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The project applicant shall compensate for net permanent riparian habitat
impacts at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio through contributions to a CDFW approved
wetland mitigation bank in the Sierra Nevada and the Tahoe-Truckee regions 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 or restoring in-kind habitat within the plan area and/or in the
surrounding area. Stream and riparian habitat compensation, which could be
provided entirely or in part by the planned Squaw Creek restoration, shall include
establishment of riparian vegetation on currently unvegetated bank portions of
streams affected by the project and enhancement of existing riparian habitat
through removal of nonnative species, where appropriate, and planting additional
native riparian plants to increase cover, continuity, and width of the existing
riparian corridor along streams in the project site initially and then in surrounding
areas. Construction activities and compensatory mitigation shall be conducted in
accordance with the terms of a streambed alteration agreement as required
under Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code.

This information added to Mitigation Measure 6-1b does not change the conclusion in the
EIR. There is still a conclusion of a less-than-significant impact following mitigation.
Additionally, text is added to the second paragraph in Mitigation Measure 6-1c relative to
ensuring that all mitigation occurs in the Sierra Nevada bioregion and Tahoe-Truckee area.
See response to comment 08b-15.
O8b-37

Mitigation Measure 6-1b requires ecological performance standards for onsite mitigation to
ensure success of the riparian restoration along the streambank. These standards require
specific native riparian plant densities and survivorship. Planted riparian trees and shrubs
require an 80 percent survival proportion during the maintenance and monitoring period.
Therefore, density of riparian tree species would be a monitored factor already. Tree stress
leads to tree mortality and mortality monitoring is specified in the measure. Additionally,
those standards specified in Mitigation Measure 6-1b are not the limit to the standards that
can be named within the CSRMMP; they are only required. Other standards will be part of the
CSRMMP based on the “best available science.” Indicators of tree stress that might result in
mortality would be monitored as a standard if the “best available science” shows it will
indicate success of the restoration. However, because one of the factors associated with
impacts to the riparian area is groundwater drawdown, and the associated problems
mentioned in the DEIR with respect to the groundwater modeling and data for creek bed
areas only, a further specific standard to ensure riparian mitigation success is warranted; the
fourth full second-level bullet point on page 6-49 is revised as follows:


ecological performance standards, based on the best available science and
including specification for native riparian plant densities, species composition,
amount of dead woody vegetation gaps and bare ground, indicators of tree stress
that might result in mortality, and survivorship; at a minimum, compensatory
mitigation planting sites must achieve 80 percent survival of planted riparian
trees and shrubs by the end of the five-year maintenance and monitoring period
or dead and dying trees shall be replaced and monitoring continued until 80
percent survivorship is achieved;

This information added to Mitigation Measure 6-1b does not change the conclusion in the
EIR. There is still a conclusion of a less-than-significant impact following mitigation.
Under Mitigation Measure 6-1a, any riparian habitat protected under the CWA is required to
be mitigated to the pre-existing acreage and function. Mitigated riparian habitat would have
to meet the functional requirements of all “wetlands and other water that would be removed,
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lost, or degraded.” Requiring similar functionality of riparian habitat ensures that the newly
planted riparian areas have adequate tree density, survivorship, and adequate canopy cover
(to protect water temperatures within waterways for fish and wildlife species). Therefore, any
MMIP would include requirements to support the system as it is functioning now. The
functionality of the riparian area of Squaw Creek in the Village area is currently low because
of the quality of the creek. Squaw Creek restoration as proposed in the Specific Plan should
allow for higher level of riparian functionality through a greater water holding capacity as the
creek bed is widened and can meander.
Finally, Mitigation Measure 6-1c requires that monitoring occur along the western channel
and upper eastern channel of Squaw Creek and that the extent and composition of riparian
and wetland vegetation will be monitored annually until five years after the final project
buildout (see response to comment 08b-15). Therefore, this entire area of riparian
restoration would be monitored annually until after full buildout and any loss of riparian
restoration habitat would be corrected.
O8b-38

The length of monitoring stated in Mitigation Measure 6-1c is consistent with most CEQA
mitigation requirements for riparian and wetland vegetation. The commenter does not
provide enough evidence to show that a 5-year monitoring period after full build out would
not be adequate to capture indirect effects from the groundwater levels at maximum
occupancy. While the commenter cites five different references, all of the references show
sub-lethal impact occurring immediately or annually after groundwater drawdown passes
threshold levels. Scott et al. 1999 showed that sub-lethal affects occur with 3 weeks of
drawdown and morality within 3 years. DiSalvo and Hart 2002 showed that annual black
cottonwood branch growth was related to annual stream flow data; again this citation shows
immediate sub-lethal impacts. Stromberg and Patton 1990, 1992, and 1996 looked at
correlations between riparian stand characteristics (growth rates, basal area, density. leaf
area, riparian width) and current/historic flow regimes (including historic water diversions) on
streams and creeks in the eastern Sierra Nevada. Their data indicated direct and indirect
effects of different annual flows, but there were no data indicating that direct or indirect
effects (i.e., mortality, crown die-back, and altered population dynamics) could not be
observed within a 5-year period. Mitigation Measures 6-1c already includes monitoring of
parts of the western channel and the upper meadow reach of Squaw Creek (see response to
comment 08b-15), because these areas are most susceptible to groundwater decline. These
areas will be monitored for mortality, indirect sub-lethal effects, or if lack of functionality
occurs for five years after full project build out. If loss or degradation of the baseline
community occurs, mitigation will happen on or off-site as per the required performance
standards.
See additional revisions to Mitigation Measure 6-1c in response to comment 08b-15 that
require a MMIP for groundwater impacts to vegetation and adjust the time frame to five
years after the last project element is occupied, rather than after full build out. This MMIP will
include performance standards and specific criteria to determine groundwater effects to
vegetation and compensatory mitigation if sensitive habitats are lost or degraded within the
five-year period. The time adjustment following occupancy will ensure that the monitoring
takes into account the water demand at full occupancy. Also see response to comment O8a21 which adds conditions to Mitigation Measure 6-1c that could extend the post buildout
monitoring period if certain drought conditions were to occur.

O8b-39
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The comment provides a summary of previous comments. With reference to addressing and
quantifying all potential impacts to sensitive habitats onsite, see responses to comments
08b-34 and 09-59. With respect to not having evidence that the restored wetlands and
riparian habitats will be supported by groundwater levels, see responses to comments 08b-
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33, 08b-35, and 08b-38. With reference to identifying offsite mitigation banks or restoration
sites, see responses to comments 08b-34 and 08b-36.
O8b-40

See the portion of the water supply Master Response addressing the potential effects of
climate change and groundwater modeling. Regarding potential climate change-related
biological impacts, see responses to comments O8b-41, O8b-42, and O8b-46. See response
to comment 08b-33 with respect to the restoration plan design and the success for restored
wetlands and riparian habitat.

O8b-41

The comment states that the analysis of project-related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
and their contribution to climate change does not account for the loss of sequestered carbon
stored in the wet meadows at or above the streambed level of Squaw Creek. Please refer to
the analysis under Impact 16-1 where the DEIR determines that additional groundwater
pumping from Specific Plan Operations, if not managed appropriately, may reduce the quality
or extent of sensitive habitats, including riparian and meadow habitat within and around
Squaw Creek and potentially decrease water quality along the meadow reaches of Squaw
Creek. In turn, this could reduce the mass of vegetation growing along the creek and,
therefore, the level of carbon sequestered by this vegetation. This effect is mitigated by
implementation of Mitigation Measure 16-1c (which requires implementation of Mitigation
Measure 13-4). This mitigation would ensure that groundwater pumping does not result in
losses of carbon-sequestering riparian vegetation along Squaw Creek or meadow vegetation.
Also see response to comment O8b-15 which provides clarification and enhancement
regarding Mitigation Measure 16-1c.

O8b-42

See the portion of the water supply Master Response addressing climate change. Effects to
biological resources would be tied to groundwater conditions; therefore, information in the
water supply Master Response also indirectly addresses this issue. The WSA itself cites
various local climate change studies applicable to the project area, including Coats, 2010,
The Effects of Climate Change on Lake Tahoe in the 21st Century. See response to comment
08b-46 with added text to the cumulative effects section regarding climate change impacts
and its contribution to project impacts
See response to comment 08b-33 with respect to the restoration plan design and its analysis
on success for restored wetlands and riparian habitat.

O8b-43

See response to comment 08b-42. See response to comment 08b-46 with added text to the
cumulative effects section regarding climate change impacts and its contribution to project
impacts.

O8b-44

Meadow habitat may be lost or degraded through construction and operations as a result of
the Specific Plan, but would not experience a net loss from the project in the Sierra Nevada
because Mitigation Measure 6-1c (see clarifications in responses to comments 08b-36 and
08b-15) would ensure that off-site compensation would be in the Truckee-Tahoe region and
that monitoring and mitigation occurs for any indirect impacts from operation groundwater
drawdowns (see response to comment 08b-38). Therefore, there would be a no net loss of
meadow habitat in the region and bioregion from the VSVSP that could contribute to a
significant cumulative impact.

O8b-45

Part of this comment provides a summary of previous detailed comments. With respect to
quantifying or addressing all potential impacts to sensitive habitat and effectiveness of
mitigation measures, please see detailed responses to all previous comments above.
With respect to the projects contributing considerably to overall significant cumulative effects
on sensitive habitats, see response to comment 08b-46 for additional text to the Cumulative
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Effects analysis that includes the combined impacts from all project components and other
projects in the analysis area.
O8b-46

The discussion under Impact 18-6 on page 18-10 of the DEIR is revised as follows to clarify
the combined effects of the contribution of other projects and the Specific Plan:

Impact 18-6: Cumulative effects on sensitive habitats.
Implementing the proposed project would result in removal and disturbance of the
following sensitive habitat types: riparian, meadow, seasonal wetland, and stream
corridors. Decades of growth and development, Comstock-era logging, hydrologic
modification, livestock grazing, and fire suppression activities in the Tahoe-Truckee
region have resulted in an overall significant cumulative effect on these sensitive
habitat types. It is estimated that 75 percent of marsh habitat and 50 percent of
meadow habitats in the Tahoe Basin have suffered some level of functional
degradation since 1900 (USDA 2001). Current development projects outlined in
Table 18-2 could further contribute to losses of these sensitive habitats in the Sierra
Nevada and the Tahoe-Truckee region. Developments such as those in Truckee,
Alpine Meadows, and Northstar could permanently degrade or remove existing
riparian and meadow areas. Development projects could either remove habitat or
degrade it through long-term impacts from changes in hydrology or invasive species
brought in by human traffic; such a changes species composition. Considering only
past and present projects, a significant cumulative impact has occurred in the region.
Specific Plan impacts on sensitive habitats would be permanent (resulting from direct
removal and disturbance of sensitive habitats) and temporary (resulting from Squaw
Creek restoration). Construction related impacts would remove and/or disturb
sensitive habitat vegetation for development, while Squaw Creek restoration impacts
would temporarily remove vegetation, and then, over the long term and with
Mitigation Measures 6-1a through 6-1d, increase meadow, stream, and riparian
habitat within the Squaw Creek watershed and the surrounding area. Construction
activities would be required to comply with existing federal, state, and local
regulations and permitting requirements that protect wetland, riparian, and other
sensitive habitats. Conservation of creek, riparian, wetland, and wet meadow
habitats within the plan area would occur within identified Conservation Preserves as
outlined in the Specific Plan. Mitigation Measures 6-1a through 6-1d would ensure
that project impacts on sensitive habitats are reduced to a less-than-significant level
because these measures would ensure that the Specific Plan results in no net loss of
sensitive habitats in the Sierra Nevada and the Tahoe-Truckee region (defined as
jurisdictional wetlands, wet meadows, and riparian vegetation, and waters of the
United States and waters of the state, as well as non-jurisdictional features
considered sensitive by the County).
Future projects as detailed in Table 18-2 would be subject to similar regulatory
requirements which would avoid, minimize, and mitigate for sensitive habitats in the
Sierra Nevada bioregion. Climate change effects throughout the Tahoe-Truckee
region could result in increased average temperatures, altered growing season timing
and length, and altered timing and form of precipitation. This could in turn increase
water stress on plants, shift plant species composition, increase invasive plant
populations, increase fire probability and intensity, and increase flooding and erosive
event (Stillwater Sciences 2012, Sierra Nevada Alliance 2010). Many Sierran
meadows are dependent on snowmelt. A reduction in available spring snowpack,
along with increased evaporative demand due to higher temperatures, could result in
moist meadows converting to drier systems (drier meadow or upland). The loss or
degradation of sensitive habitats from project-related groundwater reduction could
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be intensified by climate change effects in the future. However, given the
uncertainties regarding the timing, form, and intensity of climate change effects,
particularly at a localized or regional level, it would require significant speculation to
make any detailed predictions regarding responses of biological systems to climate
change effects. However, mitigation measures to ensure project specific impacts are
addressed, including long-term monitoring of wetland and riparian areas potentially
affected by operational groundwater reductions along Squaw Creek (the monitoring
period extends at least five years after full project buildout, or at least an estimated
30-years into the future) and corrective actions if adverse effects are observed,
would capture and address potential future climate change effects.
Based on the no net loss standard required by state and federal laws as well as
County policies, and mitigation measures included in this DEIR, the Specific Plan
would not contribute considerably to the overall significant cumulative effect on
sensitive habitats in the Tahoe-Truckee Region. This cumulative impact would be less
than significant.
Although this information is added to the discussion of Impact 18-6, this does not change the
conclusions in the EIR. There is still a significant cumulative impact without the proposed
project, and the proposed project does not contribute considerably to the overall significant
cumulative effect.

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

3.2.4-301

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-302

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-303

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-304

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Ascent Environmental

O8c

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

Sierra Watch, Attachment 3
Patricia Gordon-Reedy, Vegetation Ecologist/Botanist with Conservation Biology Institute
July 16, 2015

O8c-1

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the content, analysis, or
conclusions in the DEIR. Responses to the detailed comments are provided below.

O8c-2

The comment states that the DEIR incorrectly states that disturbances to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog (SNYLF) and its habitat will be less than significant with respect to its
proposed critical habitat. The comment references Myers’ hydrology analysis provided as
comment letter O8a, which concludes that there will be significant impacts to wetland and
aquatic habitat as a result of groundwater drawdown. For responses to the Myers’ hydrology
analysis, see responses to comment letter O8a as well as the Master Response regarding
water supply. Significant adverse effects to wetland and aquatic habitats from groundwater
use would not occur.
The following supplements information already provided in the discussion of Impact 6-2
(Disturbance or loss of Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog habitat) beginning on page 6-51 of
the DEIR.
Only a small portion of the Five Lakes subunit of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
designated critical habitat for SNYLF is located with the Specific Plan area; specifically, it
extends to the edge of the main Village area boundary and the eastern edge of the proposed
Squaw Creek restoration area. In the proposal to designate critical habitat, the USFWS
described the characteristics essential to the conservation of SNYLF (USFWS 2013). These
characteristics define primary constituent elements (PCEs) of critical habitat. The PCEs
specific to SNYLF are:
1. Aquatic habitat for breeding and rearing;
a) Permanent water bodies, that are either hydrologically connected to, or close to,
permanent water bodies including lakes, streams, rivers, tarns, creeks, pool, and
other aquatic habitats. This habitat must:
i.

Be of sufficient depth.

ii. Maintain a natural flow pattern, including periodic flooding, and have functional
community dynamics.
iii. Be free of fish and other predators.
iv. Maintain water for 2 years during the entire tadpole phase.
v. Contain bank and pool substrates, shallower lake microhabitat with solar
exposure, open gravel banks, aquatic refugia, and sufficient food resources for
tadpole growth and development.
2. Aquatic non-breeding habitat (including overwintering habitat);
a) Same characteristics as aquatic breeding and rearing habitat, but may lack adequate
water depth to allow for completion of life cycle but provides for shelter, foraging,
Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

3.2.4-305

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

Ascent Environmental

predator avoidance, and aquatic dispersal of juvenile and adult Sierra Nevada yellowlegged frog. These habitats also contain:
i.

Overwintering refugee, with microhabitat properties that protect hibernating life
stages from winter freezing

ii. Streams, stream reaches, or wet meadow habitats that can function as corridors
for movement between aquatic habitats used as breeding or foraging sites.
3. Upland Areas;
a) Areas adjacent to or surrounding breeding and nonbreeding aquatic habitat that
provide area for feeding and movement of the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog.
i.

This extends 25 m (82 ft.) from the bank or shoreline

ii. The canopy overstory should be sufficiently thin and generally not exceed 85% to
allow sunlight to reach the aquatic habitat and thereby provide basking areas for
the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog.
iii. For areas between proximate (300 m (984 ft.)) water bodies, the upland area
extends from the bank or shoreline between such water bodies
iv. Within mesic habitats such as lake and meadow systems, the entire area of
continuous or proximate habitat is suitable for dispersal and foraging.
Because of the presence of fish in Squaw Creek, this stream does not provide the PCEs for
breeding or non-breeding habitat for SNYLF. Current and past surveys have shown that
predatory fish are located throughout Squaw Creek. A 2012 Technical Memorandum
prepared by Garcia and Associates states that fish (trout) have been found in the past (1985
and 2002/2003) and are currently located in the meadow, channelized, and headwater
reaches of Squaw Creek (GANDA 2012). Brown trout are already located in the headwaters
of Squaw Creek according to a survey done in 2002-2003 by USFWS. Surveys completed in
2011 by Garcia and Associates biologists found four species of fish within their sampling
sites: brook trout, brown trout, rainbow trout, and Lahontan speckled dace. The headwaters
showed a “low” number of brook trout, the channelized reach showed “moderate” numbers
of brown and brook trout, and the meadow reach showed relatively high numbers of fish
(mostly brown trout with some rainbow trout and Lahontan speckled dace).
Fish prey on eggs and larval forms of yellow-legged frog and are considered a major threat to
the species (USFWS 2013). The persistence of fish in the creek does indicate that either
portions of the creek, or possibly isolated pools, do not freeze in the winter or that fish
reestablish in locations frozen during the winter once connection to source fish populations
are made every year (GANDA 2012). If these pools do not freeze during the winter, they could
provide some of the physical habitat characteristics of potential habitat for adult, juvenile,
and larval stages of frogs; however, because they would also contain fish, the pools are not
expected to support SNYLF. Thus, Squaw Creek and its upland habitat are not considered
suitable breeding or non-breeding habitat (dispersal) for SNYLF.
Within the broadly-mapped boundaries of designated critical habitat, only areas that contain
the PCEs required by the species are considered critical habitat and regulated as such by
USFWS. Although a portion of the Specific Plan area overlaps the proposed critical habitat
boundary for SNYLF, the portion of Squaw Creek and a small part of the meadow around the
Olympic channel in both the Specific Plan area and the proposed critical habitat boundary do
not support the PCEs of critical habitat for adult breeding or non-breeding habitat. The PCEs
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for breeding and non-breeding habitat include suitable aquatic habitats that are “free of fish
and other introduced predators.” Because predatory fish are currently present in Squaw
creek and, likely, its tributaries, these areas (including the meadow area around the Olympic
Channel) do not contain the PCEs that define the breeding and non-breeding components of
critical habitat for SNYLF. Therefore, implementing the Specific Plan, including the removal of
fish barriers, would not substantially affect critical habitat for SNYLF.
While there is no potential suitable breeding habitat within the creek and its tributaries due
to the presence of fish, there is a low probability that SNYLF could still occur as individuals
dispersing from the two breeding populations farther up the watershed. Squaw creek
tributaries and the meadow reach could provide aquatic nonbreeding habitat that may be
used for shelter, foraging, or aquatic dispersal of juvenile or adults during parts of the late
spring and early summer. However, if used for dispersal or other functions, the project area
could be considered a sink for dispersing adults because of predation by fish present in the
perennial creeks and streams in the project area (i.e., Squaw Creek or Truckee River). While
the physical characteristics may be present, the meadow reach would not likely function as
suitable dispersal habitat, because of the lack of suitable breeding habitat nearby and the
distance from current breeding locations.
Supporting the expectation that Squaw Creek would not provide suitable habitat for SNYLF, no
frogs were observed during aquatic or terrestrial reconnaissance or technical report surveys
conducted in support of the VSVSP EIR (Ascent Environmental 2013, GANDA 2012). Although
multiple California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) records of SNYLF occur within the
study area, there is only one record in the project site from 1960 (CDFW 2014, 2015). Other
records within the study area include three observations 1.6 miles southwest of the project
area in the Granite Chief Wilderness at Five Lakes Basin (1939, 1960, 1999) and three
observations four miles west of the project area at Lyon Peak (1997, 1998, and 2008).
Observations near Lyon Peak indicated breeding. Surveys were completed in these areas in
2004 and 2011 and no frogs were observed at Five Lakes Basin during that time. In 2002, the
USDA Forest Service implemented a long-term bioregional monitoring program designed to
assess the status and trend of mountain yellow-legged frog breeding populations on national
forest lands across the taxa’s range in the Sierra Nevada, called the Sierra Nevada Amphibian
Monitoring Program (Brown et al. 2014). Surveys throughout the Sierran range of the mountain
yellow-legged frog occur over a proposed 5-year cycle, with 20 percent revisited annually.
National Forest System lands surrounding the project site are surveyed regularly for frogs.
Movement by SNYLF along streams has been found at a maximum of 3.3 kilometers (about
2 miles) during the active season (summer), while movement away from streams or lakes is
limited to about 400 meters (0.25 mile) (Brown et al. 2014). There are no known breeding
populations within these distances from the project area. The Five Lakes population is the
closest population (1.6 miles south of the project area) and is located within a basin over a
ridge from Olympic Valley, closer to Alpine Meadows. There are no apparent hydrological
features that connect the lakes directly with Squaw Creek and Meadows. The closest
ephemeral stream to the Five Lakes population is about 0.37 mile to the east of the Lakes
over a ridgetop; it connects to Bear Creek. Bear Creek is a perennial stream that is
hydrologically connected to the Olympic Valley through the Truckee River; it is about 0.7 mile
overland to the southeast from the Lakes. The population near Lyon Peak is also not
connected hydrologically to Squaw Creek or Squaw Meadows; it is located in a basin and
separated by two ridgetops and two drainages from Olympic Valley; it is four miles away from
the project area. There is conceivably some potential for dispersing individuals from these
populations to be found in the project area, but it is extremely low. Additionally, the current
presence of trout in Squaw Creek and its headwaters lowers the possibility of successful
dispersal between breeding sites. Based on the fact that these populations (Lyons Peak, Five
Lakes and Squaw Creek) are not hydrologically connected, are separated by ridges, and their
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overland distance is greater than 0.25 mile, it is highly unlikely that the project area supports
a dispersal corridor and habitat that supports a healthy metapopulation between these two
known occupied sites.
Considering how few individuals have been found in the study area, how far up the
watershed the known breeding sites are located, and existing habitat conditions in the
project area, any individuals that may disperse through the project area would be in very low
numbers, if they are present at all. Mitigation Measure 6-2 in the DEIR adequately addresses
dispersing individuals that could potentially be present in the project area.
Regarding the comment that the DEIR does not require precautionary monitoring measures
for all life stages, mitigation measures to protect non-adult stages in the species life cycle
(eggs, larvae, metamorphs) are not considered necessary. As stated above, there is no
suitable breeding or non-breeding habitat within the project area, so no eggs or tadpoles
would be present.
Regarding the comment that the proposed removal of fish barriers would result in a
significant impact and should be mitigated, the DEIR does identify benefits of restoration to
trout and the subsequent effect to SNYLF on page 6-52. However, for increased fish
presence in Squaw Creek to adversely affect SNYLF, the frog would need to be present. As
discussed above, the likelihood of frogs in the project area outside the known populations is
extremely low. Therefore, a reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effect on SNYLF
warranting mitigation would not occur; the impact would be less than significant.
O8c-3

The comment states that the DEIR does not consider indirect impacts to SNYLF; does not
acknowledge the potential regional impacts to connectivity between subpopulations of
SNYLF; and does not consider the significance of the metapopulation in this location to the
long-term persistence, genetic diversity, connectivity, and recovery of the species on a
regional level.
See response to comment 08c-2 regarding locations where SNYLF have been present in the
project region, the absence of the SNYLF from the project area, and the very low likelihood
that SNYLF use the project area for dispersal. Response to comment O8c-2 identifies all the
CNDDB records of SNYLF in the study area. Based on the information provided in comment
O8c-3; “For example, SNYLF has been found upstream of and south of the project site as
recently as 1999-2004,”it cannot be determined whether the commenter was referring to
sightings from the CNDDB records, or has access to another, undisclosed, source of
information.
The DEIR only needs to determine the significance of project impacts to the species from
baseline existing conditions (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[a]). As stated in response
to comment O8c-2, the project area does not support suitable breeding and non-breeding
habitat important for the species. Additionally, while the project would be positioned between
two subpopulations, the buildable footprint of the proposed project being within an existing
parking lot, combined with the geographic distance and lack of hydrologic connectivity
between the referenced SNYLF populations makes it highly unlikely the project site would
support either population through dispersal habitat. Therefore, addressing the indirect
effects of habitat loss, fragmentation, groundwater drawdown, changes in water quality and
sedimentation as a result of development and operation, potential for disease, increased
recreation, and climate change is not necessary because such effects are not reasonably
foreseeable under the circumstances and because the project area currently would not
support SNYLF. However, indirect impacts from implementation of the project to SNYLF
habitat from losses or gains in groundwater levels from groundwater withdrawals are
addressed in the DEIR in Impact 6-2 (see pages 6-52 and 6-53). Indirect impacts from
sedimentation and water quality issues as a result of development are also addressed on
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page 6-52 of the DEIR.To provide further clarification, the second full paragraph on page 652 is revised as follows to provide additional information on water quality impacts and
sedimentation impacts due to project construction:
If Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs are present within the Squaw Creek drainage
and meadows, construction near the creek, and associated meadows and wetlands,
could injure or kill adults within these and adjacent upland habitats (i.e., upland
habitat within approximately 80 feet of aquatic habitat [USFWS 2013]). Grading,
excavation, or other construction related activities could kill or injure individuals in
this area. Construction activities could degrade aquatic habitat through increased
sedimentation, contaminant releases, habitat removal, or erosion. Construction
related issues that could degrade water quality have been analyzed in the document
and mitigated to reduce risk in Chapter 13 and Impact 6-1. As a result, the
construction activities are not anticipated to result in any violations of water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements that should maintain water quality and
aquatic habitat for Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog. Creek restoration would involve
the temporary disturbance of the creek channel as well as removal of riparian and
meadow habitat through grading and excavating. Injury or mortality caused by
construction or creek restoration would be considered take of a federally endangered
species. The degradation and removal of creek and meadow habitat as a result of
construction and creek restoration activities (as described and mitigated for in
Impact 6-1) would also not be considered take, if because Sierra Nevada yellowlegged frogs are highly unlikely to uses these areas due to the presence of fish and
lack of suitable habitat in the project area. However, because of the potential,
although remote, that dispersing frogs could occur in the project area, potential Ttake
of individuals or loss of habitat of the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs from
construction activities is considered would be a significant impact.
This information added to Impact 6-2 does not change the conclusion of significance in the
EIR. There is still a conclusion of a less-than-significant operational impact and a significant
construction impact due to potential take of individuals during construction.
O8c-4

The comment states that the DEIR does not include mitigation measures outlined in the
Conservation Assessment (Brown et al. 2014). The comment further states that the
mitigation plan does not consider contribution to conservation of the metapopulation or the
species as a whole.
As stated in response to comment 08c-2, the project area does not support suitable breeding
and non-breeding habitat important for the species and no impacts to suitable species
habitat would occur. Potential for connectivity and a healthy metapopulation within the area
for SNYLF has not been detected from the surveys conducted and is extremely low as
discussed in responses to comments 08c-2 and 08c-3. As a result, the DEIR mitigation
measures only address direct impacts to individuals (as identified above, although highly
unlikely, dispersing individuals could potentially occur on the project site) that may be injured
or killed through construction activities, including Squaw Creek improvements, and the
mitigation measures are targeted to avoid take of these individuals. The Conservation
Assessment does not address this type of mitigation because it provides information on the
life history, research, and risk factors of SNYLF.
There is not enough information provided by the comment to understand what mitigation
plan is being referenced. It is unclear, for example, whether the commenter is referring to the
restoration of Squaw Creek as part of the proposed project, Mitigation Measures 6-1a and 61b that require a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for onsite mitigation of degraded or lost
sensitive habitats, including wetlands, or some other mitigation plan. Therefore, no additional
response can be provided.
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The comment states that the mitigation plan for impacts to Squaw Creek wetlands proposes
to create brown trout refuge habitat and such restoration would increase impacts to SNYLF
because brown trout are a predator to SNYLF.
The impact to SNYLF from increased fish presence in the creek is discussed in the DEIR on
page 6-52. Please see response to comment 08c-2 for the discussion on impacts to SNYLF
from predatory fish. In addition, the removal of fish barriers is part of the proposed project
and not part of any mitigation measure mentioned in the DEIR.

O8c-6

The comment states that proposed mitigation (creek restoration) does not account for
exacerbating impacts to SNYLF, including from climate change, and that mitigation will not
restore the ecosystem. See responses to comments 08c-2, 08c-3, and 08c-4 in relation to
current conditions of SNYLF habitat and the very low likelihood of presence within the project
area. See response to comment 08c-4 in relation to mitigation for loss of SNYLF habitat. The
proposed creek restoration is not designed nor intended to provide conditions to support
resident populations of SNYLF. Because providing benefits to SNYLF is not a success criteria
for the creek restoration, potential impacts on SNYLF from climate change and other factors
would not affect the success of the restoration effort. The comment provides no evidence to
support the assertion that the creek restoration will not support native ecosystem
characteristics. Therefore, no further response on this issue is provided.

O8c-7

The comment states that the project should implement measures in the Conservation
Assessment to mitigate significant impacts to SNYLF and its habitat. See responses to
comments 08c-3, 08c-4, and 08c-5 in relation to using the Conservation Assessment and
evaluation of and mitigation for impacts relative to changes from current conditions.

O8c-8

The comment states that final decisions on impacts and mitigation should be deferred until
the release of the Conservation Strategy for this species. The DEIR has included the best
available information relative to SNYLF and its potential for occurrence within the project
area. See responses to comments 08c-3, 08c-4, and 08c-5 in relation to using to the
Conservation Assessment and evaluation of and mitigation for impacts relative to changes
from current conditions.

3.2.4-310

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-311

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-312

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-313

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-314

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-315

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-316

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-317

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-318

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-319

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-320

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-321

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-322

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-323

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

3.2.4-324

Ascent Environmental

Placer County
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR

Ascent Environmental

O8d

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

Sierra Watch, Attachment 4
Neal K. Liddicoat, P.E., Traffic Engineering Manager with MRO Engineers, Inc.
June 18, 2015

O8d-1

The comment is an introductory statement and summary of the project description and does
not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR. Therefore, a response is not
provided here.

O8d-2

Comments O8d-2 and O8d-3 were likely made without knowledge of traffic volumes and
conditions during Summer Friday daily, Winter Friday PM peak hour, and Summer Sunday PM
peak hour conditions. This information was not included in the DEIR, because it was not
relevant to the analysis. The responses to these two comments present traffic data for these
periods and then explain why these additional time periods did not need to be studied.
The comment asserts that a summer daily condition analysis should have been performed.
Guidance for the selection of analysis periods was obtained from TRPA documentation.
Specifically, the following paragraph from page 3.3-33 of the TRPA Regional Plan Update EIS
(2012) is particularly relevant:
During summer peak months, conditions are often busiest during Friday afternoons
as visitors and part-time residents travel into the Region. While Saturday and Sunday
conditions are also busy, they have a less pronounced peak hour surge, meaning that
intersections (for the Region as whole) are typically at their busiest during the Friday
evening peak hour. Therefore, study intersections and roadways are analyzed for
August Friday PM peak hour conditions.
Notwithstanding the above, this response provides a detailed analysis of project impacts on
Squaw Valley Road for a summer Friday weekday condition. Daily conditions only pertain to
County roadway segments (i.e., Squaw Valley Road). Hence, this evaluation does not include
any intersections or the segment of SR 89, for which operations are analyzed for peak hour
conditions only.
A hose count (a traffic data collection device where hoses that sense vehicle crosses are laid
across a road) was placed on Squaw Valley Road directly east of Wayne Road on Thursday
afternoon August 13, 2015 through Saturday, August 15, 2015. This is the ‘critical’ study
segment because it is two lanes and has a LOS C policy (the segment between SR 89 and
Squaw Creek Road has three lanes and a LOS D policy). On Friday, August 14, 2015, the
segment was observed to carry 5,883 vehicles (3,044 westbound and 2,839 eastbound).
This corresponds to an acceptable LOS B condition according to thresholds contained in
Table 9-7 of the DEIR.
The ITE Trip Generation Manual (2012) Resort Hotel land use category does not provide any
trip rate data for weekday conditions. Accordingly, the project team searched for comparable
built projects in the Tahoe area that could be counted to develop an empirically measured
trip rate. The most applicable project was the Marriott Timbers Lodge located on U.S.
Highway 50 (Tahoe Boulevard) in South Shore near Stateline. This facility consists of 264
one-, two-, or three-bedroom timeshare ownership and rental units, which are equipped with
full kitchens, separate living and dining areas, and washer/dryers. Rooms can also be
reserved on a nightly basis similar to a hotel. The Timbers project is situated within walking
distance of various restaurant, retail, and recreational amenities, which is similar to the
proposed project’s proximity to the Village at Squaw Valley and facilities included in the
Specific Plan. Given the similarities of these attributes to the proposed project, the Marriott
Timbers Lodge was determined to be the most appropriate comparable project to count. On
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Friday, August 14, 2015, vehicle trips at the Marriott Timbers Lodge were measured and
determined to generate 3.42 daily vehicle trips per unit. Although precise occupancy levels
on that Friday are not known, the facility’s website (which was checked on August 13th)
advertised that there was very limited availability for those wishing to reserve a room.
The proposed project is estimated to generate 3,300 daily vehicle trips during a summer Friday
daily condition. This estimate includes 2,912 daily trips from the main Village area (3.42 daily
trips per unit per the Marriott Timbers Lodge trip count multiplied by 850 total units). It is
appropriate to apply the trip rate from the Marriott Timbers to the 850 proposed project units
(versus the total number of after ‘lock-off’ rooms) because the Marriott Timbers is a timeshare
that enables a similar breakdown of rooms as the proposed project. The MAC is estimated to
generate another 140 daily trips (see response to comment O8d-8 for additional details). The
East Parcel land uses are estimated to generate an additional 250 daily trips.
Table O8d-1 displays the resulting existing plus project volumes for summer Friday daily
conditions. Data is shown for Friday, August 14, 2015. Data is also shown for Friday,
August 7, 2015, which was the day prior to the Brews, Jazz, and Funk Festival held at the
Squaw Valley USA Ski Resort. Additionally, it is noted that both the Resort at Squaw Creek
and Village at Squaw Valley lodging establishments had no available rooms on either Friday
evening. Table O8d-1 shows that Squaw Valley Road would continue to operate at LOS B on a
summer Friday daily condition with the addition of project traffic.
Table O8d-1

Analysis of Existing and Existing Plus Project Summer Friday Daily Conditions on
Squaw Valley Road between Squaw Valley Ski Resort and Squaw Creek Road
Existing Conditions

Date of Count
Friday, August 7, 2015

ADT
6,531

LOS
B

Friday, August 14, 2015

5,883

B

Comment
Day prior to the beginning of the Brews,
Jazz, and Funk Fest held at Squaw Valley.
No major events scheduled within
Olympic Valley.

Project-Added
Daily Traffic
3,300
3,300

Existing Plus
Project Conditions
ADT
LOS
9,831
B
9,183

B

Notes: Both counts were conducted on Squaw Valley Road directly east of Wayne Road.
Refer to previous text for description of how proposed project’s daily trip generation was estimated.
LOS based on Table 9-7 of DEIR.
Source: Data provided by Fehr & Peers in 2015

According to thresholds contained in Table 9-7 of the DEIR, operations on Squaw Valley Road
between the project site and Squaw Creek Road are considered to be at LOS C so long as the
daily volume does not exceed 12,000 daily trips. Table O8d-1 indicates that the typical peak
summer Friday (August 14), when combined with proposed project trips, would be 2,817 daily
trips under this threshold. Thus, project impacts would be less than significant, with a
substantial number of additional trips (over 2,000) needed to approach potential significance.
The August 7 analysis contained in Table O8d-1 is considered conservative because it does
not take into account the likelihood that some employees who were preparing for the Brews,
Jazz, and Funk Festival the next day would stay overnight during Thursday and/or Friday
nights if additional lodging was available. As noted previously, the Village at Squaw Valley
and Resort at Squaw Creek were both fully occupied on the evening of August 7. Had
additional lodging been provided within the Olympic Valley, such as the proposed project
would provide, some employees could have stayed overnight, thereby eliminating the need to
commute into and out of Olympic Valley.
Project impacts during summer Friday conditions would also be less than significant under
cumulative conditions. This is demonstrated as follows. Assuming summer Friday daily traffic on
Squaw Valley Road grows at 20 percent between existing and cumulative background conditions
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(consistent with the estimated growth along SR 89), the segment west of Squaw Creek Road
would carry 7,060 daily trips. The project would add 3,300 daily trips, resulting in an existing plus
project volume of 10,360 daily trips, which corresponds to an acceptable LOS B condition.
It is noted that Page 10-15 of the DEIR states that the project’s ADT would be “up to 8,410 trips
per day …during the peak summer season.” This estimate was provided as an input to the air
quality analysis. Because it was not accurately known at the time what the project’s daily summer
trip generation might be, a purposefully conservative value was provided to ensure that air quality
analysis was conservative. The FEIR acknowledges that the DEIR summer daily trip generation
estimate was substantially overstated, and documents that the proposed project’s summer
Friday daily trip generation is 3,300 trips. The commenter is correct in pointing out that the
statement in the DEIR indicating “summer daily conditions are not analyzed because the winter
daily volume is much higher” does not accurately reflect the traffic modelling results, because
even revised summer ADT of 3,300 exceeds the maximum winter ADT of 2,821. Therefore, this
response provides the analysis of summer ADT requested by the commenter. As indicated above,
the analysis shows that there would not be a significant impact on summer ADTs.
In conclusion, it was not necessary to study a summer Friday daily condition. This scenario
would not have led to any new significant impacts.
O8d-3

The comment asserts that: (a) a winter Friday PM peak hour should also have been studied,
(b) the analysis underestimated the amount of winter peak hour traffic, and (c) a summer
Sunday PM peak hour should have also been studied. Each of these assertions is handled in
order below.
Winter Friday PM Peak Hour Should Have Been Studied
Table O8d-2 shows the directional and total traffic volume from 3 to 4 PM on Squaw Valley
Road during the 5th and 6th busiest Sunday afternoon peak periods of the 2011-2012 ski
season (see Table 9-3 of the DEIR). This table also shows the traffic volumes for the Friday
PM peak period that occurred two days prior to each of these Sundays. As noted in the DEIR,
the Sunday peak hour occurs from 3 to 4 PM. Because the exact hour associated with the
Winter Friday PM peak hour has not been calculated, hourly data from 3 to 6 PM is shown
below to be sure to capture data for the peak hour. In both sample Friday dates (Jan. 7,
2012 and Feb. 10, 2012) the data shows that the peak traffic volume was during the 4 to 5
pm period. These data indicates that the Winter Sunday PM peak hour carried 23 to 33
percent more traffic than the Winter Friday PM peak hour.
Table O8d-2

Available Traffic Volume Counts on Squaw Valley Road West of Squaw Creek Road

Date of Count
Friday, January 27, 2012

Sunday, January 29, 2012
Friday, February 10, 2012

Sunday, February 12, 2012

Time Period
3 to 4 pm
4 to 5 pm
5 to 6 pm
3 to 4 pm
3 to 4 pm
4 to 5 pm
5 to 6 pm
3 to 4 pm

Traffic Volume on Squaw Valley Road
Eastbound
Westbound
Total
722
252
974
781
245
1,026
367
177
544
1,085
182
1,267
600
277
877
700
260
960
336
205
541
1,076
203
1,279

Source: Traffic count database collected by Squaw Valley Real Estate and LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. in 2011-2012

According to the data in Table 9-16 of the DEIR (page 9-22), the average occupancy during
several peak winter weekends at the Village at Squaw Valley during the 2010-2011 and
2011-2012 ski seasons were as follows:
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Wednesday night: 31 percent of rooms occupied.
Thursday Night: 53 percent of rooms occupied.
Friday Night: 78 percent of rooms occupied.
Saturday Night: 82 percent of rooms occupied.
Sunday Night: 40 percent of rooms occupied.

Given the similar location and function of the Village at Squaw Valley to the proposed project,
it provides a valuable source of anticipated occupancy levels and arrival/departure patterns.
Project-related travel during a winter Friday PM peak hour would consist of guests arriving to
check-in to the hotel/condos to begin their stay, and guests departing the hotel/condos to
end their stay, employee trips, and other miscellaneous trips. Although occupancy levels
between Thursday and Friday nights increased by 25 percentage points, data from page 9-22
of the DEIR indicated that only 19 percent of guests checking in arrived between 3 and 4 PM.
Guests who checked in on Thursday night stayed an average of 1.75 nights, meaning only
one of every 8 occupied rooms had a Friday departure. According to Table 9-12, the majority
of guests checking out of the Village at Squaw Valley departed between 9 AM and noon (32
percent) or after 4 PM (24 percent). Only 6 percent of guests checked out between 3 and 4
PM. In contrast, occupancy levels between Saturday and Sunday nights decreased by 42
percentage points. And despite the data in Table 9-12 showing that only 6 percent of guests
checked out between 3 and 4 PM, the analysis conservatively assumed 15 percent of guests
departed during the Sunday PM peak hour.
The data yields the following conclusions, which provide support for why a Winter Friday PM
peak hour analysis was not necessary:


The Winter Sunday PM peak hour carried 23 to 33 percent more traffic than the winter
Friday PM peak hour.



The absolute number of trips generated by the project during the winter Friday PM peak
hour would be less than the winter Sunday PM peak hour. This is because the increase in
room occupancy on Friday night is much less than the decrease in room occupancy on
Sunday night.



The majority of Winter Friday PM peak hour trips that would be generated by the project
would be inbound (in anticipation of checking into the hotel/condos). However, the
majority (68 to 75 percent) of existing traffic on Squaw Valley Road during the Winter
Friday PM peak hour is outbound. This means that the majority of project trips would be
added to the ‘non-peak direction of travel.’

Analysis Underestimated the Amount of Winter Peak Hour Traffic
The comment offers no analytical data in support of the contention that winter peak hour
trips were underestimated. In fact, the analysis of the project’s winter peak hour trip
generation was conservative, as evidenced by the following:
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The analysis assumes 100 percent of hotel/condo rooms and lock-offs are occupied
during the Winter Saturday study period. To demonstrate the conservativeness of this
assumption, the Village at Squaw Valley had an average occupancy of 82 percent of
rooms during several peak winter weekends during the 2010-2011 and 2011-2012 ski
seasons, with maximum occupancy at 87 percent. The assumption of 100 percent
occupancy provides a “15 percent design safety factor” by virtue of not assuming the
comparable site’s 87 percent occupancy.



Although surveys indicated that 5 percent of guests arrived between 8 and 9 AM on
Saturday morning, the analysis conservatively assumed 10 percent arrived during the
winter Saturday AM peak hour.
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Although surveys indicated that 19 percent of guests arrived between 3 and 4 PM on
Sunday afternoon to check-in, the analysis conservatively assumed 25 percent arrived
during the winter Sunday PM peak hour.



The analysis conservatively assumes that all employees would be working during the winter
Saturday study period (versus some having a vacation day). Although data suggests that
19 percent of employee shifts are expected to end at 3 PM, the analysis conservatively
assumed 25 percent of employees departed during the winter Sunday PM peak hour.

In addition, the DEIR traffic analysis conservatively did not make any reductions in background
traffic associated with a likely shift in Squaw Valley skier lodging activity to the Village. In reality,
the expanded availability of lodging in Squaw Valley would redistribute a portion of Squaw
Valley skiers who utilize lodging from lodging remote from Squaw Valley to lodging at the
Village, thereby reducing peak hour and daily skier volumes on roadways such as SR 89.
In summary, the analysis is based on a series of empirically-developed estimates and
assumptions upon which a ‘design safety factor’ has been added, which results in a
reasonably conservative analysis of project impacts during the winter peak hours.
Summer Sunday PM Peak Hour Should Have Also Been Studied
Table O8d-3 displays the hourly afternoon traffic volumes on SR 89 between Tahoe City and
Squaw Valley Road for several August Fridays and Sundays in 2011. These data provides a
sense of the relative traffic volumes and peak hours of travel on each day. Each Friday had
an hourly traffic volume greater than the busiest hourly volume on the Sunday two days later.
And as shown at the bottom of this table, the Friday average was greater than the Sunday
average for each of the three afternoon hours, ranging from 6 to 12 percent greater. Traffic
data was not collected on Squaw Valley Road during the Summer Sunday conditions.
Table O8d-3

Traffic Counts on SR 89 north of Tahoe City
3-4 PM

Traffic Volume
4-5 PM

5-6 PM

Friday, August 12, 2011

1,368

1,481

1,383

Sunday, August 14, 2011

1,417

1,334

1,272

Friday, August 19, 2011

1,359

1,353

1,302

Sunday, August 21, 2011

1,202

1,179

1,132

Friday, August 26, 2011

1,294

1,312

1,158

Sunday, August 28, 2011

1,169

1,164

1,004

Friday Average

1,340

1,382

1,281

Sunday Average

1,263

1,226

1,136

Date of Count

Note: Bolded values represent the greatest hourly volume for the day of count.
Source: Caltrans traffic counts

Table O8d-4 displays historic occupancy of the Village at Squaw Valley Lodge during six
weekends from Thursday through Sunday nights in July and August of 2011. As shown, the
average occupancy steadily increased from 67 percent on Thursday night, to 77 percent on
Friday night, and then to 79 percent on Saturday night. Occupancy then dropped to 42
percent on Sunday night. Furthermore, the traffic data on SR 89 (and elsewhere in the Tahoe
Basin such as the ‘South Y’ intersection) indicates that Sunday traffic peaks in the late
morning or early afternoon versus Sunday evening. This provides further explanation for why
a Summer Sunday PM peak hour analysis was not necessary.
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Village at Squaw Valley Overnight Lodging Patterns during Summer Weekends
Date
Thursday, July 14, 2011
Friday, July 15, 2011
Saturday, July 16, 2011
Sunday, July 17, 2011
Thursday, July 28, 2011
Friday, July 29, 2011
Saturday, July 30, 2011
Sunday, July 31, 2011
Thursday, August 4, 2011
Friday, August 5, 2011
Saturday, August 6, 2011
Sunday, August 7, 2011
Thursday, August 11, 2011
Friday, August 12, 2011
Saturday, August 13, 2011
Sunday, August 14, 2011
Thursday, August 18, 2011
Friday, August 19, 2011
Saturday, August 20, 2011
Sunday, August 21, 2011
Thursday, August 25, 2011
Friday, August 26, 2011
Saturday, August 27, 2011
Sunday, August 28, 2011
Thursday Average
Friday Average
Saturday Average
Sunday Average

Percent Occupancy
92%
95%
79%
40%
93%
94%
95%
54%
50%
81%
86%
66%
79%
74%
87%
42%
34%
59%
62%
27%
54%
57%
67%
21%
67%
77%
79%
42%

Note: Hotel consisted of 190 rooms.
Source: Occupancy data provided by the Village at Squaw Valley

The following summarizes why a Summer Sunday PM peak hour analysis was not necessary:


Existing traffic levels on SR 89 are greater during the Summer Friday PM peak hour
versus the Summer Sunday PM peak hour.



Whereas a Winter Sunday PM peak hour typically represents the end of a ski day, there is
no similar, recurring, popular, fixed-time activity during a Summer Sunday that concludes
around this time. Hence, study of a Summer Friday PM peak hour (when seasonal
residents, visitors, campers, etc. arrive for the weekend) was studied. A Summer Sunday
PM peak hour would be comprised of relatively few guests who arrive during this
timeframe to begin their stay. And the majority of departing guests will have departed
prior to the period.

The following paragraph from Page 3.3-33 of the TRPA Regional Plan Update EIS (2012)
further confirms the above conclusions:
During summer peak months, conditions are often busiest during Friday afternoons
as visitors and part-time residents travel into the Region. While Saturday and Sunday
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conditions are also busy, they have a less pronounced peak hour surge, meaning that
intersections (for the Region as whole) are typically at their busiest during the Friday
evening peak hour. Therefore, study intersections and roadways are analyzed for
August Friday PM peak hour conditions.
O8d-4

The comment suggests that the trip generation of the 5,000-square-foot retail pad on the
East Parcel should have been estimated as a convenience market. According to page 3-8 of
the DEIR, the 5,000-square-foot retail pad is planned as a “community market.” On page 311 of the DEIR, it is referred to as a “retail/market” building. Page 4-30 refers to the pad as
having “grocery-type sales.” This pad is not referenced as a “convenience market” anywhere
in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” or Chapter 4,”Land Use and Forest Resources.”
Examples of convenience markets include Seven-Eleven, AM/PM, and Circle K stores. A SevenEleven store is already located less than 1,000 feet to the east of the East Parcel along Squaw
Valley Road. Thus, providing a second convenience market so close would not seem financially
feasible. Based on data from the Trip Generation Manual (ITE 2012), convenience markets
typically range from 2,000 to 3,500 square feet. The project’s size (5,000 square feet) exceeds
even the largest data point that supports the Convenience Market land use category (851) in
the Trip Generation Manual. For all of the above reasons, it is not appropriate to use this land
use category to estimate the East Parcel retail pad’s trip generation.
The comment suggests the Shopping Center land use category (820) in ITE’s Trip Generation
Manual was inappropriate to use because the average shopping center size in the weekday
PM peak hour database was 426,000 square feet. While true, the comment does not
disclose that the shopping center database includes centers that are as small as 1,700
square feet. Further, the scatter plot of data points supporting the Shopping Center category
show dozens of observations in the 50,000 square feet and under category.
Contrary to the comment’s assertion, the average trip rate is routinely used (even when a fitted
curve equation is available) by transportation professionals when estimating the trip generation
of smaller-sized land uses, including retail centers. According to Table 9-19, the retail pad
would generate 19 trips during the Summer Friday PM peak hour based on the average rate of
3.71 trips per thousand square feet (ksf). The trip generation estimate conservatively did not
make any reductions for internal trips between the retail pad and adjacent employee housing,
despite the retail facility’s obvious ability to serve the adjacent employee housing.
Had the fitted curve equation (on page 1,563 of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual) been used,
the resulting weekday PM peak hour trip generation would have been 81 trips, which
corresponds to a rate of 16.2 trips per ksf. Because retail pads are often parked at one
space per 250 square feet, the retail pad would be expected to have a supply of about 20
parking spaces. For the pad to generate 81 trips during a single hour, the parking lot would
need to: completely fill (20 inbound trips), completely empty (20 outbound trips), completely
fill again (20 inbound trips), and then completely empty again (20 outbound trips) within a
60-minute span. This type of parking demand and turnover is clearly unrealistic.
In response to comments on the DEIR, the TRPA base year (2008) travel demand model was
reviewed by Fehr & Peers to understand how it models retail uses for summer daily and peak
hour conditions. Traffic Analysis Zone 280 consists of a mix of 205 retail and service
employees, and generates 1,188 average daily summer vehicle trips. This equates to 5.8
daily trips per employee. A 5,000 square feet retail pad, conservatively assuming 3
employees per thousand square feet, would yield 15 employees. Using the TRPA model trip
rate of 5.8 daily trips per employee, this would yield 87 trips per day. The comment had
suggested that the fitted curve equation be used, which would have resulted in 81 trips per
hour. Therefore, the suggested fitted curve methodology also results in trips far in excess of
the TRPA travel demand model.
In conclusion, the trip generation of the East Parcel retail pad was correctly calculated.
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O8d-5

Table 9-18 shows that ‘miscellaneous’ trips are assumed to generate 50 inbound and 50
outbound vehicle trips during the Winter Saturday condition. Footnote 3 indicates that these
trips consist of delivery trucks, emergency/utility vehicles, transit vehicles, taxis, etc. It was
not feasible to prepare a calculation of the exact number of each type of vehicle that would
arrive. Instead, an estimated 50 inbound and 50 outbound trips was made based on the
expected operations of the site. The estimate was purposefully conservative (i.e., higher than
what would generally be assumed given the available informaton) to ensure that project
impacts are not understated. The comment provides no alternative numbers or
methodologies to use for the miscellaneous trips category.

O8d-6

The comment is correct in that parking supply is typically not used in the estimation of a
project’s trip generation. The available parking supply should only be considered in the
calculation under very special circumstances, in which there is both physical parking limitations
in the area and a substantial amount of empirical survey data that helps explain travel patterns.
This is precisely the situation for the peak winter conditions that were studied in the DEIR.
During the winter Saturday AM peak hour and Sunday PM peak hour study periods, all
available parking in the vicinity of the Squaw Valley USA Ski Resort was assumed occupied. In
other words, no additional overflow parking areas were provided to lodging guests that could
accommodate additional vehicles. This situation is in contrast to a proposed shopping center
or apartment complex whose on-site parking supply is inadequate, thereby resulting in overflow
parking into adjacent neighborhoods, office parks, etc. In that instance, the parking supply
limitation ceases to limit the project’s trip generation due to other parking opportunities. In the
proposed project situation, trip generation is physically limited by how much parking is provided
on-site. To the extent that a condo/hotel guest chooses to park in a day-use parking area, they
would be replacing a day-use skier vehicle. And depending on the length of stay, it is possible
that project-related vehicle use of day-use parking areas could actually result in a net reduction
in travel during the peak Saturday AM and daily conditions (i.e., from day use skiers not
travelling to Squaw Valley because the resort is at capacity, or day use skiers parking at
temporary offsite parking locations identified by the ski resort and being shuttled to the resort).
The abundance of empirical overnight guest, room occupancy, and employee survey data
allows for detailed analyses, which are supported by substantial evidence, to be made for the
trip generation calculations. The work begins from the basic premise that all available parking
spaces for the project will be occupied during peak periods. The applicant has the ability to
regulate parking through establishment of parking passes/gates, parking surcharges, use of
valet parking, etc. The survey data is then used to answer the following: What time of day will
overnight guests arrive? What time of day will overnight guests depart? How many nights will
guests stay? How many trips will they make outside of Olympic Valley during their stay? What
proportion of the new retail and restaurant space will be comprised of ‘captured trips’ from
overnight and day-use visitors? What are employee shift times? What is their mode split? What
percentage will live within and outside of Olympic Valley? By having answers to each of these
questions, it was possible to develop a detailed trip generation estimate.
The comment is also incorrect in stating that the project will provide only 0.75 spaces per 1bedroom unit. This figure is for guest parking only; as 0.12 spaces will be provided for employees,
the total spaces per 1-bedroom unit will be 0.87. Given the proportion of guests arriving by nonauto modes and the proportion of guest groups using more than one unit, this rate is sufficient.
The comment asserts that the project’s winter trip generation has been underestimated by
20 to 25 percent. The comment does not provide any information in support of this
assertion. Please refer to response to comment O8d-3 for a discussion of why the analysis of
the project’s winter peak hour trip generation was conservative.

O8d-7

3.2.4-332

The comment questions the assumption in the DEIR (page 9-37) that the proposed project
“would not be expected to affect the number of day-use skiers, or any of their travel
behaviors.” The comment however excludes a parenthetical description of the travel
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behaviors that are considered in the DEIR; “(i.e., vehicle occupancy, parking location, etc.).”
The comment asserts that meeting the project objective of providing a resort “on par with
peer world class North American ski destinations” will result in substantial growth in day
skier demand. The comment provides no evidence to support this assertion. Providing
services and amenities on par with peer world class North American ski destinations could
result in the maintenance of existing day skier demand and increase the number of skiers
that utilizing lodging in the Olympic Valley. Or the number of skiers could remain relatively
constant and improved services and amenities could support higher prices for lift tickets and
other goods and services at the resort. It is not a fait accompli that increased or improved
amenities will result in increased numbers of day skiers. For example, the comment
identifies the MAC as an amenity that would attract more day use skiers. However, the
commenter identifies in comment O8d-3 that the MAC would “generate very few trips,”
consistent with the analysis in the DEIR, and incorporates this assumption into a trip
generation calculation. As identified in the Master Response regarding the MAC, and
response to comment O8d-8, this facility would frequently primarily serve those lodging in the
main Village area and would generate few vehicle trips from outside of Olympic Valley, and
therefore would not be attracting increased day skiers. Ultimately, skier capacity is limited by
parking capacity and mountain capacity, and mountain capacity is limited by lift capacity (see
response to comment I2-4). Amenities in the main Village area cannot increase the number
of day-use skiers that can be accommodated. The management of the mountain and the
provision of parking and other infrastructure for day use skiers are the factors that primarily
affect day use skier numbers. The proposed project does not affect mountain operations or
capacity, and includes sufficient parking to maintain day use skier numbers (but not excess
spaces to expand day use skier numbers), and therefore supports the assumption that the
number of day use skiers and their travel behaviors would not be affected.
O8d-8

A detailed trip generation analysis of the MAC was performed by LSC Transportation
Consultants, Inc. (2015). The LSC study relied upon a “Market Feasibility Study” prepared in
2012 for the MAC by Hotel and Leisure Advisors, Inc. The Market Feasibility Study concluded
that financial success depends on a high proportion of guests that attend the MAC do so as
part of a hotel package. The study further mentions that it is necessary to provide priority
treatments for these guests in terms of purchasing passes, hours of operation, and control of
crowding. The applicant has a vested interest in seeing the MAC be a successful venture.
Accordingly, the applicant is committed to operating it with tight controls on busy summer
and winter days to provide a high-quality experience to hotel patrons using the facility. These
limitations on access by outside guests will greatly reduce traffic generation. The LSC study
concluded that the MAC would generate approximately 150 new winter daily trips and 140
new summer daily trips. The Winter Saturday AM peak hour, Winter Sunday PM peak hour,
and Summer Friday PM peak hour trip generation would be 4, 14, and 19 trips, respectively.
The DEIR assumed 7, 10, and 10 trips for Winter Saturday AM peak hour, Winter Sunday PM
peak hour, and Summer Friday PM peak hour, respectively. In all cases, the difference is less
than 10 peak hour trips, which is not of sufficient volume to affect any study conclusions.

O8d-9

The comment states that I-80 should have been studied. See the portion of the traffic Master
Response related to this topic.

O8d-10

The comment states that the DEIR contains inadequate documentation of vehicle miles of
travel (VMT). Detailed VMT calculations are provided in Appendix C of this FEIR to
supplement the information included in the DEIR. The comment suggests that the VMT
estimates are inaccurate because of the deficiencies in the trip generation estimates.
However, as noted in responses to comments O8d-3 through O8d-8, it has been
demonstrated that the project’s trip generation has been calculated correctly, and
consequently there no errors or deficiencies in the VMT calculations.
The commenter identifies the parenthetical statement from the following text from page 1015 of the DEIR as unclear:
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Upon full buildout of the Specific Plan, which would occur no earlier than 2037, the
project would generate up to 2,821 trips per day and 85,398 VMT in Placer County
and/or the MCAB during the peak day of the winter season and up to 8,410 trips per
day and 172,168 VMT in Placer County and/or the MCAB during the peak summer
season day. (According to the analysis presented in Chapter 9, “Transportation and
Circulation,” another 86,912 VMT would be generated by the project on a peak
summer day that would occur outside of this area but this portion of VMT would be
split among areas of Nevada, El Dorado County, and counties in the Sacramento and
Bay Area regions [Fehr & Peers 2014]. Thus, mobile-source emissions associated
with this portion of VMT would be split among multiple other air basins.)
The first part of this statement identifies the VMT projected to be generated in Placer County
and/or the Mountain Counties Air Basin (MCAB) because these are the areas where impacts
from project generated air emissions are assessed. The project is located in Placer County
and the MCAB and effects from operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and
precursors are assessed in these geographic areas. The parenthetical statement is intended
to explain to a reader who compares the VMT calculations expressed in the air quality
chapter to those identified in the traffic analysis that there may appear to be an
inconsistency. However, there is not an inconsistency because the comprehensive VMT
calculations included in the traffic analysis cover a larger geographic area (e.g., state of
Nevada, El Dorado County, and Sacramento and Bay Regions).
O8d-11

The comment suggests that according to information provided in Chapter 9 of the DEIR, the
Bay Area, Sacramento/Central Valley, and Reno/Sparks comprise 61 percent of the
origins/destinations of guests visiting Squaw Valley. The comment further indicates that the
weighted average trip length to these areas is 92 miles, and then asks why the overall
average trip length is only 30 miles. This is a fair set of questions to ask, which can be readily
answered by the detailed VMT estimates included in the FEIR.
For Saturday Winter daily conditions, VMT was calculated independently for the following
travel groups: hotel/condo guests, restaurant/retail guests, MAC guests, hotel/condo
employees, restaurant/retail employees, MAC employees, miscellaneous trips, shuttle trips
between site and East Parcel. For hotel/condo guest trips, VMT is further differentiated by
the trip being primary, which implies travel from the residence origin/destination (e.g., Bay
Area) and non-primary, which implies a recreational or shopping trips while staying at the
site. For each group, the number of trips is shown, along with the percentages (and travel
distances) associated with each expected trip origin-destination. The results are then
summed up across each travel group to yield the overall VMT. The value of 85,398 VMT is
only the amount of travel that occurs within Placer County and the MCAB, and is used to
support the assessment of air quality impacts in this geographic area. This, along with the
above discussion about the various travel groups, helps explain why the average trip length is
about 30 miles. Due to the size of the MCAB, it is not possible to obtain the substantially
longer trip lengths asserted by the comment (unless motorists made particularly circuitous
travel patterns). Please also refer to the detailed VMT calculations provided in Appendix C of
this FEIR. VMT calculations for GHG emissions, which do not have a geographic limitation,
addressed a vehicle travel over a much larger area, as indicated by the detailed VMT and
vehicle emissions calculation data provided in Appendix H of the DEIR. This data shows VMT
calculations for multiple counties throughout the State.

O8d-12

3.2.4-334

The comment states that the Specific Plan policies ensure future traffic congestion. See the
portion of the traffic Master Response related to Specific Plan Policy CP-1 and traffic
congestion. As noted in the Master Response, the adoption of CP-1 simply makes LOS F at
intersections in the Specific Plan Area an acceptable LOS standard during peak periods. As
also identified in the traffic Master Response, two intersections in the main Village area that
would subject to Policy CP-1 if the project were approved already operate at LOS E or F during
peak winter periods (see Table 9-8 in the DEIR). Therefore, an argument could be made that a
policy similar to CP-1 should be adopted now to make County policies consistent with existing
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traffic conditions. It is acknowledged that Policy CP-1 would allow an intersection already at
LOS F to further degrade without defining such a degradation as a significant impact. However,
it is noted that the County can require the use of micro-simulation models to analyze the
effects of such worsenings on upstream intersection operations, which are not otherwise
subject to Policy CP-1. In this way, the extent to which worsening congestion at intersections
subject to Policy CP-1 can be indirectly identified by determining the significance of impacts at
adjacent intersections and requiring mitigation for those impacts. Policy CP-1 does not
generate additional vehicle trips or vehicle miles travelled, nor entitle uses that generate
additional traffic. Therefore, the policy does not change analysis or conclusions in the DEIR
related to mobile source air emissions or greenhouse gas emissions, or emergency response.
Also see the portion of the traffic Master Response related to emergency vehicle access.
O8d-13

See the portion of the traffic Master Response related to emergency vehicle access.

O8d-14

This comment suggests that Mitigation Measures 9-1a, 9-2a, 9-2b, 9-2c, 9-2d, and 9-4 are
deficient for a variety of reasons. Each of these assertions is handled in order below.
Discussion of Mitigation Measure 9-1a
As described on page 9-56 of the DEIR, this mitigation measure requires that the applicant
conduct traffic management on Squaw Valley Road between the project site and SR 89
under certain conditions. The comment calls into question the feasibility of this mitigation on
the grounds that there is no assurance that a predictive model required to be developed as
part of the mitigation will be effective in predicting when traffic management is necessary.
The comment expresses concern over the accuracy of travel prediction models.
The first bulleted paragraph under mitigation measure 9-1a on page 9-56 of the DEIR provides
an overview of the recommended predictive model. This model is not a traditional four-step travel
demand model that predicts travel conditions 20-year into the future. Rather, the predictive
model will most likely take the form of a statistical regression model, in which a dependent
variable (ADT on Squaw Valley Road) will be estimated using a linear or non-linear equation that
employs a variety of independent or predictor variables. Page 9-56 of the DEIR describes many of
the potentially statistically important predictor variables that may be used in the model. Fehr &
Peers has successfully used models such as these for a variety of travel-related purposes.
Examples include transit ridership forecasting (in which ridership is estimated based on station
location, surrounding land uses, headways, etc.), Napa winery trip generation (in which daily
winery trips are estimated based on annual cases of wine, location, etc.), and maximum queue
lengths in turn lanes (in which the maximum vehicle queue is estimated based on the conflicting
traffic flow, road speed, etc.). In addition, ongoing monitoring can be used to refine this model:
predicted vs. actual ADT can be used in subsequent years to improve the accuracy of days on
which traffic control is (or is not) needed. Further, it can be expected that the approved model will
be conservative in nature – tending to identify traffic control days in excess of those needed. In
summary, there is substantial data available to develop a well-calibrated model that accurately
predicts the ADT on Squaw Valley Road and substantial evidence showing that similar models
have been developed by firms such as Fehr & Peers.
The comment inquires as to whether implementation of Mitigation Measure 9-1a is
applicable to ski days only, or any day in which the ADT exceeds 13,500 daily trips. As
currently written, Mitigation Measure 9-1a would only apply to ski days only. This is because
non-ski days are not anticipated to reach this level of traffic on Squaw Valley Road. Please
refer to response to comment O8d-2 for additional discussion on this topic.
Discussion of Mitigation Measure 9-2a
As described on page 9-58 of the DEIR, this mitigation measure requires the applicant to
restrict the northbound Far East Road approach to Squaw Valley Road to permit right-turns
only (in conjunction with traffic management along Squaw Valley Road on ski days when the
ADT exceeds 13,500 vehicles). The comment asks about the effects of these movement
restrictions on the northbound left-turning motorists.
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As shown on Exhibit 9-11, the northbound Far East Road approach would serve 8 left-turning
vehicles and 9 through vehicles during the winter Sunday PM peak hour. When traffic
management is in effect, these vehicles would be forced to turn right onto eastbound Squaw
Valley Road, or find other egresses from the Squaw Village. Motorists desiring to enter the
neighborhood on the north side of Squaw Valley Road could access that area via Eric Road,
which intersects Squaw Valley Road about 2,000 feet to the east. Motorists desiring to turn left
from Far East Road onto westbound Squaw Valley Road could make this movement from Village
East Road, which intersects Squaw Valley Road about 1,000 feet to the west. When traffic
management is employed for large events such as sports, church services, large recreational
gathering, it is common for turn movement restrictions to be made. In this particular instance, the
turn movement restriction would influence a small number of motorists, each of which would
have other options for reaching their destination. This mitigation measure also calls for signage
to be placed within the Village Core to advise motorists of turn restrictions at Far East Road. In
summary, the proposed turn movement restrictions associated with Mitigation Measure 9-2a
would not have adverse, secondary impacts.
The comment also states that if this turn restriction is already in place during traffic
management (as suggested on page 9-58), then another mitigation is required. This is not
correct because traffic management is not assumed in place for any of the ‘plus project’
analyses. The technical analysis shows that incorporating the turn lane restrictions improves
intersection operations (in conjunction with traffic management) relative to existing plus
project conditions. The extent to which this measure is or is not already being used during
traffic management is irrelevant because mitigation calls for enhanced traffic management
subject to an ADT threshold that includes this mitigation.
Discussion of Mitigation Measures 9-2b, 9-2c, and 9-2d
The comment suggests that the effects of stopping traffic on Squaw Valley Road to allow
vehicles on the side-street to enter (at intersections Eric Road or Wayne Road, and at the
Squaw Creek Road intersection) should have been analyzed. Mitigation Measure 9-2b calls
for the dissemination of information that allows residences north of Squaw Valley Road to be
advised of planned traffic management activities, and information regarding which
intersections will have active traffic management that will allow them to conveniently enter
Squaw Valley Road. Exhibit 9-11 shows that the Winter Sunday PM peak hour southbound
left-turn volume from Eric Road onto Squaw Valley Road is 14 vehicles. It is likely that a
portion of the traffic from other accesses (i.e., Christy Hill Road and Wayne Road) could divert
to Eric Road. To test the effects of stopping Squaw Valley Road through traffic at Eric Road,
detailed intersection analysis was conducted in this FEIR. The analysis conservatively
assumed the Winter Sunday PM peak hour left-turn demand would increase to 50 vehicles,
and that traffic management (including three-lane coning) would be in effect. The traffic
analysis further assumed that side-street vehicles would be waved through the intersection
such that they experience an average delay of no more than 30 seconds per vehicle. The
intersection was modeled as a pre-timed two-phase traffic signal with green time allocated to
achieve this level of side street delay. As the technical calculations included in the FEIR show
(see Appendix C), the intersection would have an overall delay of about four seconds per
vehicle, which would correspond to LOS A conditions. The two eastbound travel lanes would
experience an average delay of 3 seconds per vehicle. So, while some queuing on the
eastbound approach would occur, the effects of temporarily stopping this flow, on average,
once per minute, for about 10 to 15 seconds would not cause an adverse effect. Therefore,
this analysis has demonstrated that active traffic management at intersections along Squaw
Valley Road will not adversely affect corridor operations.
O8d-15

See the portion of the traffic Master Response related to parking supply.

O8d-16

See the portion of the traffic Master Response related to construction impacts.

O8d-17

This comment summarizes concerns regarding the traffic analysis expressed in the previous
comments. Please see responses to comments 08d-2 through O8d-16.
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