Friends of Squaw Valley
PO Box 2823
Olympic Valley, CA 96146
friendsofsv@gmail.com

July 17, 2015
Placer County Planning Commission
c/o Maywan Krach
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency
Environmental Coordination Services
3091 County Center Drive #190
Auburn, CA 95603
Via email: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov
Re: Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan Draft EIR Comments
Dear Commissioners:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan
(Specific Plan) Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), on behalf of Friends of
Squaw Valley (FoSV). Friends of Squaw Valley is a group of Squaw Valley residents,
skiers, snow boarders, and business persons who are concerned about the future of
Squaw Valley. We were formed in response to the proposed project. Our mission is to
advocate for environmental sustainability, economic viability, and development that is
aesthetically compatible with our community’s character.
In general, the DEIR points to a project which will result in substantial impacts, will
change the environment of Squaw Valley as we know it, and which is inconsistent with
the Placer County General Plan and the Squaw Valley General Plan. We believe that
the project should be substantially reduced in size to avoid this outcome.
In our comments, we recommend numerous changes to conclusions in the DEIR as well
as additional mitigation measures and a more environmentally sound alternative.
Without these revisions, we do not believe the DEIR is legally adequate.
We oppose the proposed Specific Plan in its present form, and ask that the
County evaluate the two substantially reduced density alternatives with additional
mitigating design features described in our comments with the intent of
eventually identifying a smaller, better, environmentally sound project for Squaw
Valley.
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CEQA issues which apply to all impact subjects
A number of issues relative to complying with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) apply to many of our comments:
1. All available feasible mitigation is not explored in the DEIR.
Many of our comments refer to potential mitigation measures which were not explored
in the DEIR. An EIR must explore all feasible mitigation measures even if they are not
selected:
Where several measures are available to mitigate an impact, each should be discussed and the
basis for selecting a particular measure should be identified….. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4 (a)
(B))

In some cases, the DEIR "drops the ball" and concludes that an impact is unavoidable
when, in fact, mitigation measures may be available. In other cases, minimal mitigation
is selected when more effective mitigation may be available. As a result, we
recommend additional feasible mitigation measures throughout our comments.
2. The DEIR often defers formulation of mitigation measures to the future.
We raise this issue in specific instances throughout our comments. CEQA does not
permit deferral of mitigation until a future date unless very specific performance
standards are included (generally, standards against which success of implementation
can be measured):
…Formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time. However,
measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the
project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way. (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4 (a) (B))

3. Effectiveness of mitigation measures is not always adequately
demonstrated.
In many cases, the DEIR selects the lowest possible level of mitigation. We point this
out in specific cases throughout our comments. CEQA’s intent is that the EIR provide
substantial evidence demonstrating that the recommended mitigation measures are
capable of:
(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.
(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.
(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment.
(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations
during the life of the action.
(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15370
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Our specific comment follow organized by impact issue.

Land Use
1. The project is inconsistent with the Placer County General Plan and
SVGPLUO.
Throughout the DEIR, General Plan policies are listed which are relevant to each impact
area. These policies should be considered impact evaluation criteria and if the project
is inconsistent with any that were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect, a significant land use impact will result. It is the job of the
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to determine if the consultant has
evaluated the consistency of the project with the policies. Policies are open to some
interpretation; the Planning Commissioners are generally considered experts in the
interpretation of the County’s adopted land use and environmental policies.
In the case of countywide General Plan consistency, there is one critical policy that was
listed as a relevant policy (DEIR p.4-16) but not evaluated specifically against the
project in the impact discussion (DEIR p. 4-21 to 4-25):
Policy 1.G.1 of the Placer County General Plan as cited in the DEIR (p. 4-16)
reads: “The County will support the expansion of existing winter ski and
snow play areas and development of new areas where circulation and
transportation system capacity can accommodate such expansions or new
uses and where environmental impacts can be adequately mitigated.”
(Emphasis added,)

The DEIR concludes that there will be numerous unavoidable environmental impacts
resulting from the project. A project with unavoidable environmental impacts is
inconsistent with this important land use policy. Because of the broad reaching nature of
this policy, the DEIR statement that “land use policies for the plan area are predominately
consistent with the existing Placer County General Plan and SVGPLUO policies….”
(DEIR p. 4-12, para. 5, emphasis added) is incorrect. Again, this policy is not even
evaluated relative to Impact 4.2 in the DEIR. As a result, we ask the Planning Commission
or the DEIR authors to direct revision of Impact 4-2 (Conflict with the County General
Plan) to a conclusion of significant and unavoidable because of the numerous significant,
unavoidable environmental impacts identified in the DEIR including:
a. Traffic impacts are projected to be significant and unavoidable if the project is
approved, making the project inconsistent with General Plan Policy 1.G.1 and a
significant land use impact.
Development of the Specific Plan project will result in significant, unavoidable impacts
to Placer County intersections within the Plan area according to the DEIR (Impact 92). It should be noted that the Specific Plan (if adopted) reduces these project traffic
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impacts within the Plan area to below the significant level only by decreasing the
acceptable Level of Service (LOS) to F. The project will also result in significant,
unavoidable impacts outside of the Plan area at Caltrans intersections (SR 89/Squaw
Valley Rd.) and to four Highway 89 road segments (Impacts 9-4 and 9-5).
In addition, the project will contribute substantially to cumulative, significant
unavoidable traffic impacts outside the Plan area (89/80 WB and EB ramps,
80/Donner Pass Rd. and the entire stretch of SR 89 between Deerfield Dr. and Squaw
Valley Rd. and SR 28 east of SR 89 in Tahoe City). Policy 1.G.1 does appear to apply
to cumulative impacts (in addition to project alone impacts) as it gives a nod to ski
area expansion “where circulation and transportation system capacity can
accommodate such expansions…” The circulation system that serves Squaw Valley
is regional, certainly to this portion of the Tahoe Basin and Truckee. We should note
that though the project includes housing, it is clearly overall a “ski area” expansion.
b. Numerous other environmental impacts are projected to be significant and
unavoidable if the project is approved, also making the project inconsistent with
General Plan Policy 1.G.1, and a significant land use impact, as a result.
Project Unavoidable Impacts
 Cultural/historical resources
 Scenic and visual resources
 Light and glare
 Noise
 Greenhouse gases
 Transportation and circulation
Cumulative Unavoidable Impacts
 Cultural/historical resources
 Scenic and visual resources
 Light and glare
 Noise
 Greenhouse gas emissions
 Transportation and circulation
c. In addition to Placer County General Plan Policy 1.G.1, the project (if approved)
would be inconsistent with a number of other General Plan and SVGPLUO
goals, policies, and guidelines, some of which are not evaluated in the DEIR.
A number of land use related General Plan policies are listed in the DEIR as relevant to
the project (DEIR pages 4-15 to 4-18). Project inconsistency with these polices could
result in potentially significant impacts based on Impact Evaluation Criteria bullet 2 in the
DEIR (“conflict with Placer County General Plan or SVGPLUO designation or zoning, or
plan policies adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect” – DEIR p.418). Yet, the DEIR concludes that “this analysis assumes that the project would comply
with…..relevant Placer County General Plan and SVGPLUO objectives presented above”
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(DEIR p. 4-19, para.3) without any analysis of many of the listed policies. In addition,
other sections of the DEIR include lists of relevant General Plan and SVGPLUO policies,
yet they are generally not discussed and in many cases the project may be considered
inconsistent with them. (FoSV did request a policy by policy analysis in in our NOP
comments.) We believe that the project, if approved, would be inconsistent with the
General Plan policies listed below as well as others outlined in other sections of the DEIR:
Project Inconsistency with General Plan and SVGPLUO Policies

Relevant Placer County General Project Inconsistency with Policy
Plan land use and related
policies
Policy 1.G.1, The County will support the
expansion of existing winter ski and snow
play areas and development of new
areas where circulation and
transportation system capacity can
accommodate such expansions or new
uses and where environmental impacts
can be adequately mitigated.

Discussed above under 1a relative to traffic.
1B above lists unavoidable impacts of the project which can be
considered, therefore “not adequately mitigated” per this policy.

Policy 1.A.4. The County shall promote
patterns of development that facilitate the
efficient and timely provision of urban
infrastructure and services.

As we discuss in the Public Facilities/Services section of this letter,
we believe that the project should include more detailed public
facility/service master plan and a detailed financing plan in order
to be consistent with State Specific Plan law. Without these plans,
and a detailed phasing plan, the project is inconsistent with this
policy. The Master Phasing Plan does not require phasing.

Policy 1.D.2. The County shall require
new commercial development to be
designed to minimize the visual impact of
parking areas from public roadways and
existing residential uses.

As we discuss in the Visual section of this letter, the visual impact
of parking structures from viewers along Squaw Valley Road will
be significant and potentially unavoidable.

Policy 1.D.5. The County shall encourage
existing and new downtowns/village
centers to provide a variety of goods and
services, both public and private.

There is no requirement in the Specific Plan for a balance of land
use types to be provided in each building phase (such as
commercial, residential, hotel, recreation), thus it is not assured
that a mix of land uses will result for many years or at all.

Policy 4.A.2 (Adequate public facilities
and services to be provided)

DEIR p. 4-23 para 1 maintains that the project is consistent with
this policy. We disagree, the Specific Plan policies cited are not
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specific and detailed public facility/service master plans and
financing plans have not been prepared.

Policies 1.A.1 and 1.A.2 (efficient use of
land and natural resources and low
intensity development in areas with
sensitive environmental resources)

DEIR p. 4-23 para. 2 maintains that the project is consistent with
this policy. We disagree. In particular, the fractional cabin area is
one of the last undisturbed areas in the Plan area and is a critical
groundwater recharge area.

Relevant
SVGPLUO
land
use
guidelines and development goals
discussed in Land Use chapter of DEIR

(1)Both the quality and quantity of
development must be planned to
conserve, protect, and enhance the
aesthetic, ecological, and environmental
assets of Squaw Valley.

The project is inconsistent with this policy since the DEIR
concludes that numerous unavoidable impacts will result from the
project.

2) Future development in Squaw Valley
should occur only where public facilities
and services, including transportation, can
be efficiently provided.

See discussion under County General Plan Policy 1.A.4 above.

4)
Decisions
regarding
future
development should be based upon
sound
social,
economic,
and
environmental practices.

The lack of a requirement for a balance of land uses in each pahse
as the project builds out is counter to this policy.

5) In planning for the future growth and
development of Squaw Valley, an
optimum balance of activities and
facilities, which recognizes the strengths,
weaknesses, and inter-relationships of
various segments of the Truckee-Squaw
Valley and Tahoe area economies should
be encouraged.

The inter relationships with the Tahoe area economy has not been
discussed in the DEIR.

Encourage a concentration of
commercial activity (including hotels) in
the core area (cited on DEIR p. 4-17)

The core area does not include a phasing plan that will ensure that
housing and commercial activity will be constructed together to
ensure a mix of uses throughout the 25 year buildout period.
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Provide a mix of housing types for all
segments of the population to contribute
to a dynamic year-round community
(cited on DEIR p. 4-17)

SVGPLUO parking goals

Development densities permitted in the
SVGPLUO

Housing affordable to moderate income households has not been
provided in the project.

DEIR p. 4-22 para. 4-6 conclude that SVGPLUO parking goals are
met by the project. We do not agree. See discussion in Traffic
section of this letter.

The DEIR on page 4-22, para. 2-3 concludes that the project will
be consistent with densities permitted in the SVGPLUO. We
disagree.
The SVGPLUO policies, land use map and zoning are directed by
the intent in the text of the SVGPLUO. Overall, the Squaw Valley
General Plan text recognizes that a vibrant Village will require
additional visitors lured by new accommodations and summer
recreation activities and establishes maximum densities for
various land uses. Yet, it notes that “At the same time, the quality
of the permanent residential community must not be adversely
affected by the detrimental effects of short term, high intensity use
by a transient, seasonal population.” (SVGP Page 5, para 3) and
that: “…it is apparent that rational limits must be placed on the
development of Squaw Valley. In an ecologically sensitive area
such as Squaw Valley, development beyond a certain capacity will
damage the recreational and living experience of current and
future users. A potential conflict exists between permanent
residents, enjoying their community, and land owners profiting
from a greater amount of tourist dollars flowing into the area. The
construction of additional tourist related recreational development,
though it may bring economic gains to many, can result in a
diminished ability for the local residents and visitors to enjoy the
area.” (SVGP Page 7, paras 1 and 2) We believe that the DEIR
findings of numerous unavoidable environmental impacts of the
project results in an inconsistency with these goals.

To summarize, consistency with Placer County General Plan and SVGPLUO policies
cannot be based on a conclusion of “predominately consistent” (DEIR p.4-21, para.5).
Any individual policy which the project is found to be inconsistent with results in a
potentially significant environmental impact based on the impact evaluation criteria. Each
of the Placer County General Plan and SVGPLUO policies relevant to the project should
be discussed individually in the DEIR and if found to be inconsistent with the project this
should result in further rationale for conclusions of significant impacts.
We ask the Planning Commission and the consultants, based on the discussion above,
to conclude that significant unavoidable land use impacts related to inconsistency with
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adopted plans and regulations would result if the project is approved and to revise the
DEIR accordingly.
2. The DEIR does not adequately discuss impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin.
We agree with the DEIR comments of Friends of the West Shore on this subject and
incorporate them by reference. The fact that inconsistencies with regional land use plans
for the Lake Tahoe Basin are not discussed in the DEIR as required by CEQA (Section
15125 (d)) is a serious flaw. Basin wide, the following impacts due to the project and its
increase in Basin visitation need to be evaluated: air quality, recreational resources
including capacity and user experience, VMT and traffic, and employee housing outside
Squaw Valley. All impacts to Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) standards and
other adopted regional plans also need to be analyzed.
3. The proposed location of the maintenance yard would result in significant
land use conflict and zoning inconsistency impacts.
This area, near the base of Shirley Canyon, a popular hiking destination, is proposed for
rezoning from Forest-Recreation to Heavy Commercial. The industrial use characteristics
of the maintenance yard are not consistent with Shirley Canyon or nearby proposed
residential areas. This impact must be recharacterized as significant and the use should
be relocated to avoid impacts.
4. East Parcel planned uses will result in land use compatibility impacts with
existing residential areas.
We incorporate by reference the impact discussion in the comment letter on this subject
submitted by Andrew Lange. To summarize, the use characteristics of the East Parcel
proposals that are not normally considered consistent with residential uses include: a two
level parking structure, a grocery store in close proximity, and a major shipping and
receiving facility for the developer’s operations. Noise, light pollution, and shadowing
from new buildings are all potential impacts that combined result in land use
incompatibility and have not been adequately mitigated in the Specific Plan or the DEIR.
We recommend that the following mitigation measures be considered:


Relocation of the employee housing to the west end of Squaw Valley, made
possible by the FoSV recommendation that project densities be substantially
reduced.



Design shipping and receiving area so that delivery trucks do not have to back up
to eliminate warning “beep” noise. Alternately, enclose the area to muffle back up
noise.



Consider locating fractional cabins and other visitor housing at the East Parcel thus
making room for the employee housing, parking, grocery store and shipping and
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receiving station at the west end of Squaw Valley, though outside of the critical
well field recharge area.


Requirement of an effective landscaping buffer along west, north, and east sides
of the East Parcel to be installed immediately upon approval of the Specific Plan.

Traffic
1. Revision of County LOS standards to artificially reduce reported traffic
impacts below the significant level is inappropriate.
The developers have proposed a new, lowered LOS F traffic standard. We maintain
that LOS F is not an appropriate traffic level for our community. Using this reduction in
standard to claim impact reduction to below the significant level and to avoid County
adopted standards would negatively affect the overall quality of life, recreational
experience, and safety of residents and visitors which they were intended to protect.
Use of the lowered standard is at the discretion of the Board of Supervisors and
Planning Commission and should be rejected.
2. Potential project and cumulative (9-1 and 18-19) impacts to Squaw Valley
Rd. between Squaw Creek Rd. and the Village area have not been
mitigated.
The Transportation System Management (TSM) mitigation measures recommended by
the DEIR to meet existing LOS county roadway segment standards on Squaw Valley
Rd. are fatally flawed. They are unrealistic and their effectiveness is not assured:


Details will be set forth in an as yet unprepared Transportation Management
Plan, (dictating a third lane creation with cones, traffic control personnel,
etc.).



In order to achieve a currently acceptable LOS-v/c after project in this section
of Squaw Valley Rd assumptions were made about how much capacity
increase the temporary third lane might result in. 25% additional lane
capacity is used which would keep the theoretical LOS to the existing
condition of D. However, the volume to capacity increase is determined to be
just under the .05 increase permitted. Given all the assumptions needed to
end up with this calculation, the hair width difference between significant and
less than significant impacts resulting from the project traffic is questionable.



The current triple lane arrangement has proven to be poorly handled and
ineffective much of the time according to our local members. Residents
directly on Squaw Valley Rd. are particularly impacted since they are not
assisted by the presence of an intersection or traffic controllers. To continue
using cones to convert from two lanes to three has been proven ineffective.
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It is extremely dangerous, especially in bad weather, and has been poorly
staffed for the past 4 -5 years. It has not provided adequate LOS mitigation
to date.
For these reasons, project impacts to these road segments will be significant and
unavoidable.
Significant cumulative impacts to these roadway segments will also result along
Squaw Valley Rd. according to the DEIR. (DEIR Impact 18-18) For the same
reasons, we maintain that the TSM programs proposed will not mitigate cumulative
impacts in this location.
The DEIR should be revised to conclude that unavoidable project and cumulative
impacts will occur to the Squaw Creek Rd to Village area segment of Squaw Valley
Rd even with TSM mitigation measures 9-1a and b. A substantially reduced density
alternative and enhanced Bay Area, Reno, Truckee/Tahoe region and and local
transit services will be needed to reduce impacts accordingly and should be
analyzed.
3.

Significant project and cumulative impacts to intersections along
Squaw Valley Rd. have not been mitigated (Impacts 9-2 and 18-20).

Three intersections will fall to LOS F (below adopted County LOS standard C) along
Squaw Valley Rd. which are recommended to be mitigated by further TSM
measures. For the same reasons listed under 2 above, we consider these proposed
measures unrealistic and their effectiveness is not assured. As a result, impacts will
be significant and unavoidable.
One intersection will fall below the target LOS at Village East Rd/ Squaw Valley Rd
even with the proposed TSM mitigation. As a result, the developers have proposed
a new LOS F standard to get around this problem. However, agreeing to this
standard is up to the discretion of the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors. We maintain that LOS F is not an appropriate traffic level for our
community. Using this reduction in standard to claim impact reduction to below the
significant level and to avoid adopted standards would negatively affect the overall
quality of life, recreational experience, and safety of residents and visitors which they
were intended to protect.
Significant cumulative impacts to intersections will also result along Squaw Valley
Rd. according to the DEIR. For the same reasons, we maintain that the TSM
programs proposed will not mitigate cumulative impacts and standards should not be
increased to LOS F at Village East Rd.
We ask the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to reject use of the
Specific Plan CP-1 LOS F standard as a mitigation measure. In addition, the FEIR
should conclude that unavoidable project and cumulative impacts will occur to
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Squaw Valley Rd. intersections even with the DEIR recommended intersection TSM
mitigation measures due to their ineffectiveness. A substantially reduced density
alternative and enhanced Bay Area, Reno, Truckee/Tahoe region and local transit
services will be needed to reduce impacts accordingly.
4.

Impacts to Caltrans facilities demonstrate a clear need for a reduced
density alternative.

The DEIR concludes that significant, unavoidable project impacts will occur on Caltrans
intersections due to:




Lengthy queuing at Highway 89 and Squaw Valley Road
Traffic levels along Highway 89 between West River Street and Deerfield
Dr.
Traffic levels on SR 28 east of 89 in Tahoe City.

Significant, unavoidable cumulative impacts will occur on Caltrans intersections due to:





Traffic levels at I 80/89 and SR 89/Donner Pass Rd.
Lengthy queuing at Highway 89 and Squaw Valley Road
Traffic levels along Highway 89 between West River Street and Deerfield
Dr.
Traffic levels on SR 28 east of 89 in Tahoe City.

This underscores the impact that this project at the proposed density will have on the
quality of life and recreational visitor experience in this entire portion of the Tahoe Basin
from Truckee to Tahoe City. These will be urban levels of traffic congestion.
It should be noted that impacts to mainline I-80n were not evaluated. This should be
rectified in the FEIR.
Because of these unavoidable project and cumulative traffic impacts to Caltrans
facilities, a substantially reduced density alternative and enhanced Bay Area, Reno,
Truckee/Tahoe region and local transit services will be needed to reduce impacts
accordingly.
5. The DEIR substantially underestimates projected traffic volumes.
Traffic data from the 2011-2012 ski season was used in the DEIR to prepare project
traffic projections. However, the following analysis demonstrated that the choice of this
year results in a substantial underestimate of peak average winter traffic. (See DEIR
comments from David Stepner on this issue for the full analysis.)
The winter of 2011-2012 was one of the driest in recent times. The day chosen for the
peak hour was Saturday, February 18, 2012. Yet, on February 7, 2012 instead of the
normal average 69” snowpack, there was a 12” snowpack. No snow fell between
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November 7 and January 22, reducing usual traffic during this normally heavy traffic
period which includes Christmas and MLK weekend. It is clear that the DEIR traffic
study is not representative of an average Squaw Valley winter.
In addition, the DEIR assertion that the heaviest traffic days in the Valley are infrequent
is not accurate. In a good snow season, Squaw Valley would be at capacity on
Thanksgiving, Christmas week, MLK weekend, Presidents’ weekend, Spring break, and
Easter weekend totaling as many as 30 days of high traffic.
The DEIR comment letter from Sierra Watch prepared by Shute, Mihaly, and
Weinberger includes additional analysis of traffic generation underestimation and we
incorporate the comments on this issue by reference.
The DEIR underestimated peak average traffic levels must be rectified in the FEIR and
associated impacts such as noise, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions should be
reanalyzed.
6. The DEIR does not adequately address traffic impacts in the Tahoe Basin.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 requires that EIRs evaluate regional impacts with
special emphasis on environmental resources which are unique to that region (such as
Lake Tahoe) and specifically requires that any inconsistencies with regional plans in the
Lake Tahoe Basin be discussed. The DEIR neglects a discussion of these impacts.
We agree with the traffic discussion in the DEIR comment letter from Friends of the
West Shore and incorporate them by reference in this letter. The DEIR should be
revised to address their analysis.
7. The Specific Plan does not adequately provide for transit services. This
impact and potential for mitigation is underestimated in the DEIR.
The DEIR concludes that a number of traffic impacts generated by the project will be
significant and unavoidable. FoSV has also identified additional unavoidable traffic
impacts based on the fact that proposed mitigation is inadequate and traffic projections
may be underestimated. The primary solution appears to be a substantial reduction in
density. Additionally, the scale of the project (even reduced in size) requires a new
approach to transportation management in order to most effectively and thoroughly
address traffic, air quality, global warming, and noise impacts.
While the project claims to be pedestrian oriented, in reality almost all guests and
employees would arrive by car and park in large structured facilities, yet the mitigation
measures proposed would not reduce trip generation, rather they would accommodate
the increased traffic largely by adding roadway or facility capacity.
Provision of transit facilities receives minimal attention in the Specific Plan and should
be evaluated in greater depth in order to explore all feasible measures. A list of transit
services in concept to be provided is included (Specific Plan p. 5-29) for in-Valley and
Tahoe/Truckee travel. However, the specific details and financial commitment to each
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are not provided. A projected ridership goal for each is not included, necessary in order
to monitor success and to determine actual potential to reduce trip/vehicle miles
travelled. And many of the proposals are couched in terms such as “may be provided”,
“could encourage” or “to serve visitor demand as needed”. The DEIR has not
demonstrated the level of mitigation these measures will provide with assurance.
In-Valley transit measures cannot be assured without detailed proposals, identified
budget, and a financing plan. Additional tools to be considered should include:


Designating eastbound bus stops along Squaw Valley Road (currently there are
only westbound stops, making the shuttle unviable for residents);

Tahoe Basin/Truckee travel measures cannot be assured without detailed proposals
and a financing plan. Additional tools to be considered should include:


Real commitments to support, publicize, and subsidize Tahoe/Truckee regional
transit for visitors and employees, such as free regional bus tickets, bus and lift
tickets for skiers.



Effective carpool incentives such as preferential and free carpool parking for
Tahoe/Truckee visitors and employees, carpool casual carpool pickup spots in
Truckee and Tahoe City, free overnight ski lockers, etc.

In addition, timing of developer participation in and fair share of funding for Tahoe/
Truckee regional transit services (TART) must be identified at this time. This subject is
discussed in depth in the Friends of West Shore DEIR comment letter which we
incorporate here by reference. In summary, Mitigation Measure 9-7 only requires that
funding begin after ridership approaches capacity. This does not provide an incentive to
increase ridership by the developer. Nor does it provide a definite funding date. In
addition, the Specific Plan Transportation and Implementation Elements state that the
developer may either provide funding directly, or create a Community Service Area or
Community Facilities District (which passes funding responsibility on to resort home and
business owners). This funding uncertainty reduces the potential for adequate funding
of the transit system. Potential impacts to transit services may result (Impact 9-7)
without closure of these program gaps which should be required in the FEIR.
Out of Basin Measures. Reducing out of Basin vehicle trips to Squaw Valley would
have the greatest vehicle miles travelled (VMT) reduction potential. Out of Basin
measures cannot be assured without detailed proposals, identified budget, and a
financing plan. The “Enhanced Alternatives to the Private Automobile for Regional
Access” section of the Specific Plan (p. 30) would need to be designed with additional
meaningful, assured, and funded tools, including:
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Real commitments to support, publicize, and subsidize Reno and Bay Area
transit for visitors, such as free regional bus or train tickets packaged with lift
tickets and hotel stays;
Effective carpool incentives to Reno and Bay Area visitors such as preferential
and free carpool parking, free overnight ski lockers, and publicity that encourages
carpooling;
Charging for parking for day skiers and hotel guests to encourage carpooling and
transit. To ensure that skiers bear no additional cost associated with the paid
parking, daily lift tickets and season passes should be reduced in price
correspondingly.

The DEIR should be revised to incorporate the discussion above. A detailed transit
program should be prepared prior to Specific Plan adoption. It should include:


A quantified project VMT reduction goal designed to demonstrably mitigate
project traffic and greenhouse gas impacts of the project and its share of
cumulative impacts below the significant level. While “no net increase” in traffic
and VMT may not be possible, this concept should be considered, evaluated,
and modeled for potential in the FEIR as a possible feasible mitigation. Creative
mitigation may be able to come close to a no net increase goal. The final goal
selected should be expressed in a percentage of allowable increase and should
equal the amount of reduction shown to reduce impacts below the significant
level for traffic and greenhouse gas emissions.



Enhanced and assured transit services for visitors from the Bay Area, Reno, and
the Truckee/Tahoe region.



Monitoring to ensure effectiveness of measures and adjustment as needed.



A budget to carry out the measures and a financing plan, beginning with Plan
adoption.

8. The Specific Plan does not provide for adequate parking.
The DEIR concludes that effects associated with parking are not considered a
significant criterion under CEQA (DEIR p. 9-55, para. 2). However, the SVGPLUO
policies call for provision of adequate parking. Inconsistency with these policies would
necessitate a conclusion of a significant impact.
The 1983 SVGP specified a requirement for 3100 day skier parking spaces (SVGPLUO
p. 48, para. 3), assumed to be the day skier parking for all but the 4 busiest days (Policy
CP-10). For the DEIR, a parking analysis was prepared which still shows a 3,100 day
skier demand on the 5th busiest day (Table 9, DEIR Appendix G). It is difficult to believe
that the day skier population has not increased since 1983, 32 years ago. Please see
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the David Stepner DEIR comment letter for a detailed analysis of this issue which we
incorporate by reference.
The MacKay and Somps Master Phasing Plan, Exhibit Q, estimates that there are
currently 4,980 vehicle parking spaces (3,100 day skier used spaces, 560 existing
employee and guest vehicle spaces and 1,320 additional spaces). We do not see
1,320 extra spaces since the parking lots are full on many more than 5 of the busiest
days. Regardless, these 1,320 extra spaces will be filled at buildout according to the
parking analysis. There will be no room for what we believe is a larger number of day
skiers than accounted for in the study than existed in1983.
The project should be required to provide for the existing day skier population which we
believe has increased substantially since 1983, not reduce it. By not providing for the
current day skier number, the project will result in significant impacts (inconsistency with
the SVGPLUO and inadequate provision of a public facility) and displace an important
segment of the Squaw Valley day population and alter the culture of Squaw Valley.
Mitigation will need to be provided via a substantially reduced density project and
The DEIR should be revised to reflect this discussion.

Visual Impacts
The Significance Criteria based on the Placer County CEQA checklist and Appendix G of the
State CEQA Guidelines states that a project would result in a potentially significant impact on
visual resources if it would:
 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;
 Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a scenic highway;
 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings;
 Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area; or
 Create additional shadowing on existing structures or facilities during a substantial
portion of the day
It is our contention that the project will have a significant impact based on all of these criteria,
and the mitigations proposed are inadequate to lessen visual impacts below the significant level.
The visual impact section comments below were based on an analysis prepared by Friends of
Squaw Valley members (both permanent residents and 2nd home owners).
1. Visual impact on a scenic vista on visitor groups is under estimated.
The analysis separates the groups that frequent Squaw Valley into two: residents and
occasional visitors. By doing this the DEIR contends that the visual impact of the project will be
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less than significant to the occasional visitor group, who have no expectation of what was there
before and who constitute the majority of viewers. On the other hand, the DEIR does concede
that the visual impact will be significant and unmitigatable for the permanent population and
part-time residents of adjacent timeshare and hotel condominium projects, but ratlonalizes that
they are very small in relation to the occasional visitors, and therefore the impact on them can
be ignored. Therefore, though impacts to residents is considered significant and unavoidable,
the DEIR contends that, because the occasional visitors will be the vast majority of viewers, the
overall impact is lessened. But are there really only two groups?
The EIA accompanying this report (Table A-3) gave 640,725 as the number of visitor-days to
Squaw/Alpine. The number for Squaw Valley alone is less, as many people who frequent Alpine
do not come to Squaw Valley. A conservative estimate is 600,000 visitor days to Squaw Valley.
In addition, the North Lake Tahoe Resort Administration, in a planning presentation to the
SVMAC and PSD in May 2015, said that 45% of visitors come from within 3 hours of Squaw
Valley. There are also approximately 30,000 season pass holders to the Squaw Valley Ski Area;
and most will be in the 45% who live within 3 hours or up to 5 hours if coming from the Bay
Area. In a good ski year, they would be expected to come to Squaw Valley perhaps 10 times or
more totaling 300,000 visitor days. And these same people likely make up a significant
proportion of summer visitors as well.
It is clear that the occasional viewer is not the majority of visitors coming to Squaw Valley.
Rather the permanent population, the part-time residents of adjacent timeshare and hotel
condominium projects, and the day visitors who have been coming to Squaw Valley for years
(season pass holders) comprise the majority. And for this group the increase in number and size
of structures at the main Village area would increase the visibility of the built environment and
would obscure the lower slopes on the mountain to the same degree as the permanent
residents as described by the DEIR authors.
The DEIR (Impact 8-1) should be revised to reflect the analysis above. There is no mitigation
offered in the DEIR since elimination of the structures with potential to affect scenic vistas is
assumed to be infeasible by the authors. As a result, the conclusion should reflect the fact that
the impact remains unavoidable to a majority of viewers.
2. The DEIR conclusion that the primary important view is mountain tops is
inaccurate.
To summarize, the DEIR concludes that the mountain peaks are the dominant and primary point
of visual interest in the Valley. This contention is used in a number of the visual impact sections
(for example: DEIR Impact 8-1,p. 8-47, line 15 and p. 8-48, para 4; Impact 8-2, p. 8-54. Para2
and p. 8-55, para 3).
The DEIR does note that an increase in number and size of structures in the main Village area
would increase the visibility of the built environment and would obscure the lower slopes on the
mountain, yet this is not significant . The reasons given are (i) that the mountain peaks
surrounding the resort remain the primary point of visual interest, and (ii) the implementation of
the VSVSP design guidelines would result in a unified architectural style and landscaping that
would screen the lower portions of the new structures. (DEIR page 8-49, para 2)
However, the reality is that the focus of one’s view as one takes in the entire vista is not just the
upper mountain but also the Village. In addition, the view shifts more and more to the Village as
one gets closer. With the size of the buildings permitted by the Specific Plan, the Village aspect
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will become more overwhelming, regardless of whether the VSVSP guidelines are implemented
since these same guidelines permit buildings up to 108 feet in height with very close spacing. In
addition, this rationale that the primary point of visual interest is the mountain peaks dismisses
the importance of the internationally recognized foreground and middle ground views of the
meadow, village, and lower slopes, views which will be altered by the project mass and height.
(See Exhibit 8-14 below which shows the foreground and middleground.)
Referring to the image below (from DEIR Exhibit 8-14), the viewpoint is in the meadow (the
foreground), at a distance. The mountains rise well below the Village. However, consider, as
one approaches, the difference in impression of the left hand side (the Village project) vs the
right side (the existing IntraWest Village). The difference in visual character and height/ mass of
the structures is marked. This becomes more and more apparent as one comes closer to the
Village area.

To state that the primary view is the mountain tops is to state the obvious, and avoids the reality
that as visitors and residents approach the Village, the mass and scale of the Village will
dominate their view and substantially degrade the existing visual character and quality of the
site and its surroundings. This impact will be significant and unavoidable and cannot be
mitigated by use of the Design Guidelines as concluded in Mitigation 8-2b (DEIR p. 8-54, para
3). The DEIR should be revised to reflect this conclusion.
3. The impact of density and height of buildings is underestimated in the DEIR.
At the same time as stating in Impact 8-1 (DEIR p. 8-50, para 4) that the mountains are the
primary view and the Village, being small in comparison, is not a major visual concern, the DEIR
then states “the project could have potentially significant impact on the views (i) by increasing
the density and height of buildings, and (ii) including buildings, landscaping, and signs that are
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incongruous with the natural setting and inconsistent in design” (page 8-52. It goes on to say
“views from the east of the project site would be altered by the increased numbers of structures
that would be taller and closer to the viewer than the existing Intrawest Village structures.”
(Page 8-48) The above picture shows that the same will be true from the meadow, and, in fact,
the images show that this will be the case from every aspect. Note that from the homes to the
north, the increased density and height of the buildings will impact the views (DEIR Exhibit 8-9).
However, the DEIR largely minimizes the role of building heights in visual impacts by not directly
discussing the issue in the key paragraphs analyzing visual character impacts:


Impacts from the existing development and Squaw Valley Rd in the spring and
summer due to heights of new buildings is not discussed directly (DEIR p. 8-52, para
3). The DEIR does note in this section that in some cases “views of the distant
mountain peaks may be largely blocked”, and this is clearly shown in Figures 8-17
and 8-19; however, no height reduction is proposed in the mitigation measures
section. Rather, it is noted that the Specific Plan avoids height impacts by providing
for a structure of varying heights next just east of Intrawest Village. Yet, these
varying heights rise to 108 feet, clearly blocking existing views from this location (see
DEIR Figure 8-17).



Impacts from the main Village area and Squaw Valley Rd. in the winter are
dismissed due to diminished prominence of buildings by snow cover even though it
states that buildings would partially obscure views of the mountains (DEIR p. 8-52,
para 4).



Views from the Resort at Squaw Creek are dismissed because though new buildings
would be dominant they would be “consistent with the character of the developed
environment in the immediate foreground” (DEIR p. 8-52, para 5). Figure 8-14
shows this to be untrue, the increased height of the new structures being the most
notable change in character from the adjacent existing Village.



Open and unique views from the new Village to the tram are closed. This is
not discussed in the DEIR.

Visual degradation to the site and its surroundings (Impact 8-2) is concluded to be significant
and unavoidable during construction – for up to 25 years. However, again, the only mitigation
offered after construction is the implementation of the architectural and landscape design
guidelines. Yet, it is these very guidelines that allow for the construction of tall, box-like
buildings, with very tight spacing, and extensive shadowing. Height is an issue in this case,
regardless of the conflicting and sometimes dismissive statements relative to building heights in
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the DEIR. Mitigation Measure 8-2b relative to the project after construction should be revised to
a conclusion of significant and unavoidable, with building heights being a major factor.
It should also be noted that the DEIR did not utilize important impact evaluation criteria located
in the SVGPLUO and Design Guidelines which could have guided impact decisions relative to
building heights:


“Building design should complement and harmonize with neighboring buildings.”
Height and scale are listed as 2 ways to achieve compatibility. (SVGPLUO Design
Guidelines, Building Design Guideline 1, page 21)



“A building or project should be in scale with its immediate surroundings and with the
area.” (SVGPLUO Design Guidelines, Building Design Guideline 3 in part, page 21).

Based on our discussion in this section, we believe that these guidelines would be violated by
buildout of the Specific Plan as proposed.
As a result, FoSV supports a substantially reduced density alternative with buildings no taller
than 70 feet so that the character of the expanded village mirrors that of the existing village,
does not contrast nor overwhelm it, and avoids significant visual impacts.
4. The DEIR mischaracterizes night time lighting impacts.
The DEIR concludes that lighting to serve the project would create a new source of substantial
night time lighting in the Village area. This impact is concluded to be potentially significant for
both the main Village area and the East Parcel in the DEIR. We agree.
However, the mitigation discussion for the main Village area relies on landscaping on the
perimeters of the East Parcel to mitigate lighting impacts to neighboring residents (Mitigation
Measure 8-5a) and for both the Village area and the East Parcel, adherence to the VSVSP
Design Guidelines (Mitigation Measure 8-5b) as well as an additional lighting and photometric
plan and design. Headlight blocking mechanisms within the parking structures in the main VCC area are also proposed. With these measures, the DEIR concludes that lighting impacts from
the East Parcel will be mitigatable and impacts from the Village area will be unmitigatable.
Yet, the discussion focuses mainly on skyglow impacts rather than ground level impacts. In
order to fully understand the lighting impacts of the project and the effectiveness of any
mitigation, this emphasis must be revised. Relative to night time lighting emanating particularly
from the Village project, the issue is the sheer volume of windows. The impact does not result
just from indirect skyglow; it will also be a very direct impact to residents at the level of their

19

home. The problem is the light emanating from all the windows of the very tall buildings and
their appearance from the residences to the north and to Squaw Valley Rd.
The image below shows the increase in window lighting between the current IntraWest

Village and the combined IntraWest and proposed project when complete. The increase in
lighting is apparent.
Next is an image from the North (from a location along Christy Lane, the lowest of the parallel
streets to Squaw Valley Rd.) Even though there is tree blocking most of the view, again the
dramatic increase in lighting is apparent. It is quite clear that the damage is done at elevations
above ground level, so the headlight blocking, landscaping, parking lot lighting and other lower
level mitigations proposed will not be effective.
We conclude that the impact of both indirect skyglow and direct building night time lighting
viewed from residential areas cannot be mitigated with the measures proposed. In order to
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address the direct lighting impact from structures, particularly from higher elevations to the
south and north the only viable solution is to

reduce the extent of the sources of illumination and to restrict the heights of the buildings to
keep the impact closer to the ground. There is nothing in the DEIR lighting mitigation measures
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or the Specific Plan Design Guidelines Lighting section to address these issues (Specific Plan,
p. B-89).
The DEIR should be revised to reflect this discussion and the Reduced Density Alternative
should be revised to incorporate 50% or more reduction in density and buildings no higher than
70 feet, similar to existing tallest Village heights.
5.

The DEIR inaccurately concludes that shadowing impacts will be less than
significant.

The DEIR concludes that the project will result in less than significant shadowing impacts. The
DEIR shadow study shows that, since the main Village area of the project is located close to the
southern edge of the Valley (and hence the mountains to the south), the shadowing effect is a
factor on neighboring facilities (to the west) only in the AM of the winter months when the sun is
at a low angle to the east of the Valley. By noon, even at the winter solstice, shadowing is not a
factor at all, and by 3PM the shadows go in the opposite direction.
Looking at other times of the year, and focusing at noon, the results are the same

Spring 3-20 @ noon

Summer 6-20 @ noon
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Fall 9-20 @ noon

Winter 12-20 @ noon

However, the section goes on to say: “The proposed structures would also cast shadows on
proposed parking lots, outdoor use areas including the open area associated with Squaw Creek,
and other proposed buildings”. In accordance with the significance criteria above, internal
effects of the project are not considered in the analysis.” (DEIR p. 8057, para 2)
We disagree that the internal effects of the project should not be considered. Lot 33 is a key
gathering space in the proposed project. As the four noon time pictures above show, part of this
gathering space is in shadows the entire year, with summer solstice being the only sunny time
in this area. All winter long this gathering area would be in shadows and extremely cold. It
should also be noted that the building concepts do not necessarily represent the worst case
shadowing that buildout of the polygons could generate.
The DEIR authors rely on the CEQA Impact Evaluation Criteria which assumes that a significant
visual impact will result if a project will “create additional shadowing on existing structures or
facilities during a substantial part of the day” (emphasis added, DEIR p. 8-45. Para 2).
However, the DEIR failed to note that existing residents will also use this plaza which is
proposed to be the main gathering area for the entire Village. An existing parking area will be
shadowed in the winter as well as new walkways (DEIR Exhibit 8-21) which will affect existing
and future visitors and residents with both visual and safety impacts. In addition, the existing
SVGPLUO Design Guidelines read: “Buildings should be sited with consideration given to sun
and shade”. (SVGPLUO Design Guidelines, Site Plan Design Guideline 4, p. 11) The design of
the project overall, including this main gathering area, clearly violates this guideline which
should also be considered an impact evaluation criteria. Contrast this with the image on Page B5 of the Specific Plan that shows an open, sunny, airy central plaza. The actual project plan
bears no resemblance to this depiction. Or contrast this to the Specific Plan objective B-60:
“Encourage designs that minimize shadows cast on outdoor gathering areas or residential
buildings, especially in winter.”
In particular, it is clear that Lot 33 is a poorly designed gathering space. Both buildings 1A and
1B could be constructed to 108’ at the maximum (almost all of 1B could rise to 108’) against the
boundary of Lot 33. In order to avoid significant impacts, this gathering space should be open to
the south, rather than having only a narrow corridor between buildings 1A and 1B. To achieve
this, the buildings should be oriented N-S, rather than E-W, and reduced in height. If one studies
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the Northstar central plaza, the taller buildings are to the north and east, and the buildings to the
south and west are less tall, minimizing shadows. In addition, the central gathering area should
be shaped more as a large circle or oval, rather than a long, narrow corridor to allow for more
sun access.
The DEIR authors did show the plaza open to the south in the Reduced Density alternative as
shown below.

Based on the discussion above, we conclude that the project as proposed will result in
significant shadowing impacts. Mitigation should include re-orientation of the potential layout of
the buildings with respect to shadowing within the proposed Village core to allow substantially
more sun during the during the winter months. However, without reduction in building height,
shadowing impacts will still be unavoidable. The FEIR should reflect this additional discussion
and conclusions.
6. The DEIR failed to discuss the visual impact of parking structures.
Parking structures are permitted at the entry to Lots 11 and 12, separated from the Village core.
The visual impact from Squaw Valley Rd. of parking structures as the first visible buildings
before entering the Village would be significant. Currently views are open toward the existing
compact village; parking structures in the current proposed locations would substantially
degrade the visual character of the site by closing this open view to the Village and slopes
behind. Measures to locate free standing parking structures should be developed to prohibit
their location at key entry points, directly adjacent to the creek, or blocking critical view
corridors. (See DEIR comment letter from resident Judy Carini for additional detail.)

Groundwater Drawdown and Stream Water Quality
1. Groundwater drawdown and water quality impacts to
stream, meadow, fish and riparian vegetation are underestimated in
the DEIR.
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The Squaw Creek watershed is already an impaired system. The last spawning brown
trout was seen in 1995. In 2007, while addressing the TMDL for Squaw Creek, the State
Water Board acknowledged that Squaw Creek suffers from (1) excessive sedimentation
and (2) inadequate in stream flows. (State Water Resources Control Board Resolution
No. 2007-0008 2/20/07). GANDA 2012+2014 reports further documented that "fish
populations in Squaw Creek are currently limited by poor habitat conditions resulting
from lack of surface flows and excessive sedimentation." As a result, any additional
negative impacts to this system must be considered substantial. No further degradation
should be permitted.
Yet this project alone proposes to extract an additional 234 AFY of groundwater (28%
more) from a sole source aquifer resulting in a projection of groundwater drawdown that
will have significant adverse impacts. Though the DEIR maintains that the impacts can
be mitigated, the margin of error is very thin.
The WSA is simply an assessment, not a verification, of groundwater availability. It is a
predictive hypothesis based on a groundwater model that has significant limitations and
uncertainty. It only addresses sufficiency of operational supply, not actual stream flow
conditions or biological consequences of additional pumping. Nevertheless, the model
predicts a worsening of both water quantity and quality (GANDA 2014, pg 15) from
already poor baseline conditions.
The following critical water quantity/quality issues have been omitted from or
inadequately addressed in the DEIR:


There is no mention in the DEIR of consequences to fish and benthic
macroinvertebrates other than analysis of concern over drying refugia pools. The
Squaw Creek TMDL and associated monitoring have established biological
indices as targets. Despite the fact that the project proposes stream restoration
of the Squaw Creek trapezoidal section, ground water pumping will result in
stream flow drawdown, creek bed drying, loss of riparian plants, and resultant
additional erosion will risk harm to the biology of the creek. (Ganda 2012 &
2014)



Restoration of Squaw Creek is not proposed until approximately 40% of project
buildout. In order to mitigate potential project stream impacts which will be
additive to existing impacts in this impaired system and to implement Placer
County General Plan policy 6.A.11, this restoration should be implemented with
initial construction.



In just the last four consecutive drought years, we have witnessed the western
portion of the creek to dry up earlier (temporally) and longer (spatially) which is
not incorporated into the model.
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The groundwater model has not been calibrated to measured stream flows and
only assesses up to one foot above streambed.
2. Groundwater drawdown and water quality mitigation measures
proposed in the DEIR do not adequately avoid significant impacts to
stream, meadow, fish and riparian vegetation.

The DEIR, citing the Water Supply Assessment (WSA), concludes that groundwater
elevations will fall over 3 feet in certain areas of the aquifer in drier years and could
significantly impact riparian vegetation in the west channel and upper east channel of
Squaw Creek as well as result in increased drying of fish refugia pools. The GANDA
report (2014) also determined that "…additional extraction of groundwater…could affect
the magnitude, duration, timing, and spatial extent of intermittent (or lacking) stream
flows, as well as the quality of refugia pools…(as well as) affect water quality" As a
result , the DEIR concluded that these impacts would be potentially significant (DEIR p.
6-46, para. 1)
We do not believe that the future verification plans outlined in Mitigation Measure 13-4
will assure mitigation of biotic impacts (meadow and riparian vegetation, stream bank
erosion and refugia pools, fish and benthic macroinvertebrate) below the significant
level for the following reasons:


These measures focus solely on operational pumping controls (mainly adhering
to a 65% saturation safe rate) as a panacea to protection of groundwater
levels. Certainty is not warranted since this is confirmation based on inductive
reasoning from a limited groundwater model. It is a hypothesis at best. No
confirmation could also result.



Uncertainties and limitations of the groundwater model limit its usefulness. In
fact, the WSA concluded that: “Both future supply availability and demand
variations will be linked to the exact timing of precipitation and runoff and the
effects of climate change. However, there is not currently adequate information
regarding potential changes in the timing of recharge to the Basin or demands in
Squaw Valley to reasonably predict the effects of climate change on water
supply availability.” (WSA p. 7-2, last para) It is likely that these changes will
almost certainly result in less groundwater recharge and should be factored into
conclusions.



The DEIR proposal relies on deferred preparation of criteria to minimize
groundwater pumping impact and adequacy of supply. (DEIR p. 13-63 and
MMP, p.46). The outline of subjects to be included in future criteria (DEIR page
13-63 to 13-65 ) does not meet the CEQA allowance for performance standards
to provide mitigation (CEQA Guidelines Section 16126.4 (a)(B)) since (1) it has
not been adequately demonstrated that the 65% saturation goal in the western
well fields will protect biotic resources and stream quality and (2) criteria A.iv at
DEIR p. 13-64 (“Any additional measures by the SVPSD (or other water
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provider) or the County to address operational concerns and protection of water
quality”) does not provide a standard to monitor. A more effective groundwater
monitoring, management, and response plan is needed. It should be prepared
before Specific Plan approval and should include:
o

A hydrographic basin conditions scale and map as well as basin condition
triggers which will dictate how much drawdown will be allowed when
triggers are reached. This will allow inclusion of the upland well areas
(horizontal wells and SkiCorp bedrocks wells) and include all
recharge/input areas ridge to ridge which are not part of current maps.
A pre-determined and agreed upon plan to reduce or stop groundwater
extractions should be included to ensure speed and effectiveness of
response if problems arise. This should include a response plan with
specific actions outlined for mitigation if adverse biotic impacts to the
meadow or creek result. If groundwater drawdown or biotic impacts
exceed an agreed upon level, additional land use entitlements should not
proceed.

o

There is also reference (MM 13-4) to a groundwater sustainability plan
(GSP) which the DEIR suggests "may" be undertaken by SVPSD; this
should be part of the plan discussed above. The current Olympic Valley
Groundwater Management Plan has laudable goals and objectives, but
no real specifics, benchmarks, or triggers for responding to worsening
conditions. Such a binding document needs to be established prior to any
County approval of this proposed development.

o Secured funding for and commitment to an ongoing study of the entire
aquifer and its recharge area, including groundwater supply and biotic
support issues. The developer must guarantee a secure, in perpetuity
funding source for further studies as well as implementation of the action
plan (as required by Placer County Policy 6.A.4.f.).
o

The responsible agency must be Placer County, as the agency with
jurisdiction over future entitlements and environmental concerns. (The
Squaw Valley Public Service District has no charter or capacity to conduct
biologic monitoring and has no authority over entitlements.)
The DEIR suggests (MM13-4) future Development Agreements with the
Squaw Valley Public Service District. Since the SVPSD’s only charter is
groundwater management, Placer County also needs to establish a
Development Agreement regarding surface water, biotic effect monitoring
triggers and consequences and contingency plans. These documents
should allow public review and input. The agreements need to be secured
prior to Specific Plan approval, not at the time of crisis or deferred to a
later date when their effectiveness cannot be reviewed in the public arena
of the EIR review.
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o

An ongoing oversight committee, open to the public, should be formed to
evaluate the monitoring results and to oversee mitigation implementation
in perpetuity.

o

The groundwater monitoring and mitigation implementation program
should be included in a separate detailed Public Facility Master Plan and
Financing Plan within the Specific Plan. The groundwater system is a
public facility and therefore requires a master plan under Specific Plan
law (California Government Code Section 65451). The Financing Plan
should estimate the cost of the program, to be adjusted as mitigation is
implemented for the life of the project and the monitoring/action program.

Additional mitigation to respond to groundwater effects was necessitated in the DEIR
because Mitigation Measure 13-4 relies only on the WSA operational plan that may or
may not be effective in protecting riparian vegetation. As a result, Mitigation Measure 61-c includes irrigation (furthering groundwater extraction) to sustain riparian habitat or
allows off site mitigation if vegetation is eventually impacted due to groundwater
drawdown. Alternatively, additional modeling to predict vegetation impacts at higher
elevation above the stream bed than was analyzed in the current groundwater analysis
can be conducted to eliminate the need for further riparian monitoring.These measures
are not the most effective available and should be revised as part of the groundwater
planning and action plan process described above.
The mitigations described in this section of our comments should be included in the
FEIR. We expect that impacts will still be potentially significant and unavoidable without
project size reduction. However, impacts would be more effectively mitigated than
under the mitigation plan as proposed.
3.

Snow storage mitigation is inadequately addressed in the DEIR.

Snowmelt is a source of aquifer and creek recharge. However, snow removed from
parking lots contains contaminants that jeopardize water quality.
Existing Village snow storage sites include:


Just east of the existing current parking lot (Site 4, MacKay and Somps 2014)
lies on top of two proposed municipal wells. No contamination has been
identified to date. New construction and creek rehabilitation of the Olympic
Channel will require modifying and partially abandoning this location.



North of the Squaw Creek trapezoidal channel (Site 3, MacKay and Somps
2014) is a key existing snow storage location. It results in a visually impacting
blackened hillside each spring and, upon melting, flows directly into Squaw
Creek and the western drinking water aquifer.
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These areas will receive continued snow storage with project buildout in addition to
three other sites (5 total sites), yet no analysis of the adequacy of water quality
protection methods proposed from the runoff is included in the DEIR. Rather,
impacts were considered less than significant because total snow storage in the
Village area will decrease over existing. (DEIR p. 13-90, para 1)
East Parcel considerations:


Currently, snow is hauled from the existing Village to Lot 4, the East Parcel. This
will no longer be feasible with East Parcel development. The DEIR does not
resolve this dilemma. The developer owns the land under the existing Village
and 50% of the commercial area. SVRE should be required to provide a solution
and funding to resolve the current unacceptable and impacting practice of snow
removal off site from the existing Village.



New snow storage proposed adjacent to Squaw Creek will drain directly in to the
creek. Even though this does not impact Squaw Valley’s aquifer, it will potentially
impact the water quality of lower Squaw Creek and the Truckee River. The
conceptual snow storage map (Exhibit 13-31) and the mitigation measures
recommended in the DEIR (MM 13-7) do not provide enough detail to ensure no
reduction of long-term water quality degradation from snowmelt and runoff from
the East Parcel. Rather, specific details are deferred to future preparation and a
“Subsequent Conformity Review Process” leaving us no possibility of reviewing
their potential for effectiveness now.



“Off-hauling” is considered an option to solve the snow storage dilemma facing
this project (DEIR p. 13-80, para. 1). Removing potential water and recharge
resources outside this watershed is an unacceptable mitigation that will
potentially adversely affect another watershed and has not been evaluated in this
DEIR.

Detailed snow storage runoff analysis is needed from both the east and west areas
before the Specific Plan is approved as well as new analysis of snow storage options
that do not jeopardize drinking water wells, the creek, or transport critical water/snow
out of the watershed.
4. The fractional cabin area key recharge zone should remain undeveloped
and more extensive mapping and understanding of recharge is needed.
According to the WSA (Moran, LLNL 2013 & Williams, HydroMetrics 2013), most
recharge to the Squaw Valley aquifer comes from just above 6300 feet around the
perimeter of the valley. The area of the proposed fractional cabins, Lots 16 & 18, is
within the 6200 to 6300 feet recharge area, directly adjacent to the critical, undeveloped
recharge zone above 6300 feet. Table 13-4 describes this "mountain front" area that
feeds directly into the existing well field. These lots represent the largest remaining
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completely undisturbed area proposed for new impervious coverage by the
development. Yet, the DEIR concludes that impacts to groundwater recharge due to
impervious coverage increase will be less than significant since impervious acreage will
increase only slightly over the entire project area and these lots will utilize "low impact
development". This needs to be verified, not by LID management practice compliance,
but by scientific analysis specific to this geographic site. The DEIR is woefully
inadequate in analyzing this concern.
Derrik Williams, in the Olympic Valley Creek/Aquifer Study Final Report (Hydrometrics,
Nov. 2014, p. 19), addressed recharge from the North. This north-side critical recharge
area (average 6350 foot elevation) is where Lots 16 & 18 are proposed for fractional
cabins and where Lot 19, the heavy maintenance site, will contain impervious roads and
an extensive concrete containment basin. The report states (page 4): "The District
should furthermore map and protect the primary groundwater recharge
zones…additional mapping efforts may help locate important recharge areas. The
mapped recharge zones should be maintained as protected, and potentially enhance
recharge areas." (Emphasis added.) Additional comments (pg 18) state: "Mountainfront recharge raises groundwater elevations north of Squaw Creek, near Squaw Valley
Road" and "The groundwater north of Squaw Creek discharges into Squaw Creek,
increasing Squaw Creek flows. …(and in the middle of the trapzoidal channel) water
begins to discharge from Squaw Creek into the aquifer." The recommendation is
certainly counter to the proposal for developing Lots 16, 17, 18, and 19 with more
impervious surfaces.
Given the uncertain groundwater drawdown impacts of the project which require
monitoring and response plans as the project proceeds to ensure impact avoidance, it is
clear that the protection of the Lot 16 and 18 area should have been evaluated as a
potential mitigation measure to accompany the monitoring requirements. This measure
should be evaluated in the FEIR to ensure that all available mitigation options are
analyzed per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 (a) (B). A groundwater basin recharge
map should be created for the uplands immediately above the entire Village setting.
5. The DEIR has inadequately analyzed or omitted important recharge
studies.
South side recharge: south side recharge and groundwater flow zones are not
analyzed and remain a source of significant uncertainty.
North side recharge: (See discussion of the 2014 Hydrometrics report in our Section 2
above.)
Pumping Management Plan as mitigation: Again, regarding the DEIR reliance on the
pumping management plan (MM 6-1c and 13-4) as a strategy to protect the creek and
lessen biotic impacts, the Olympic Valley Creek/Aquifer Study Final Report (Nov 2014)
also acknowledges (p. 39) that "…the basin may not be large enough to store much
water away from the creek. …(and) pumping may intercept water that would eventually
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flow to the meadow, and into Squaw Creek." It goes on to note: "this strategy is
conceptually beneficial to creek flows, the benefit to the Squaw Creek will only be
known after additional analysis and testing of the strategy." This is hardly the same
confidence expressed in DEIR Mitigation 13-4 and 13-5 which claim that by following
"operational parameters", there will be no "substantial adverse effects on water quality,
Squaw Creek and/or biological habitat" and will "result in confirmation that groundwater
pumping does not result in losses of riparian vegetation in the west channel or upper
east channel of Squaw Creek".
Groundwater mapping not ridge to ridge: Current aquifer mapping is not extensive
enough for a full understanding of the groundwater system of the Valley and needs to
be augmented with a hydrographic map of the entire basin, ridge to ridge, as
recommended previously in this section.
6. Impacts to Squaw Creek as a result of proposed restoration plans defer too
much analysis of impacts onto further study.
Extensive further study is recommended by the DEIR to understand the potential
impacts of the proposed restoration of Squaw Creek trapezoidal section (Impact 13-6
and Mitigation Measures 6-1a and 6-1b). This deferral of detailed plans and analysis
leaves impacts uncertain and potentially significant at this time. Detailed plans should
be prepared before the Plan is adopted and analyzed in this EIR.
In addition, as discussed previously, restoration of Squaw Creek is not proposed until
approximately 40% of project buildout. In order to mitigate potential project stream
impacts which will be additive to existing impacts in this impaired system and to
implement Placer County General Plan policy 6.A.11, this restoration should be
implemented with initial construction.

Public Facilities/Services
1. Provision of public facilities and services are not adequately ensured in the
Specific Plan, an inconsistency with the Placer County General Plan, and
therefore, a potentially significant impact will result.
The DEIR concludes (p. 4-23, para 1) that the very vague Specific Plan public
facility/service policies (Specific Plan policies PU 1 and PU 5) are adequate assurance
that public facilities and services will be provided. It concludes that the Specific Plan
meets Placer County General Plan policy 4.A.2 requiring that the County shall ensure
through the development review process that adequate public facilities and services are
available to meet serve new development.
We disagree that Placer County General Plan 4.A.2 has been met. This is because the
Specific Plan does not provide detailed public facility master plans nor an adequate
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Financing Plan. The DEIR consultants were asked to evaluate a Specific Plan which is
in violation of California Government Code Section 65451, which requires that Specific
Plans include detailed public facility and service master plans and financing plans:
California Government Code Section 65451,
(a)A Specific Plan shall include….:
(2) The proposed distribution, location, and extent and intensity of major
components of public and private transportation, sewage, water, drainage,
solid waste disposal, energy, and other essential facilities proposed to be
located within the area covered by the plan and needed to support the land
uses described in the plan.
(4) A program of implementation measures including regulations, programs,
public works projects, and financing measures necessary to carry out
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3).

The lack of a financing plan and detailed public facility maps and details improperly
defers disclosure and environmental review of necessary critical elements of the
Specific Plan which should be reviewed at this time, and provides inadequate mitigation.
Sections 8.4.1 through 8.6.2 of the Specific Plan outlines an implementation and
financing strategy for public facilities and services that does not meet State Specific
Plan requirements. It is not appropriately specific as to phasing, cost, responsibility, or
feasibility of planned public facilities and services. Instead, the following measures
serve as a substitute to a detailed financing plan:
 Phasing is permitted to be building by building rather than by area (Specific Plan
p, 8-5, para 10);
 Public facility master plans will be developed at a future date (SP Policy IM 4);
 Responsibility for financing is by individual developers. However, public
financing may be requested (such as fees or assessment districts, etc.), creating
an uncertainty as to how facilities will actually be financed and who will pay for
them;
 Feasibility of the public facilities and services and resulting fee levels will be
determined at a later date in a Public Facilities Financing Plan (which cannot be
determined now because general cost estimates for each facility have not been
provided).
 The Master Phasing Plan (MacKay and Somps, July, 2015) does not require
phasing by time period.
The effect is not the identification of “financing measures necessary to carry out…” the
Specific Plan as required by State Specific Plan law 65451. Rather, The Specific Plan
simply restates that financing measures will be identified in the future.
The DEIR authors, the public and decision makers cannot determine if future master
plans will ensure adequate provision of facilities and services in advance of their
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preparation. These master plans and financing plans must be prepared before the EIR
is completed. Mitigation cannot be assured without this information.
The following questions must be answered in the EIR:


Are the proposed facilities and services feasible given the absence of
comprehensive cost estimates and a Financing Plan?



Could the costs of providing facilities and services be so high that the project is
infeasible? Could this result in eventual pressure to reduce the level of services
promised? Could this result in failure of the special assessment districts, leaving
the County taxpayers holding the bag?

2. A needed fire station location is not identified in the Specific Plan or the
DEIR (Impact 14-7).
This omission results in a significant impact that must be mitigated.

Cultural Resources
1. The potential loss of two of the historic buildings from the Olympic era
which still have historic integrity can be better mitigated. This is not an
unavoidable impact.
The Nevada and Athlete’s Center (Olympic Village Inn-OVI) buildings from the Olympic
era still exhibit historic integrity according to the DEIR. They will be demolished as part
of the project. The DEIR correctly concludes (Impact 7-1) that this will result in a
significant, unavoidable impact. However, we believe that this impact is avoidable.
Preservation of these structures should be considered viable mitigation measures. The
Athlete’s Center-OVI is proposed to be replaced by fractional cabins. The Nevada
building is in the location of the proposed MAC. Minor revisions could be made to the
Plan to allow for their retention; and these should be categorized as mitigation
measures to ensure the likelihood that they will be implemented. They could also be
incorporated into the two revised Reduced Density Alternatives that we have
recommended at the end of this letter.
It is up to the developer to explain in detail and with specific financial estimates why
these buildings cannot be preserved if this measure is rejected.
The loss of these building would be inconsistent with Policies 5.D.6 and 5.D.7 of the
Placer County General Plan (DEIR p.7-13) because the resources can be retained; no
evidence to the contrary has been presented.
In addition, though the DEIR recognizes the importance of the Olympic era buildings to
Squaw Valley, it neglects to note that the entire area has been designated California
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Historic Landmark 724 relative to the importance of Squaw Valley and its Olympic era to
the expansion of the ski industry in California. This designation adds additional impetus
to preservation of the remaining Olympic era buildings.
The FEIR should include a mitigation measure be added to Impact 7-1 requiring
retention of the Nevada and Athlete’s Center-OVI buildings to ensure that all feasible
mitigation is utilized or that their retention be incorporated into a revised Reduced
Density Alternative.

Noise
1. Traffic noise levels may be underestimated due to flawed traffic report.
As we have discussed previously, the traffic volumes have been underestimated in the
DEIR. As a result, traffic noise impacts may have also been underestimated. This
should be rectified in the Final EIR.
The DEIR also dismisses the importance of this impact because of the “relative
infrequency” of the peak traffic times (DEIR p. 11-31, para 3). We would appreciate it if
this editorial comment would be removed from the DEIR. Many of our members are
residents along Squaw Valley Road and can report that it is their perception that traffic
noise levels are extremely high during much of the summer and winter, affecting their
quality of life. Though the County has adopted noise standards which allow for
significance criteria to increase where base levels are higher, the effect is that actual
noise impacts to residents is substantial.
2. We agree with the DEIR; unavoidable exterior traffic noise on Squaw Valley
Rd. (DEIR p. 11-33).
This impact can only be reduced substantially with a substantially reduced density
alternative.
3. Interior traffic noise levels will be more impacting than reported.
We disagree with the DEIR (Mitigation Measure 11-5) that interior noise levels in the
summer will be reduced to the acceptable 45 dBA Ldn because of standard insulated
construction and double paned windows. In the summer, these homes will likely have
open windows because of the pleasant high elevation climate. In fact, many homes in
this area do not have air conditioning because of this, with no ability to reduce traffic
noise intrusion during warm months.
This conclusion should be revised to significant and unavoidable or significant and
mitigatable after additional measures are explored. A variety of traffic noise reduction
techniques should be evaluated including provision of air conditioning or other means of
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better sound insulation to affected homes, lowering of the speed limit on Squaw Valley
Rd., and trip generation reduction methods such as more effective mass transit.
4. Stationary noise sources will be more impacting than reported.
Mitigation measure 11-3 requires that all stationary noise sources be oriented, located,
and designed in such a way that reduces noise to comply with Placer County noise
standards. It is difficult to foresee at this time that this measure will be fully effective
since actual building site plans do not exist. Mitigation cannot be assured at this time.
This impact should be termed significant and unavoidable.
5. Construction noise significant, unavoidable impacts noted in the DEIR
support a reduced density alternative with construction end at 10 years.
The DEIR concludes that construction noise levels will be significant and unavoidable
particularly because of night time construction and the fact that construction periods will
extend for up to 25 years. We note that construction will take place day and night at
times. Winter construction is common with current construction technology.
We agree with the significant, unavoidable conclusion and for this reason, we request
discussion of two revised reduced density alternatives in the FEIR which include
approval of the Specific Plan at a substantially reduced density and only to the end of a
ten year period. After this period, additional land use entitlement applications would be
required via a revised Specific Plan or Planned Unit Development proposals with
additional environmental review.
In addition, additional measures that should be required include:



Reduced construction truck traffic hours beyond Placer County standards,
such as 8 am to 6 pm.
No construction trucks on Squaw Valley Rd. during holidays where the
parking load is expected to be over 50% of capacity, nor on snow plowing
days.

Population Growth
1. The peak overnight occupancy numbers are not supported.
The DEIR concludes that the peak overnight occupancy generated by the project in
Squaw Valley will total 5,878 people. Combined with the existing population and future
population from other projects a total peak total overnight occupancy of 9,483 is
projected (DEIR p. 5-12 (para 2). The DEIR notes that this number does not exceed the
Specific Plan planned maximum overnight peak population of 11,000-12,000 (DEIR p.
5-12, para 2). These conclusions are flawed for the following reasons:
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In determining these numbers, average occupancy rates for various types
of housing and transient lodging assumed in the WSA were used. These
occupancy rates are not supportable. In fact, the WSA concludes that “no
assessment of this transient component of effective population has been
completed” (DEIR Appendix A, p. 3-2, para 1). It appears that the
MacKay-Somps reports which generated the original occupancy rates
were based on averages, not peak periods.



More realistic peak overnight occupancy calculations should be prepared
using occupancy based on actual bed counts which are likely to be
substantially higher on peaks days than average occupancy. High
occupancy rates are common in ski areas on peak days.

Based on the discussion above, accuracy of calculations or conclusions related to the
following population related impacts in the DEIR are suspect: inducement of population
growth (Impact 5-2), traffic and parking, water supply, groundwater drawdown, air
quality, greenhouse gases, traffic noise, public facility/service needs.
The peak overnight population calculations should be reanalyzed based on the
discussion above and conclusions revised accordingly.
2. The 11,000 to 12,000 assumed maximum peak overnight population for
Squaw Valley referenced in the SVGP is no longer supportable.
The SVGP and the Placer County General Plan include wording which makes it clear
that the 11,000-12,000 peak overnight population maximum originally planned for
(SVGP p. 5, para 2) should be tempered by potential environmental impacts:
a. “…the quality of the permanent residential community must not be
adversely affected by the detrimental effects of a short term, high
intensity use by a transient, seasonal population.” (SVGP, p 5, para 3)
b. “…it is apparent that rational limits must be placed on the development
of Squaw Valley. In an ecologically sensitive area such as Squaw
Valley, development beyond a certain capacity will damage the
recreational and living experience of current and future users. A
potential conflict exists between permanent residents, enjoying their
community, and land owners profiting from a greater amount of tourist
dollars flowing into the area. The construction of additional tourist
related recreational development, though it may bring economic gains
to many, can result in a diminished ability for the local residents and
visitors to enjoy the area.” (SVGP Page 7, paras 1 and 2)
c.

“The County will support the expansion of existing winter ski and
snow play areas and development of new areas where circulation and
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transportation system capacity can accommodate such expansions or
new uses and where environmental impacts can be adequately
mitigated.” (Placer County General Plan, Policy 1.G.1)
Consistency with the Placer County General Plan and SVGPLUO should be termed
significant and unavoidable relative to the policies listed above due to the numerous
unavoidable impacts which have been identified in the DEIR.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change
1. The DEIR underestimates project air quality impacts.
The DEIR concludes that air quality impacts can be mitigated below the significant level
by using measures outlined in the adopted regional air quality management plan.
However, the DEIR failed to address the health risks of construction period emissions in
the short term as well as over a 25 year buildout period. The Sierra Watch DEIR
comment letter prepared by Shute, Mihaly, and Weinberger details this impact and we
incorporate that section of their comments by reference here.
In addition, as we have discussed in the Traffic section of this letter, the DEIR
underestimated trip generation and VMT projections of the project which will result in an
underestimate of air quality impacts.
The DEIR should be adjusted to incorporate analysis of the issues discussed above.
2. The DEIR analysis of project greenhouse gas emissions and contribution
to climate change are inadequately addressed and underestimated.
The DEIR concludes that project greenhouse gas emissions in 2020 will result in less
than significant impacts. This conclusion is flawed for a number of reasons as outlined
in detail in the Sierra Watch DEIR comment letter prepared by Shute, Mihaly, and
Weinberger. We incorporate their discussion of this issue by reference here.
To summarize:
 The DEIR valuates project emissions against future hypothetical conditions
rather than baseline existing conditions.
 The project greenhouse gas emission of 45,403 tons of CO2 per year vastly
exceeds the threshold adopted for this region of 1,100 metric tons of CO2 per
year. However, he DEIR concluded that this is less than significant because
new State and regional emission reduction regulations are expected to be in
place in the future and, therefore, project emissions are evaluated against this
hypothetical future condition.
 The DEIR inappropriately defers analysis of impacts after 2020 to a later date.
 Consistency with State and regional plans for greenhouse gas reductions is
not discussed.
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Because greenhouse gas emissions are concluded to be less than significant,
available feasible mitigation is not explored.

The DEIR should reevaluate project contribution to climate change based on the
discussion above, concede that impacts will be significant, and develop a meaningful
and assured action plan.

Alternatives
1. The Final EIR should analyze Reduced Density Alternatives with additional
design features to mitigate a wide range of unavoidable impacts.
CEQA requires agencies to discuss alternatives which would reasonably attain most of
the project objectives and which would avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the
significant impacts of the project (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15002 (a) (3),15021 (a)
(2), 15091 (a), 15126.6 (a), 15126.6(c).) The creation of the environmentally superior
alternative cannot be accomplished without evaluating a reasonable range of
alternatives, (CEQA Section 15126.6 (a) and San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society v.
County of San Bernardino, 1984). In addition: “The range of feasible alternatives shall
be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and
informed decision making (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (f)). In this case, the
DEIR discusses only one alternative scale beyond the procedural No Project
alternatives. The alternatives were also not devised to address the elimination or
reduction in intensity of many critical unavoidable impacts which would result from the
project as well as additional unavoidable impacts which we have described in this letter.
FoSV recommends that the alternatives below be additionally analyzed in the FEIR.
We believe that they are of such importance and public interest that the EIR would not
be legally adequate without their presentation.
a. New Alternative 1
We recommend that the Reduced Density Alternative in the DEIR (50% of
bedrooms proposed - total of 747) be revised to include additional design
features which would mitigate critical unavoidable project impacts more
effectively.
b. New Alternative 2
A second new alternative should evaluate a greater reduction in bedrooms
(400), with all of the same additional design features.
c. Additional Design Features
Additional Design Features in both new alternatives should be incorporated to
address key unavoidable impacts and are listed below:


Reduced Height of buildings to 70 feet maximum
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The approximate height of the tallest building in the existing Village is 65
feet.
The DEIR (p.17-12) maintains that reduced heights would not meet the
sponsor’s objectives. We disagree:
Reduced height (with no density reduction) was discussed and evaluated
in Section 17.23.8 of the DEIR and rejected for further analysis. It was
determined that reduced heights would not meet some of the project
sponsor’s objectives (last paragraph of Section 17.23.8). However, it was
not demonstrated that the sponsor’s objective of a compact design that
minimizes the overall design foot print (sponsor objective 7) cannot be met
in other ways than use of tall buildings. For example, reduced heights
plus reduced density would achieve a similar footprint. In addition, the
intent of this sponsor objective is so vague as to make it unclear how
another design could not meet what appears to be the most basic intent of
the project (to provide a year round destination resort that is economically
sustainable without adversely affecting the unique aesthetic and
environmental assets of Squaw Valley). A somewhat less compact
building arrangement would also not impact the sponsor objective (11) to
minimize automobile use within the village; either arrangement is easily
walkable. The compact development objective has been stretched to
manipulate the environmental review process so that it would be difficult
for the DEIR authors to feel free to suggest a true reduced scale
alternative which logically to a layperson would include reduced heights
and reduced bedroom numbers.
Finally, the DEIR concludes (DEIR p. 17-12, para 4, last line) that reduced
heights would not reduce or avoid visual impacts. We have refuted this
conclusion in the Visual section of this letter.


Elimination of the MAC
Without the 90,000 square foot, 1098 foot high MAC, recreational features
would be integrated throughout the Village in lesser scale individual
facilities. The intent would be to create a more active Village throughout
consistent with the SVGPLUO and eliminate the incompatible and visually
impacting mass and height of the MAC building.
The DEIR maintained that elimination of the MAC would not meet the
sponsor’s objectives (DEIR p. 17-11). We disagree:
It has not been demonstrated that a year round resort of sufficient size
and services to be on par with peer World Class North American ski
destinations requires a massive single building indoor recreational facility
(sponsor objective 1). Though the specific recreational facilities to be
provided have not been identified with definity in the Plan, most of the
potential facilities could be integrated into the Village proper, which would
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better meet the vision for the Village in the SVGPLUO for an interesting,
pedestrian oriented, mixed use area. Specifically, the SVGPLUO states:
“Commercial and tourist residential uses are encouraged to be provided
within the same structure.” (SVGPLUO, p. 84, para 5). This massive,
single use structure does not meet these goals and is therefore
inconsistent with the SVGPLUO resulting in an unavoidable land use
impact. On addition. whether or not the project would be economically
unsustainable or infeasible without the MAC in the configuration proposed
has not been demonstrated.


Phased and use balanced construction of reduced density project to
end at 10 years.
This alternative feature would require that no land use entitlements be
granted to the project permitting development beyond 10 years and that
during this period a balanced mix of commercial, lodging, and time share
residential land uses would be required to be constructed.
The DEIR concludes that numerous unavoidable impacts will result related
to construction impacts as well as the longevity of construction (visual,
traffic, noise). In addition, the Specific Plan’s lack of a phasing plan
avoids the ability to ensure that a balance of uses will result as the project
proceeds. This is inconsistent with the SVGPLUO which calls for a Village
“…attracting both residents and visitors to the village core and thus
promoting the social and economic vitality of the entire area.” (DEIR p. 84,
para 5) Balanced uses within each construction phase will also avoid
concerns about the ghost village effect, too heavy provision of lodging
early in the project before the actual market for year round visitation is
demonstrated or provided for. (We discussed this potentially unavoidable
impact in the Population and Land Use impact sections.)
A ten year phase of land use entitlements would assume that if additional
entitlements are requested after this period, impact bench marks would be
evaluated before additional phases are approved. Benchmarks should
include all critical impacts of greater development levels than the reduced
density discovered in this EIR.



Mass transit plan
This alternative should include the Mass Transit Plan features discussed
in the Traffic section of this letter to address unavoidable traffic impacts.
While “no net increase” in traffic and VMT may not be possible, this
concept should be considered, evaluated, and modeled for potential in the
FEIR as a possible feasible mitigation or alternative. Creative mitigation
may be able to come close to a no net increase goal. The final goal
selected should be expressed in a percentage of allowable increase and
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should equal the amount of reduction shown to reduce impacts below the
significant level for traffic and greenhouse gas emissions.


Move fractional cabins
This alternative should include moving the fractional cabins out of the
critical recharge area near the well field to lessen what we believe are
potentially significant, unavoidable impacts.



Full wetland restoration with initial construction phase
This alternative should include full construction of proposed Squaw Creek
restoration within the first construction phase in order to meet SVGPLUO
policy and to better address biotic impacts identified in the DEIR as we
have discussed in this letter.



Move maintenance yard
This alternative should include relocation of the proposed maintenance
yard to avoid land use impacts of conversion of F-R zoning in this visually
sensitive location.



Retain Nevada and OVI buildings
This alternative would enable preservation in place or via relocation of
these historic structures and avoid significant, unavoidable impacts due to
their loss.

The table below outlines which unavoidable impacts would be addressed by the
alternative features described above.
FoSV Recommended Revised Reduced Density Alternatives’
Ability of Key Features to Address Significant, Unavoidable Impacts

Features of Revised
Alternatives
Reduced Room Counts
Alternative 1:
50% room reduction
(747 rooms)
Alternative 2:
30% of proposed rooms
(450 rooms)

DEIR unavoidable impacts
addressed more effectively

Additional impacts which FoSV
believes are unavoidable also
addressed by this alternative

Visual impacts due to
construction activity 8-3

Conflict with Placer Co GP

Traffic within Squaw Valley 9-2

Removal or degradation of
sensitive habitat due to
potential groundwater
drawdown

Construction noise impacts 11-1

Construction traffic impacts 9-8

Greenhouse gases 16-2

Construction vibration impacts,
11-2

Light and glare 8-5
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Traffic noise impacts, 11-5
Air quality, 10-2
Land coverage and pumping
impacts to groundwater 13-4,
13-5

Climate change 16-3
Both alternatives to include the
following additional features:
1. Max ht of 70 ft buildings Adverse effect on a scenic vista
8-1 and visual character 9-2 and
scenic resources 8-3

Conflict with SVGPLUO and DG
Scenic impacts operational 8-2
and 8-3
Shadowing 8-4

2. Elimination of MAC,
integrate rec uses into
Village

Adverse effect on a scenic vista
8-1 and visual character 8-2 and
scenic resources 8-3

Conflict with SVGPLUO and DG

3. Phasing
Land use entitlements
only to 10 years with
balance of uses to be
permitted now
4. Effective Mass Transit
Plan Required Now

Same as reduced room counts

Same as reduced room counts

Traffic impacts to Highway 89
and 80 9-4, 9-5

Impacts to mass transit 9-7
Basin wide traffic impacts not
discussed in DEIR

5. Move fractional cabins
out of critical
groundwater recharge
area
6. Full wetland restoration
as in Phase 1

Scenic impacts, operational 8-2
and 8-3

Land coverage impacts to
groundwater 13-4, 13-5
Land coverage impacts to
groundwater and related biotic
impacts 13-4, 13-5, 6-1
Replacement for loss of
sensitive habitat (wetland) 6-1
and 6-13
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7. Move maintenance yard
to less impacting
location
8. Retain Nevada and OVI Demolition of historically
Olympic era bldgs.
significant bldgs. 7-1

Land use and visual Conflict
with existing zoning

Cumulative Impacts
1. The cumulative impact project list does not include a number of future
projects.
Cumulative projects which have not been included for evaluation include regional Tahoe
Basin projects (see Friends of West Shore DEIR comment letter), the Squaw-Alpine
connector and Project 60, and projects noted in the DEIR comment letter submitted by
Judy Carini.
2. Cumulative impacts have not been discussed in light of the CEQA
requirement that cumulative impacts include “two or more individual
effects which, when considered together are considerable or which
compound or increase other environmental impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15355)
As examples, this analysis would likely reveal combined impacts such as climate
change and groundwater drawdown (significant reduction of water supply); traffic, noise,
night sky lighting, and air quality impacts combined (potential inconsistency with
adopted area land use plans related to recreation assets, recreation capacity,
economic, visual, and quality of life issues). The DEIR should be revised to analyze the
combined effects of project impacts.

Given the extent of revisions we expect in the DEIR, we ask that a revised DEIR be
prepared for public circulation.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Laurie Oberholtzer
City and Environmental Planner
for
Friends of Squaw Valley
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