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O10 Squaw Valley Lodge Owners Association Board 

Greg C. Gatto, Stoel Rives LLP 

July 16, 2015 

 

O10-1 The comment provides a summary of concerns detailed in the remainder of this letter. See 
responses to comments O10-2 through O10-7, below. 

O10-2 See the Master Response regarding traffic issues at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 
Road and elements of the project design that would alleviate existing congestion at this 
location, rather than exacerbating the problem, thus, ensuring that the proposed project 
would not cause a significant adverse traffic, emergency access, or safety impact by adding 
or otherwise encouraging visitors to use this location rather than access the mountain and 
amenities through the Village. Because the project would actually reduce impacts, as 
compared to existing conditions, no further mitigation is required, such as the measure 
proposed in the comment. That said, as explained in the Master Response, the project would 
include pedestrian safe sidewalks and structures to direct pedestrian flow as suggested by 
the commenter. The additional information in the FEIR on this issue does not constitute 
“significant new information” requiring recirculation. See also the Master Response 
regarding recirculation. 

Also, the DEIR does include the PlumpJack Redevelopment Project in the analysis of 
cumulative impacts, including cumulative traffic impacts. See the portion of Table 18-2 on 
page 18-5 of the DEIR.  

O10-3 See the Master Response regarding the 25-year construction period, and the Master 
Response regarding noise and the effects of noise on sensitive receptors. As noted in the 
Master Responses and response to comment O10-4, below, the DEIR’s significance 
conclusion was not based solely on the County’s noise ordinance. 

O10-4 The commenter states that the significance of cumulative construction noise impacts was 
grossly undervalued because the DEIR relies on a threshold of significance that exempts 
construction noise from mandatory noise standards. This is not an accurate reflection of the 
construction noise analysis. The construction noise analysis in the DEIR does describe the 
noise ordinance and identifies its exemption for daytime construction noise. However, the 
DEIR does not rely on this exemption to make a less than significant impact conclusion. The 
DEIR takes the opposite approach, evaluating daytime construction noise and determining 
impacts would be significant, due in large part to the extended construction buildout period 
over many years. Also see the Master Response regarding noise for a discussion of the 
DEIR’s reliance on the County’s Noise Ordinance and the County’s process to regulate 
construction noise that is proposed outside of the allowable hours (i.e., an Administrative 
Review Permit). With respect to the DEIR’s cumulative noise analysis, Impact 18-31 in the 
DEIR discussed all potential cumulative construction activities and concluded that the 
cumulative noise impact would be significant and unavoidable. Construction-related 
mitigation was recommended and is included in Chapter 11, “Noise,” of the DEIR. 

O10-5 See the Master Response regarding noise, which addresses, amongst other issues, the 
feasibility of reduced construction hours. 

O10-6 Propane is currently delivered to the Squaw Valley Lodge via the Squaw Valley System, one of 
two independent propane systems in the project area (MacKay & Somps 2015). This system is 
supplied by an aboveground 20,000-gallon tank that is located just south of the Red Dog 
Maintenance Building. With implementation of the VSVSP, the capacity of this system would be 
transferred to a tank farm located in the mountain maintenance facility – a location that is less 
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prominent in the plan area while being easier for delivery trucks to access. The upgraded 
system, which would supply the existing and proposed ski resort facilities and serve the Squaw 
Valley Lodge complex and the Red Wolf complex, would be owned and operated by Squaw 
Valley Ski Corporation (or one of its affiliates). The proposed relocation of propane tanks to a 
central location would not affect uses served by the existing tanks, including areas adjacent to 
the plan area. For additional discussion of this issue, see the Master Response regarding the 
mountain maintenance facility (propane storage). Additionally, a propane facility is proposed on 
Lot 28 as part of the project; however, it is currently unknown if this facility or the mountain 
maintenance facility would serve Squaw Valley Lodge. 

O10-7 As indicated in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the DEIR (page 3-22), water would be 
provided for the VSVSP through a system of existing and proposed wells. The precise number 
and location of wells is not known at this time (although a reasonable well development 
scenario was identified to support the detailed groundwater modelling conducted to support 
the WSA and EIR analysis). Although the specific details of the ultimate water well design are 
not available, the effects of constructing and operating the wells on ground surface 
conditions are qualitatively evaluated throughout the DEIR as part of the overall project 
(groundwater effects from well operations are quantitatively described and evaluated in great 
detail in the WSA and EIR). Additional project-specific analysis will be provided as part of 
future project phases, as described in Section 1.1, “Type and Purpose of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report,” of the DEIR. Because the proposed water supply wells are 
elements of the VSVSP, mitigation measures provided in the DEIR would be applied to the 
wells wherever appropriate, including Mitigation Measure 8-2b, which requires compliance 
with plan area development standards to reduce the visual impacts.  

The potential for the VSVSP to expose existing sensitive receptors to new or additional 
project-generated stationary noise, including operation of the new wells/pumps, during 
project operation is addressed in Impact 11-3 in Chapter 11, “Noise,” of the DEIR.  

Also, see the Master Response regarding noise; and response to comment 09-59, which 
explains the programmatic level of detail in the DEIR. 

O10-8 The comment states that the DEIR should be revised to address the above outstanding 
issues and the traffic analysis should be recirculated so the public can provide meaningful 
input on the potential traffic and safety impacts at Squaw Valley Road and Squaw Peak 
Road. However, for the reasons discussed under responses to comments O10-2 through 
O10-7, the DEIR analysis is adequate and no changes to the DEIR in response to these 
comments are necessary.  

CEQA requires recirculation of a DEIR when the lead agency adds “significant new 
information” to an EIR after public notice is given of the availability of a DEIR for public 
review, but before EIR certification (State CEQA Guidelines CCR Section 15088.5). 
Recirculation is not required unless the EIR is changed in a way that would deprive the public 
of the opportunity to comment on significant new information, including a new significant 
impact in which no feasible mitigation is available to fully mitigate the impact (thus resulting 
in a significant and unavoidable impact), a substantial increase in the severity of a disclosed 
environmental impact, or development of a new feasible alternative or mitigation measures 
that would clearly lessen environmental impacts but which the project proponent declines to 
adopt (State CEQA Guidelines CCR Section 15088.5[a]). Recirculation is not required where 
the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant 
modifications in an adequate EIR (State CEQA Guidelines CCR Section 15088.5[b]). See also 
the Master Response regarding recirculation. 
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As discussed in response to comment O10-2, the Master Response regarding traffic issues 
at Squaw Peak Road and Squaw Valley, the study of the intersection of Squaw Peak Road 
and Squaw Valley Road does not result in a new significant impact that cannot be feasibly 
fully mitigated, a substantial increase in the severity of a disclosed environmental impact, or 
development of a new feasible alternative. Therefore, recirculation of the traffic analysis, or 
the DEIR as a whole, is not required as a result of the issues raised in this comment letter. 
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