 providing a point of contact for Olympic Valley residents and guest to obtain 

construction information, have questions answered, and convey complaints. 

The CTMP should be developed such that the following minimum set of performance 

standards is achieved throughout project construction. It is anticipated that additional 

performance standards will be developed once details of more project construction are 

better known. 

1) Delivery trucks do not idle/stage on Squaw Valley Road. 

2) Squaw Valley Road does not feature any construction-related lane closures on 

peak activity days. 

3) All construction employees shall park in designated lots owned or leased by Squaw 

Valley Resort.  

4) Roadways, sidewalks, crosswalks, and bicycle facilities shall be maintained clear of 

debris (e.g., rocks) that could otherwise impede travel and impact public safety. 

L6-10 Regarding the commenter’s suggestions to reduce ADT associated with employees who 

currently reside or will reside in Truckee, see response to comment L6-2. 

L6-11 The comment suggests that specific housing strategies should be part of the VSVSP, and 

should include a broader range of housing types. This suggestion is addressed in Mitigation 

Measure 5-3, which requires an employee/workforce housing plan. While this mitigation 

measure does not require that employee housing needs are accommodated within the 

Olympic Valley, it meets Placer County General Plan Housing Element Policy C-2 

requirements.  

Regarding the comment about the potential for reduced traffic associated with a greater 

number of employees accommodated within the Olympic Valley, see response to comment 

L6-6. 

L6-12 See responses to comments L1-2 and L6-6 regarding providing more housing in Olympic 

Valley.  

L6-13 The comment states that mitigation measures related to employee housing are improperly 

deferred. This is not accurate. Not only is the mitigation not deferred, it describes the details 

of the various options available to satisfy its stated requirements. Mitigation proposed to 

reduce this impact is consistent with Policy C-2 in the County’s General Plan that requires 

employee housing to be provided for in one of the following ways: construction of on-site 

employee housing; construction of off-site employee housing; dedication of land for needed 

units; and/or payment of an in-lieu fee.  

Under the proposed project, development would occur over a period of approximately 25 

years. The employee housing would be built at a rate that would accommodate employee 

generation. Mitigation Measure 5-3 requires the VSVSP Employee Workforce Housing Plan to 

be prepared at the time of the first recordation of the first Small Lot Final Map or approval of 

a building permit for any new-employee generating project that does not require a Small Lot 

Final Map, and it must be updated with each successive Small Lot Final Map. 

 Although this is a mitigation measure, Placer County acknowledges that its fulfillment may 

result in environmental impacts. The dilemma surrounding this issue is that this mitigation 

measure could be accommodated in existing housing, or could result in the construction of 

new housing. It is speculative at this time to analyze an outcome that is not currently known. 
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However, the growth inducing impact analysis, Section 18.4.2 of the DEIR discusses this 

issue. As described on page 18-60: 

In addition to providing employee housing on the East Parcel, the project would 

employ other methods consistent with the County’s employee housing policy to meet 

the County employee housing standards (see Chapter 5, “Population, Employment, 

and Housing”), possibly including provision of off-site employee housing (including 

outside of Olympic Valley), dedication of land for needed units, and/or payment of an 

in-lieu fee to the County. If the project applicant builds additional housing, or if in-lieu 

fees are used for additional housing, the construction would result in potential 

impacts, depending on where it is located. Additional traffic, air emissions, noise, and 

other resources could be affected as a result of this indirect population growth. 

Because the location and type of program that would be developed (if a new housing is 

indeed developed) is not, and cannot currently be known, it is infeasible to provide further 

analysis. However, the cumulative impact discussion on pages 18-1 through 18-57 of the 

DEIR addresses a number of housing projects, and it is conceivable that one or more of 

these could be involved in the ultimate satisfaction of Mitigation Measure 5-3. The reader is 

referred to this analysis for consideration of the types of potential impacts that could result. 

See also response to comment 05-2. 

L6-14 Water supply—including water providers, water sources, existing water use, water demand, 

status of the groundwater basin, and existing water supply infrastructure—is discussed on 

pages 14-2 through 14-7 of the DEIR. Impact 14-1 describes the project’s demands for 

potable and irrigation water, which would be potentially significant. Appendix C to the DEIR 

contains the WSA completed for the project, further detailing the project’s water demands. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 14-1a, 14-1b, and 14-1c would reduce the impact to 

a less-than-significant level. 

See the Master Response regarding water supply for a discussion of the use of water from 

the Martis Valley groundwater basin, which is not part of the project proposal nor needed to 

supply water to the project.  


