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Maywan Krach

From: Kathi Mall <kathimall@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2015 1:36 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services; jhomes@placer.ca.gov; Jack Duran; 

Kirk Uhler; Robert Weygandt
Subject: Squaw Valley

My husband and I have been residents of Squaw Valley for 50 years.  I arrived right before the 1960 Olympics 
and managed to find work during the Games which allowed me to stay and fall in love with the Sierras.  I then 
moved to SF met my husband (at Squaw) and we bought at house here and paid for it by weekend and holiday 
renters.  We wanted to enjoy year round vacations and introduce our 3 children to skiing the wonders of the 
wilderness. 
 
We are now with this development that is way beyond what Squaw Valley can support and maintain.  We have 
watched skiing go from a sport enjoyed by families that brought generations together away from urban 
distractions and enjoy the Sierras year round.  I am concerned on the size and scope of this development.  To 
build a large resort in our limited valley with expectations of large groups of people coming year round seems 
not realistic.  That our environment will be forever changed and we will be left with buildings used only a few 
months a years.   
 
I am concerned about our water supply - we are now being asked to conserve - and also told by tests that KSL 
has done that our aquifer has plenty of water.  Though our results of test several years old before our present 
drought conditions.   
 
25 years of construction which will disrupt our valley for a generation.  Noise, pollution, traffic.  This is not 
very considerate of those of us that live here and to our visitors who will most likely go elsewhere rather than 
contend with the chaos. 
 
The 3297 parking spaces (plus 1800 allotted to the overnight guests in the podium parking) will certainly not 
take care of the parking needs of even a moderate ski weekend or holidays. 
 
The size and massiveness of the MAC building does not seem to have any purpose other than short term 
entertainment.  But with not specifics as to what is to actually be included it is hard to evaluate       
it’s contribution to Squaw Valley.   
 
We are at a crossroads and need to weigh all the alternatives and what will enhance our valley and make it 
profitable and still not take away from the beauty and majesty of Squaw Valley that we all love and many of us 
call home. 
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Maywan Krach

From: Douglas Maner <manerlawfirm@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 16, 2015 6:46 AM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley redevelopment

I am opposed to this  
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Maywan Krach

From: Romolo Marcucci <romolo.marcucci@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2015 10:17 AM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley EIR comments

Dear Placer County Supervisors, 

I wanted to write a note in regards to the proposed village development at Squaw Valley.  I believe the scope of 
this project is above and beyond what is sustainable.  It will lead to a reduction in property values in the valley 
and surrounding communities, due to the glut of property being built.   

The visual impacts, height, light pollution at night, development in Shirley Canyon, construction noise, and just 
general noise are all very concerning. 

Traffic is a huge problem for me.  As do many local people, I live in Truckee, where I could buy a home at a 
more affordable price, but commute 5 days a week to work in Tahoe City.  In its current form, Squaw already 
creates the bulk of traffic issues for me.  During any peak period, my 20 minute drive can easily double.  This is 
in good weather.  I have sat in bumper to bumper traffic from West River Street all the way to Squaw in the 
morning in good weather, turning a 20 minute drive into well over an hour.  On days when it is snowing, 
especially if I-80 is closed, it is simply impossible to get home due to traffic.  I can drive around 267 but will 
often encounter bumper to bumper traffic there too. 

This report proposes that there is going to be MORE traffic, not less, as Squaw likes to spin in their PR 
pieces.  I can not imagine what my commute will be like.  It saddens me to think this development is going in 
with no real consideration for what the traffic is doing to local people.  My boss is not happy when I don't show 
up on time in the morning, and my family isn't when I'm hours late in the evening.  I moved here to escape the 
commute and the traffic.  If this keeps up in its current form, or WORSENS, I may have to relocate. 

Even with no development, Squaw should be forced to mitigate their impacts on traffic.  With something of this 
scale on the books, we need to see real change in the area. 

Thank you, 
Rom 
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Maywan Krach

From: Bryan L. Martel <bryan@environmentalcapitalgroup.com>
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2015 12:33 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley dEIR

 
To whom it may concern. 
 
My name is Bryan Martel. My wife and I have owned our home in Squaw Valley for over 20 years. I am an 
engineer and have also taught skiing at Squaw Valley for the last 22 years. We love Squaw, our kids love 
Squaw, and we would like it to be loved by all kinds of stake holders for generations to come….not just the 1%.
 
I am particularly concerned with the lack of clarity regarding the adequacy of parking for the day skier and how 
that will impact traffic flows and access to the mountain. Many of the parking calculations are based on parking 
space density, actual parking area, car occupancy rates, parking turnover during the day, and parking 
management. I have looked at these numbers and it is not clear that the numbers KSL has used in the dEIR are 
realistic based on the numbers other US ski resorts use. 
 
When IntraWest built the original development the parking decreased significantly, further limiting mountain 
access for day skiers. The proposed new development will further reduce parking and thus further erode access 
for the day skier. I am very concerned for the day skier, those who simply love to ski, who will be 
disenfranchised by the proposed project. 
 
I would like the planning commission to properly review the complete parking issues at Squaw and how it 
affects day skiers, condominium and hotel guests, traffic flows, and particularly how it effects day skiers who 
simply want to have access to the beautiful mountain.  
 
I would like to thank you in advance for addressing my concerns. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Bryan Martel 
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Maywan Krach

From: Mark McLaughlin <mark@thestormking.com>
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 10:43 AM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Against Squaw Valley Development

Hello. 
I am a 35 year resident of North Lake Tahoe and I am against the Squaw Valley development as it stands now. 
Mark 
 
 
Mark McLaughlin 
OFFICE: 530‐546‐5612 
CELL: 916‐214‐4829 
WEB: thestormking.com 
BLOG: tahoenuggets.com 
LAKE TAHOE: STORIES, FACTS & FUN! 
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Maywan Krach

From: Amanda McTigue <amctigue@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2015 7:52 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley Development

Re: Squaw Valley Development 
http://www.sierrasun.com/news/17254661-113/opinion-tune-out-schoolyard-shouts-focus-on-squaw 
 
Dear Visionaries and Stewards of Squaw Valley and the Surround,  
 
I'm a CA gal these days (Petaluma), but I grew up in the mountains of NC, in a town of one hundred 
people in the Blue Ridge Mountains. My mom was a quilter. Her people were preachers and teachers.  
 
Since showing up in this world 60-plus years ago, I have lived and breathed the delicate balance we must 
all make between livelihood and legacy, between things urgent-and-human and things eternal-and-human
I've seen some of my mountain communities take care to protect their single greatest resource: the 
awesome, transcendent, meta-human beauty of the natural surround. And I've watched communities sell 
all of that off.  
 
Once it's gone, it's not restored. You know that. You see examples all over our country and the world. 
 
Carving out a theme park or an amusement park or whatever the heck you'd prefer to call it in Squaw 
Valley? Apparently discussion about this devolves into quibbling about terms (see the article above). But 
let's not sink to that level. Let's consider first principles. At its core, by its nature, such a development 
project is simply NOT good for the long-term value of the region. It's a poor, short-term investment that will 
undermine that which can be cultivated as a long-term draw both for residents and visitors.  
 
Let me add, I've worked for years in the live entertainment business as a producer for Disney and 
Paramount and for companies that build Disney's and Paramounts. There's a place for all of that in our 
world. I mean that literally: there's a place. But not where it's taken millennia for nature to accrue the 
beauty we find in a place like Squaw Valley. 
 
It's so easy to permit the well-packaged, easy-seeming "plans" of developers who are in it for their own 
personal gain to solve the problems of growth and balance in your community--a community I love as a 
visitor, a hiker, an explorer, a writer with the Squaw Valley Community of Writers.  
 
It's easier, but it's just not right. And you know it. You do. 
 
Please--I hope you can hear the feeling I'm bringing to this letter--please set aside this terrible idea and go 
back to the drawing board with the best people you can find. Draw on us with the Squaw Valley 
Conference! Have faith that growth and economic security can happen without compromising the abiding 
value of what's already there.  
 
I've seen this work in the Blue Ridge. I know it can happen here.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
Amanda McTigue 
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--  
Amanda McTigue 
Tweet @amctigue 
www.amandamctigue.com 
 

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook 
prevented au tomatic download  of this picture from the Internet.

 
 
 



Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 Auburn, CA 95603    

Attention: Maywan Krach  

Via email 7-16-2015 to: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov 

 

To whom it may concern: 

I am writing to you as a Placer County homeowner and taxpayer to let you know that the planned development at 

Squaw by KSL Partners, even after the initial scope reductions, still appears grandiose and completely out of scale 

for the area.   

This is a high profile project with enormous financial backing and legal resources at their disposal whose sponsors 

may have hopes to overwhelm and perhaps even intimidate the regulatory process. It is apparent to me that the 

strategy being employed here is to initially propose something outlandish and overstated, so that when approved 

as a “compromise” the result is exactly what was wanted by the developer in the first place. It is my hope that 

every one of your members proceed with extreme caution and freely consult with those who may have more 

experience in planning and environmental management; this group is highly motivated, well managed and a 

formidable force who stands to lose untold sums of their investors dollars if they don’t prevail with this proposal. 

As evidenced by the now ever present traffic jams in Truckee and Tahoe City, the North Lake Tahoe area is already 

suffering from previous decades of poorly planned, under regulated residential and commercial building.  The 

proportions of this project remain immense and pale in comparison to what just took place in Homewood. If 

outright rejection is not an option, please do everything allowed under the law to limit the size of this 

development for the benefit of future generations of locals and visitors alike. This part of Sierra, bordering a 

designated wilderness area, is a unique natural resource which needs to be preserved as much as possible; not 

further sacrificed forever for the profitable gains of a sophisticated business enterprise, which understood and 

accepted the risks associated in recently acquiring this property.  

The large black monolith that represents “The Resort at Squaw Creek” is an example of a project that is visually out 

of scale for the area and adversely affects the sensitive environment permanently; no matter how “green” the 

proponents try to frame it. I urge you to take the difficult but ultimately responsible stance in opposition to this 

proposal. Again, please advocate not just for the long range interests of the environment, but also to protect the 

beneficial interests of future generations of Squaw Valley residents and visitors alike.  Please keep in mind this 

proposal would alter the area forever, and in my opinion if approved, it would be viewed many years from now as 

a regrettably irresponsible and shortsighted choice.  

Thank you for your attention and I hope this letter serves as a clear message of dissent  from an individual member 

of the public who does not have the same lobbying clout and financial support as the group of investors behind the 

KSL partners.  

Respectfully, 

J. Richard Melbostad 

P.O. Box 455 

San Anselmo, CA 

415-454-4878 

jrmelbo@gmail.com 

mailto:cdraecs@placer.ca.gov








	

	

Placer	County	Board	of	Supervisors;	
	
I	have	lived	on	Tahoe’s	north	shore	for	over	43	years	and	have	skied	at	Squaw	
Valley	almost	every	winter.	After	the	building	of	“The	Resort”	and	“The	Village”	
coupled	with	Squaw’s	inexpensive	season	pass	program,	traffic	on	Route	89	is	the	
worst	ever.	On	busy	weekends	and	even	mid‐week	non‐holiday	periods,	I	have	been	
in	gridlock	traffic	between	Tahoe	City	and	Squaw	numerous	times.	Squaw	to	Route	
89	can	become	a	parking	lot.	This	is	not	just	a	peak	hour	during	a	peak	season	on	a	
peak	day	occurrence.	
KSL’s	proposed	project	would	only	further	exacerbate	the	Route	89	failure.	Unless	
KSL	can	fully	mitigate	the	increased	traffic,	I	am	opposed	to	their	project.	
The	only	real	beneficiaries	of	the	KSL	build	out	would	be	their	investors	–	not	the	
valley,	not	the	environment,	not	the	locals,	not	the	residents	of	Squaw	Valley	and	not	
the	vast	majority	of	the	people	of	Placer	County.		
Any	supervisor	voting	for	the	current	KSL	project	without	fully	addressing	the	
twenty‐three	significant	and	unavoidable	environmental	impacts	will	not	have	my	
support	going	forward.	
Thank	you	for	your	consideration,	
Rafe	Miller	
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Maywan Krach

From: Tanya Miller <tanyahmiller@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2015 10:30 AM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley Redevelopment

To Whom it May Concern, 
 
I am deeply concerned about the proposed development within Squaw Valley.  The project proposed is too large 
and too destructive for this region.  We already have massive traffic issues every weekend and major 
holidays.  These traffic issues start with Highway 80 not being able to handle the volume and then bleed out to 
hwy 89, 28 and 267 in gridlock.  1,500 additional bedrooms will only add to this chaos.   
 
The size and scope do not fit with our mountain feel either.  We do not need or want a Wally World amusement 
park.  Sacramento and Reno with massive flat, viewless, blandness are perfect for that type of venue, but a 
beautiful mountain setting does not deserve to be scarred with such a monstrosity.   
 
Construction for 25 years is also ridiculous.  The sound of that sentance rolling off my tongue is almost funny, 
if I didn't know it was really a part of this proposal.  People come to Tahoe to live or visit for peace, nature, and 
beauty...if they want water, go to the lake.... a roller coaster, rent a bike,....a fake river????!!!! seriously....visit 
the Truckee...a real one!!!!! 
The Tahoe Basin is not a major metropolis, it is a series of small towns.  Please help us preserve the beauty that 
visitors and residents have enjoyed  for over a 100 of years.   
 
Thank you,  
Tanya Miller 
PO Box 1430 
Kings Beach, CA 
96143  
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Maywan Krach

From: Roberta L Millstein <roberta.millstein@rlm.net>
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2015 5:30 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Comment letter concerning the Squaw Valley Village Specific Plan

Dear Placer County Community Development Resource Agency, 
 
As a resident of Davis, CA who visits the Tahoe area frequently as a tourist (hiking, skiing), I am writing to express my 
deep concern about the Squaw Valley Village Specific Plan.  The impacts of this Plan ‐‐ the increase in traffic, the loss of 
views, and the increased noise, plus the general environmental impact of something of this size ‐‐ would be intolerable 
and would spoil the very things that make Tahoe special.  The Plan would harm the area irreparably, damaging both its 
environment and its reputation as a place of natural wonder.  This is not the right location for this sort of enterprise. 
 
I urge you in the strongest possible terms to deny this development application. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Roberta Millstein 
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Maywan Krach

From: George & Brenda <yachtavatar@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2015 3:02 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley Development

Re KSL's plans to completely change the aura of Squaw Valley: 
My husband and I are both 82 and in spite of the fact that our skiing days have diminished and no 
doubt will end in the near future, we would hate to see our lovely and serene paradise become the 
honky-tonk defilement that KSL envisions!  Please save Squaw as it is or at least make them cut 
back way further than they have done so to date.  We believe that their first plans 
were  aggrandized so that they were able to do a little cutting back and be able to say "See, we are 
happy to accommodate you!" 
Thank you,  Brenda Milum 
                    1429 Lanny Lane 







1

Maywan Krach

From: Joan A. Monheit, LCSW <monheit@sonic.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2015 12:17 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley Building Expansion

 
WHAT A HORRIBLE IDEA and the quickest way to ruin the area for those who love being there.  This also 
will mean that the Community of Writers at Squaw Valley will most likely be forced to find a new home. Please 
do not ruin the beauty of this area! What possible good reasons could support this plan other than huge financial 
gain for developers.  THINK!!! 
 
Joan 
 
Joan A. Monheit, LCSW 
 
2820 Adeline St. 
Berkeley, CA 94703 
(510) 845-1557 
 
Sent from Samsung tablet 



My	name	is	Linda	Morris,	current	owner	of	Alpine	Rental	Group	(aka	Tahoe	
Vacation	Rentals)	located	in	Alpine	Meadows	which	serves	Alpine	Meadows	and	
Olympic	Valley.	Two	years	ago	my	husband	(a	real	estate	broker	of	30	years)	and	I	
chose	to	live	in	Northstar	because	of	its	amenities,	well	operated	HOA,	and	simply	
Vail	does	a	terrific	job	with	their	golf,	Village	and	ski	facilities.	We	love	our	move	and	
with	real	estate	prices	in	Northstar,	Lahontan,	and	Martis	Camp	as	high	as	they	are,	I	
would	think	Squaw	Valley	might	take	some	notes.	
	
Instead	the	proposed	Squaw	Valley	development	seems	absurd	since	they	are	not	
operating	what	they	have	well	and	making	it	bigger	and	more	diversified	does	not	
fix	the	errors	already	made.			
	
Proposed	
Our	community	does	not	need	or	want	an	indoor	water	slide,	bowling	alley,	or	more	
shops	and	condos.		However	the	outdoor	theater	and	mountain	biking	are	ideas	
worth	pursuing.	The	theater	brings	in	events	everyone	can	enjoy.	The	biking	
provides	summer	activity	when	the	snow	is	gone	and	the	infrastructure	already	is	
there.	The	existing	condos	remain	empty	much	of	the	year;	building	more	lowers	the	
demand	of	what	currently	exists.	Why	build	more	when	the	existing	are	under	used?	
Why	build	more	shops	when	the	existing	are	not	profitable?	
	
What	exists	
The	ice‐skating	rink	and	all	the	other	High	Camp	amenities	should	have	been	built	
where	people	can	easily	use	it	in	an	elevation	even	an	elderly	grandparent	can	enjoy	
watching	the	grandchildren	skate.	The	shuttle	service	in	Alpine	Meadows	was	
discontinued	after	KSL	purchased	Alpine	Meadows.	When	I	suggested	starting	a	
shuttle	through	Squaw	since	the	Alpine	route	was	so	popular,	I	was	told	by	the	
marketing	director	it	was	a	liability	to	run	them	through	the	neighborhoods.	That	
was	the	explanation.	It	was	a	liability	to	run	a	shuttle	on	county	roads.	Northstar’s	
shuttle	is	fabulous	and	may	locals	and	visitors	love	the	relationship	Vail	has	with	
Northstar	Property	Owners	Asociation.	Squaw	should	take	note	to	continue	what	
was	enjoyed	and	expound	those	ideas.	Giving	the	OK	to	build	out	the	parking	area	to	
a	company	that	shuts	down	what	works	does	not	seem	like	a	good	idea.		
	
Recourses	
Having	a	redundant	water	supply	is	prudent.	Obtaining	it	from	an	adjacent	supply	
minimizes	cost	and	environmental	impact.	If	Squaw	needs	it,	they	should	get	it	from	
Alpine	Meadows.	There	are	numerous	springs	just	upslope	from	Snow	Crest	Road.	
Why	would	anyone	consider	Squaw	Valley	utilities	to	pump	from	Martis	Valley?	
Think	Mono	Lake.	Mono’s	water	was	diverted	to	Los	Angeles	until	lake	level	
amounts	became	critical.	Long	story	short,	water	diversion	impacts	an	ecosystem.	
Needless	to	say	installing	the	infrastructure	would	greatly	impact	habitat	initially	
and	the	long	term	could	be	devastating.	In	my	surmise	it	would	be	irreversibly	
catastrophic	to	a	wildlife	sanctuary.	Since	moving	to	Northstar,	we	see	migrating	
birds,	local	species	diversification,	hunting	coyotes,	bears	with	cubs…much	more	
than	what	we	observed	in	the	30	years	on	Tahoe’s	West	Shore.	Martis	Valley	is	a	



very	special	habitat	and	I	am	adamantly	against	diverting	water	to	supply	an	ill‐
conceived	plan.		
	
Let	Squaw	Valley	use	what	they	have	and	build	a	few	improvements	like	the	theater	
and	mountain	biking.	I	do	not	have	confidence	in	their	business	plan	nor	do	I	believe	
in	their	use	of	water	from	Martis	Valley.	
	
Please,	more	is	not	always	better.	
	
Thank	you	for	your	time.	
	
Linda	lindamorris96161@gmail.com		
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Maywan Krach

From: Alexander Fisch
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2015 3:28 PM
To: Maywan Krach
Subject: FW: Squaw Valley Proposal

Please add to the list of comments. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: JenniferAnne Morrison [mailto:jenniferanne.morrison12@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2015 3:26 PM 
To: Alexander Fisch 
Subject: Squaw Valley Proposal 
 
To those it may concern, 
 
I would like to beg the officials of Placer County to please not approve the Squaw Valley Expansion Plan. I am a former 
resident of Olympic Valley. My mother still has a house in the valley; I had to move away for school.  
 
Squaw is a beloved place, and part of its charm is that it is not an obscene, overwrought, ugly Disney‐like resort like 
Aspen or Vail. It fits well with the natural scenery. It does not clash with the beauty of the environment around it.  
 
KSL wants to make Squaw a place for Bay Area people who do not understand or appreciate the wild scenic beauty of 
the Granite Chief Wilderness. They do not understand or appreciate the natural wonder of the Tahoe National Forest. All 
they want is a latte to sip and a fancy condo to stay in. 
 
The proposed plan will ruin the way of life for locals. These are your constituents; visitors from other parts of California 
are not. Please protect your constituents.  
 
I plan on returning to live in Placer County once I have finished earning my Master’s degree in Davis, and I can tell you 
that I will be heartbroken if Squaw changes for the worst. I will not be voting for any county official who approves this 
plan.  
 
Thank you for your attention, 
 
Jennifer Morrison 
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Maywan Krach

From: doramoutaf@gmail.com on behalf of DORA MOUTAFIAN 
<doramoutaf@earthlink.net>

Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 10:07 AM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan

 
 
Project Manager Alex Fisch and Placer County Planning Department, 
 
Please accept this comment on the Draft EIR for the above referenced project. (State Clearinghouse # 2012102023). 
 
As a homeowner at the Squaw Valley Lodge I have rounded the corner of Squaw Valley Road South onto Squaw Peak Road scores of times 
and all-too-often encountered foot-traffic from skiers walking in the middle of the road to the Tram from their cars, delivery trucks 
maneuvering into the Tram loading dock and day skiers stopping at the Tram curb to load and unload. These are safety and traffic congestion 
issues that will only get worse with the new development and the addition of hundreds of new homeowners and skiers. But there is no 
mention of this impact in the dEIR. Please ensure that it is addressed at this time. 
 
Also, with construction comes the inevitable noise and traffic necessary to create a future Village. Yet there is the expectation that, Placer 
County regulations not-withstanding, there will be unavoidable and excessive noise and traffic. I ask that Placer County review their 
regulations specific to this project and recognize that we are a vacation and resort community and not a strip mall in Roseville and thereby 
warrant special consideration to limit the construction noise and traffic.  
Thank you. 

Dora Moutafian 
 
201 Squaw Peak Road Unit # 

801 
 
Olympic Valley, CA. 96146 

Right-click 
here to  
download 
pictures.  To  
help protect 
your privacy, 
Outlo ok 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet. 

--  
Dora Moutafian 
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Robert Mowris, P.E. 
P.O. Box 2141, Olympic Valley, CA  96146  robert@rma-energy.com 
 

Date: July 17, 2015  
 
Re:  Comments on Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
To: Attn: Maywan Krach 
 Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190, Auburn, CA 95603  
 Tel: (530) 745-3081, cdraecs@placer.ca.gov 
  
From: Robert Mowris, P.E., robert@rma-energy.com 
 

 
Introduction 
 
My name is Robert Mowris, and I have been a registered professional engineer in California for 
30 years. I earned a masters degree in Civil, Architectural, and Environmental Engineering from 
the University of Colorado, Boulder. I earned undergraduate degrees in Mechanical Engineering 
and Education from the University of Wisconsin, Madison. I have been a full-time resident in 
Olympic Valley for 16 years with my wife and four children. We own a home in Olympic Valley 
and a condominium in the Village at Squaw Valley. Our engineering consulting business is 
involved with evaluation, measurement, and verification of energy and water efficiency 
programs. We have an office in Olympic Valley, California, Reno, Nevada, and Corona, 
California. I have published more than 60 peer-reviewed papers on energy and water efficiency 
and renewable energy. My family and I are runners, hikers, skiers, and backpackers. I hike or run 
8 to 10 miles per day on trails in Olympic Valley along Squaw Creek and the Truckee River. Our 
family is familiar with the watershed, wildlife, and ecosystem. Our home in Olympic Valley is 
energy efficient and equipped with 16 solar electric panels (3200W) and two solar water heating 
panels. My professional career for the past 30 years has been focused on resource efficiency and 
renewable energy to reduce the impact of global warming. 
 
Comments are provided with respect to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan (VSVSP).  
 
Comments 
 
My primary concerns regarding the DEIR are with respect to the lack of clearly-defined 
mitigation requirements associated with negative environmental impacts on residents, wildlife, 
air quality, energy use, water use, greenhouse gas emissions, traffic, and noise. I am also 
concerned about the proposed 25-year development and construction period. 
 



2 

1. Economic Impacts and 25-year Construction Period Impacts 
The DEIR does not include an analysis of the economic impacts associated with adding 850 
more condominiums to Squaw Valley over the proposed 25-year construction period. The 
reference materials provide the Economic Impact and Urban Decay Analysis (EIUDA) by 
Goodwin Consulting Group (GCG). Figure 5-1 of the EUIDA provides historical hotel/motel 
occupancy rates and the 2010-14 5-year average is 49%. Figure 5-3 of the EIUDA provides the 
projected lodging occupancy rates at build out of 42% indicating oversupply of rooms.  Page 37 
of the EIUDA provides the following conclusions.  

“Since short-term rental condos typically experience much lower occupancy rates than 
traditional hotels, and because build-out of both scenarios would not increase the supply 
to a level that would lower occupancy rates to below the current 42% overall average or 
the 5-year hotel/motel average of 49%, build-out of both scenarios should not create 
long-term structural vacancies that could lead to urban decay. This does not mean that 
individual hotels will not be affected. Each business must be well-run and work to satisfy 
customer needs in order to capture a sustainable share of the hospitality market. Some 
trade area hotels may need to adjust their operations or make new investments in their 
properties. Nevertheless, there should be sufficient market demand to support all of the 
existing and planned hotel rooms in the trade area.” 

 
These conclusions are not supported by findings.  Existing condominium rentals are currently 
vacant approximately 51% of the year. The current real estate market for existing condominiums 
is insufficient for owners to sell condominiums for the same price as purchased in 2007 during 
the height of the real estate bubble. There are many weeks of the year where condominiums are 
vacant and village retail businesses and restaurants are closed or unable to be economically 
viability. Adding 850 more condominiums to the valley will reduce demand, cut rental prices, 
and create urban decay. Noise, dust, and traffic delays associated with the 25-year construction 
period will have significant impacts on real estate property values and the environment. For this 
reason the current project should be scaled back by 50%. Construction should only be allowed 
during weekdays from 7 AM to 5PM for three two-year cycles with a two year break in between 
each cycle. This will reduce the total estimated construction time to 10 years. The proposed 25-
year construction period is too long and will create unacceptable environmental impacts.  
 
Recommendations Regarding Economic Impacts and 25-year Construction Period  
Recommend adding another chapter to the DEIR to include an assessment of the long-term 
economic impact on Squaw Valley from urban decay which would cause significant 
environmental impacts on residents, wildlife, air quality, energy use, water use, traffic, and 
noise. A more thorough EIUDA should be prepared to evaluate future condominium occupancy 
rates and develop mitigation strategies to address urban decay and economic sustainability. The 
DEIR should also include mitigation measures to reduce the unacceptable environmental impacts 
associated with the 25-year construction period. Measures should be evaluated to ensure all 
available mitigation options are analyzed per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 (a) (B). 
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2. Chapter 13 Hydrology and Water Quality 
Chapter 13, Hydrology and Water Quality (page 13-80) provides the following discussion for 
proposed snow storage. “Under the developed conditions scenario (Exhibit 13-30), the snow 
storage locations and sizes will have been adjusted, and will include five snow storage locations 
totaling 6.7 acres. The required snow storage area according to the SVGPLUO formula is 
calculated to decrease from 5.6 to 3.6 acres because the plowed (cleared) area will decrease from 
28.3 to 17.8 acres and in-situ storage will increase.” The DEIR states that “This would be a less-
than-significant impact.”  
 
The DEIR does not include an analysis of impacts the proposed development will have on snow 
storage for the existing village. Snow removed from the existing village is currently transported 
to the East Parcel across from SVPSD. According to the Appendix D of the VSVSP, the East 
Parcel is designated for development for the proposed employee/workforce housing, market, and 
delivery center.1 Development of the East Parcel will eliminate snow storage for the existing 
village and require transportation of snow to undefined areas outside the Squaw Creek 
watershed. This will have a significant impact on aquifer recharge and increase greenhouse gas 
emissions. The annual increase in greenhouse gas emissions is missing from Chapter 16, 
Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change (GGCC). Table 16-2, Summary of Annual Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Associated with the Specific Plan at Full Build out in 2037, does not include the 
impact of increased fuel and greenhouse gas emissions from transporting snow outside the 
Squaw Creek watershed after the existing village snow storage area is eliminated when the East 
Parcel is developed for employee housing. The impact of removing snow from the existing 
village and reducing Squaw Creek aquifer recharge is also not addressed in the Hydrology and 
Water Quality Chapter 13. The DEIR does not provide any specific proposals to mitigate GGCC 
impacts or hydrology impacts associated with elimination of snow storage at the East Parcel or 
moving snow to undesignated areas outside the Squaw Creek watershed.  
 
Similar comments were previously submitted by Judy Carini.2 

“Snow that is removed from the core area does not benefit our aquifer, which is fed by 
the snow that falls on the valley floor. KSL should be required to designate areas in the 
core area that are large enough to store all the snow that is removed from the Village and 
parking lot areas. This would allow the snow to eventually work its way into our 
aquifer.”  

 
Recommendations Regarding Chapter 13 
The DEIR needs to be revised to include mitigation strategies to accommodate existing village 
snow storage in area 3 and/or area 4 as defined in Chapter 13, exhibit 13-30, “Developed 
Conditions Snow Storage Storm water Quality and Treatment Concepts.” This will provide 
additional water for Squaw Creek and potential recharge for the aquifer and reduce or eliminate 
fuel used to transport snow to the East Parcel or outside the Squaw Creek watershed in order to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The analysis should be included in Chapter 13 and Chapter 16. 
Mitigation measures should be evaluated to ensure all available mitigation options are analyzed 
per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 (a) (B). 
 

                                                                 
1 VSVSP. Appendix D. Conceptual Employee/Workforce Housing Plan. 
2 J. Carini. July 10, 2014. Developing Squaw Valley: Another Approach. Page 15. 
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3. Chapter 11 Noise and Appendix D Employee/Workforce Housing 
Chapter 11, Noise, provides the Placer County allowable noise levels applicable to new projects 
affected by or including non-transportation noise sources (see Table 11-6). The acceptable noise 
level is 50 dBA for “other residential” Ldn at property line of receiving use.3 Table 11-7 
provides 60 dBA as the Placer County maximum allowable noise exposure for transportation 
noise sources. Table 11-8 provides a 45 dBA maximum noise level from 10 PM to 7 AM per the 
Placer County Noise Ordinance Noise Level Standards for Sensitive Receptors. 
 
Chapter 11, section 11.7.4 provides the impact analysis of noise. Impact 11-1, construction noise 
impacts, indicates construction noise “impacts would be significant.”  Page 11-19 provides the 
following information.  

“Based on the information provided in Table 11-9, and accounting for typical usage 
factors of individual pieces of equipment and activity types, worst-case construction-
related activities (daytime) could result in noise levels of up to 94 dBA Leq and 98 dBA 
Lmax at 50 feet from the acoustical center of the construction site. Nighttime 
construction activities could result in noise levels of up to 79 dB Leq and 84 dB Lmax at 
50 feet from the construction site and could result in a temporary increase (i.e., during 
construction periods) in excess of 5 dB above current levels.” 

 
Page 11-21 indicates efforts to mitigate construction noise  
Implementation of “mitigation measures 11-1a and 11-2b would continue to produce disruptive 
daytime noise over an extended period. Thus, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable.” 
 
Page 11-24 provides exposure of existing sensitive receptors to new or additional operational 
project- generated stationary noise sources (Impact 11-3).  

“The project would result in the development of various land uses (e.g., residential, 
lodging, commercial, and retail). Noise sources associated with these land uses include 
Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) units, back-up emergency generators, 
vehicular and human activity in parking lots, loading dock and delivery activities at 
commercial/retail land uses, and activities at outdoor recreational land uses. Exact 
locations, building foot prints, and building orientation have not been finalized; it is 
unknown specifically where future stationary noise sources may be located. Therefore, 
considering the relatively large-scale of development and the close proximity to existing 
off-site sensitive receptors of proposed land use development, it is possible that new 
stationary noise sources would result in excessive noise levels at existing sensitive 
receptors and exceed applicable Placer County noise standards. This impact would be 
potentially significant.” 

 
Page 11-28 provides exposure of new sensitive receptors to existing and new stationary noise 
sources (Impact 11-4). 

“The project would result in the development of mixed-use resort type land uses 
including new noise-sensitive receptors (e.g., resort residential units, hotels). Existing 
ambient noise would not exceed Placer County land use noise standards for this type of 

                                                                 
3 Day-Night Level (Ldn) is the energy average of A-weighted sound levels occurring over a 24-hour period with a 
10-dB “penalty” applied to A-weighted sound levels occurring during nighttime hours between 10 PM and 7 AM. 
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development and, therefore, new sensitive receptors would not be exposed to excessive 
noise levels from existing sources. However, new sensitive receptors would be located in 
close proximity to new stationary noise sources (e.g., HVAC units, electrical generators, 
outdoor activity areas, parking lots, and commercial loading docks) associated with 
Specific Plan, which could expose these receptors to noise in excess of allowable noise 
levels. This impact would be potentially significant.” 

 
Page 11-30 provides exposure of new and existing sensitive receptors to operational project-
generated transportation noise sources (Impact 11-5). 
“Implementation of the project could expose existing and future planned sensitive receptors to 
transportation noise levels that exceed the Placer County noise standard of 60 dBA Ldn at the 
property line of residential land uses. Therefore, this impact would be significant.” 
 
Page 11-33 provides mitigation measure 11-5 to reduce transportation noise exposure to 
sensitive receptors. 

“For new sensitive receptors developed as part of the proposed project and that would be 
located within 170 feet of the centerline of Squaw Valley Road (i.e., the distance from 
the centerline that is estimated, based on the noise modeling, to result in exceedance of 
the Placer County transportation-related exterior noise standard of 60 dBA Ldn), the 
following design criteria shall be adhered to: building materials and design shall be used 
that achieve, at a minimum, 25 dBA of exterior-to-interior noise attenuation. In all cases, 
interior noise levels comply with the Placer County interior noise standard of 45 dBA 
Ldn. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 11-5 would reduce exposure of traffic-
generated noise at new sensitive receptors. However, as described below, no feasible 
mitigation is available for existing sensitive receptors.” 

 
Appendix D of the DEIR discusses the “Conceptual Employee/ Workforce Housing Plan.” The 
Specific Plan allows for up to 264 beds in up to 21 units for employee housing on the East Parcel 
(see Table 3.1 of the January 2014 VSVSP). The proposed development is located at the East 
Parcel directly across from the SVPSD offices and Squaw Valley Academy (private boarding 
school). Table 11-4 in Chapter 11, Noise, indicates noise levels from 59.3 to 68.2 dB at the East 
Parcel. The measured noise levels currently at the East Parcel make this property unsuitable for 
employee housing and exceed the maximum allowable Placer County residential noise levels of 
60 dBA. For comparison a quiet urban night time noise levels are 40 dB and rural night time 
noise levels are 20 dB. Noise from the proposed employee housing, food market, and deliver 
center at the East Parcel would negatively impact boarding students across the street at Squaw 
Valley Academy and residents living on Creeks End, Rock Garden Court, and Winding Creek 
Road. 
 
Recommendations Regarding Chapter 11 and Appendix D 
Chapter 11 and Appendix D of the DEIR need to be revised to properly address the significant 
impacts of noise pollution since none of the proposed mitigation strategies adequately address 
increased noise levels beyond the Placer County maximum allowable noise levels. Measures 
should be evaluated to ensure all available mitigation options are analyzed per CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4 (a) (B). 
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4. Chapter 16 Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 
Page 16-15 provides the following information about operational greenhouse gas emissions 
(Impact 16-2).  

“GHGs associated with operation of the Specific Plan would exceed the Tier I mass-
emission threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e/year; however, operational GHGs would not 
exceed the GHG efficiency-based Tier II threshold recommended by PCAPCD for 2020. 
Nevertheless, GHG emissions would be substantial and may be less efficient than needed 
to achieve GHG reduction targets that could be in place after 2020, when the project is 
completed. Therefore, operation of the Specific Plan has the potential to result in a 
substantial contribution to GHG emissions. This impact would be potentially significant.” 

 
Page 16-17 (Table 16-3) provides a summary of annual GHG emissions associated with the No 
Action Taken (NAT) and full-build-out scenarios in 2020 (MT CO2e/year). The DEIR makes the 
following assumption regarding GHG reductions. 

“In the full-build-out scenario, consumption of both propane for space and water heating 
and electricity for powering appliances and lighting would be approximately 25 percent 
less due to implementation of the California Building Efficiency Standards (Title 24, 
Section 6) (Green, pers. comm. 2014b).” 

 
On page 16-19 the discussion of significance after mitigation provides no specifically defined 
actions or measures to be implemented by the developer to reduce GHG emissions. “For this 
reason, and because the project would emit a substantial level of GHG emissions, the residual 
impact is potentially significant and unavoidable.” 
 
On page 16-21, Chapter 16 indicates that “No mitigation is required.” 
 
Recommendations Regarding Chapter 16 
Increased greenhouse gas emissions will have serious global and local environmental 
consequence including impacts on annual snowfall, the watershed, wildlife, fire danger, and 
long-term economic sustainability of the proposed project. The DEIR should be revised to 
include clearly defined actions or measures to be implemented by the developer to mitigate GHG 
emissions. Energy efficiency is a proven and cost-effective resource capable of reducing 
building energy use (i.e., propane and electricity) by 20 to 90%. Robert Mowris has co-authored 
many regional and national studies on behalf of the American Council for an Energy Efficient 
Economy (ACEEE), Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS), and Natural Resources Defense 
Council (NRDC) to evaluate the potential for energy and resource efficiency to reduce GHG 
emissions by 20 to 90%. The First Ascent HOA implemented a complete energy efficiency 
upgrade of their boiler system at the request of Mr. Mowris with annual propane savings of 
approximately 40 to 50%.  Similar LED upgrades of existing inefficient lighting systems reduced 
energy use by more than 70 to 90%.  
 
The policies proposed in the specific plan provide a list of generic energy efficiency 
improvements (i.e., energy efficiency, mechanical systems, building envelope, waste, 
minimization, indoor lighting/appliances, water efficient appliances), but no specific actions or 
measures are identified by the developer that are required in the DEIR to mitigate GHG 
emissions. The DEIR needs to specifically define actions or measures the developer is required 
to implement to reduce GHG emissions. These mitigation measures should be evaluated to 
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ensure all available mitigation options are analyzed per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 (a) 
(B). 
 
5. Fractional Cabins replaced with Upgraded Existing Homes 
The Specific Plan includes fractional cabins on Lots 16 and 18 within the 6200 to 6300 feet 
elevation adjacent to the undeveloped aquifer recharge zone identified in the Water Supply 
Assessments (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.  
Table 13-4 describes this "mountain front" area that feeds directly into the existing well field.  
These lots represent the largest remaining completely undisturbed area proposed for new 
impervious coverage by the development.  The DEIR summarizes the impacts to groundwater 
recharge due to impervious coverage increases as “less than significant.” This needs to be 
verified with scientific analysis.  The DEIR does not adequately analyze these issues.   
 
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 Lots 16 and 18 should have been evaluated as a potential mitigation measure to 
accompany the monitoring requirements. This measure should be evaluated to ensure 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. 
 
Recommendations Regarding Fraction Cabins 
The plans for fractional cabins should be replaced with buying older homes in Squaw Valley as 
they become available for sale and upgrading them to be energy efficient and equipped with 
solar electric and solar water heating panels. This would provide the developer with the same 
number of fractional cabins and zero impact on the existing aquifer. There are many older homes 
in Squaw Valley with single pane windows, minimal insulation, and inefficient heating systems. 
Upgrading older homes and selling them as fractional ownership cabins would be more 
environmentally sustainable then building new cabins on undeveloped upper elevation property. 
 
The DEIR should be revised to include analysis of replacing the fractional cabins with upgraded 
existing homes to include state-of-the-art energy efficiency measures with solar electric and solar 
water heating panels. This mitigation measure should be evaluated to ensure all available 
mitigation options are analyzed per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 (a) (B). 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
Robert J. Mowris, P.E. 
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Maywan Krach

From: Muschott, Alan <alan.muschott@franklintempleton.com>
Sent: Friday, June 05, 2015 4:06 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley Draft EIR and Specific Plan - Pedestrian Crossing at Squaw Valley 

Road/Far East Road/Christy Hill Road intersection.

I am a part‐time resident of Olympic Valley residing in the Christy Hill Condominiums at 1609 Christy Hill Road.  I 
regularly walk to and from the existing village at Squaw Valley, crossing Squaw Valley Road to do so.  Christy Hill Road is 
perhaps the most convenient place for pedestrians to cross Squaw Valley Road for all of the pedestrian traffic coming 
from the residences on the North side of Olympic Valley (the location of the majority of the single family homes in 
Olympic Valley).   I have found that crossing Squaw Valley Road as a pedestrian at Christy Hill Road/Far East Road is a 
somewhat dangerous endeavor in the best of times, and is much more risky during ski season and at night.  Traffic tends 
to move very quickly down Squaw Valley Road and there is no marked crosswalk or any other traffic control at that 
intersection. 
 
In reviewing the Draft EIR and Specific Plan, I don’t see any provisions for pedestrians trying to cross Squaw Valley Road 
from the north side of the road to the development being proposed.  In the Draft EIR, Section 9.1.1 sets forth the 
intersection of Squaw Valley Road/Far East Road/Christy Hill Road as part of the “study area”.  The study concluded that 
peak traffic currently exceeds 1,000 cars/hour on Squaw Valley Road (Tables 9‐2 and 9‐3).  Traffic on Squaw Valley Road 
is expected to increase by 6‐10% during winter peak hours and by 131% during summer peak hours (Draft EIR p. 9‐
55).  The plan anticipates a “significant Impact” at that intersection caused by increased traffic (Draft EIR table 9‐
21).  While the plan attempts to address vehicle traffic by sending vehicles from the neighborhood on the north side of 
Squaw Valley Road to Eric Road or Wayne Road (Mitigation Measure 9‐2b), it does not address the disruption to traffic 
caused by pedestrians crossing at Christy Hill Road/Far East Road, nor does it set forth any measures to ensure the 
safety of those pedestrians.  The Draft EIR states there will be a less than significant impact on pedestrians (Impact 9‐
6).  However, I believe the Draft EIR is incorrect in this statement as it fails to address the impact to pedestrians trying to 
enter or leave the development plan area at Christy Hill Road/Far East Road.   Additionally, in the Specific Plan sections 
4.2, Goal OS‐1 sets forth a goal to “Emphasize an all‐season pedestrian environment within the village” and 4.3 states 
the intent to “create a high quality pedestrian mountain environment which encourages walking…”.  However, I believe 
the plan fails to meet those goals if it doesn’t create a safe way for pedestrians to get into the development area in the 
first place.  I believe the safety of pedestrians crossing Squaw Valley Road at Christy Hill Road/Far East Road must be 
addressed through traffic control measures that may include lighted and marked pedestrian crosswalks, stop signs or 
stop lights for pedestrians, an over or under pass, or some other method. 
 
Thank you for considering this very important safety issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Alan Muschott 
 

Notice:  All email and instant messages (including attachments) sent to 
or from Franklin Templeton Investments (FTI) personnel may be retained, 
monitored and/or reviewed by FTI and its agents, or authorized 
law enforcement personnel, without further notice or consent. 
. 
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Maywan Krach

From: Ed Nattrass <enattrass@att.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Cc: Helga Roghers
Subject: Squaw Valley Desecration

Please deny the Squaw Valley expansion. I am 73 and will probably not be around to see the completion of such 
a travesty, but would like my children and grandchildren to enjoy a beautiful valley, not a Sierra Disneyland.  
In the 70's we prevented a four land highway around the Lake and a bridge across Emerald Bay. Developers, 
regardless of what they say, only want to make as much money as possible. Our legacy to future generations 
depends on your denying this project. 
Ed Nattrass 
POB 892 
Carnelian Bay, CA 96140 



July 15,2015 

Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
Environmental Coordination Services 
3092 County Center Dr. Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 
Attn: Maywan Krach 

RE: Comment on Village at Squaw Valley Specifici Plan DEIR 

Mesdames/Messieurs: 

I have owned a home in Olympic Valley for over 23 years. I am familiar with the process 
involved and have participated on many Draft and EIR documents during my tenure as a Board 
member of the Environmental Quality Control Board for the city of Seal Beach, as a an elected 
official serving tenure as a School Trustee for the Los Alamitos Unified School District. 

While I support a more vigorous village, I am very worried about the excessive mass and 
urbanization of this proposal. Some of my concerns about this DEIR are noted below. 

1. Shadowing study conclusion is flawed. It says: 

"Impact 8-4: Create additional shadowing on existing structures or outdoor public gathering 
areas during a substantial portion of the day. 
The increased density of structures and increased height of structures would have the potential 
to increase shadows on public outdoor gathering areas, especially in the winter when the sun is 
at a low angle. However, because the shadow effect from the mountain to the south of the 
project site already covers much of the project site in the winter, the seasonal changes to 
shadowing conditions on adjacent public gathering places would not be worsened by the 
project. The project's impacts on adjacent properties due to shadowing would, therefore, be less 
than significant." 

Yet DEIR Exhibit 8-21 shows the current and proposed village in full sunshine at noon on 
December 21. In fact Google Earth for December 21 shows the entire village (current and 
proposed) in full.sunshine at noon. The shadowing study conclusions must be changed and 
recirculated so the public is properly informed. The mountain to the south of the project does 
not cover much of the project site in winter. 

Also Google Earth for December 21 shows the village (current and proposed) in full sunshine 
from 10 am to 4 pm. The study must show the impacts so the public and decision makers can 
decide what is a significant impact. All times of the day must be evaluated especially in 
winter. The study does not present enough information for a clear understanding of the shadow 
impacts. At least show 10 am and 11am December 21. Showing 9am on December 21 is of no 
value. 



Also please confirm the amount of shadowing by the proposed parking structures onto the creek 
to confirm impacts on current vegetation and animals (as creek restoration will not happen for 
years) and proposed vegetation and expected animals. What is the required setback for the 
large parking structure from the creek? A large parking structure right next to a public creek will 
have impacts on the creek setting. What are they? 

2. The proposed tram linking Squaw and Alpine has been fully and repeatedly publicly 
announced. Most recently, on July 2,2015 Squaw stated: 

"You, and thousands like you, have expressed interest in staying up-to-date on the proposed 
base-to-base gondola connection between Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows. As such, you 
are among the first to know that Squaw Valley IAlpine Meadows will soon submit plans to 
Placer County and the US Forest Service in order to begin the public review and approval 
process." 

The impacts of the announced project must be evaluated in the cumulative section. What are 
the impacts of this project? 

3. Visual: The new village completely abandons the current open village view of the tram 
mountain. Isn't this a significant negative visual impact? Is it a negative circulation impact? 

4. The transition from old village to new village is not clearly described. The public areas are 
not at the same elevation. Does one walk up and down stairs? How will bikes process from old 
village to new village? How will handicapped individuals process this transition? Any outdoor 
stairs will be dangerous in winter. How will this danger be mitigated? How will these stairs be 
plowed? These poor transitions from existing to new Village areas are inconsistent with the 
goals of the SVGPLUO and Design Guidelines calling for cohesiveness with the existing village 
and pedestrian orientation and, as a result, would result in significant land use impacts. The 
pedestrian safety issues would result in a significant hazard, a CEQA issue. 

5. The proposed traffic mitigations are unproven and speculative. What happens if the 
mitigations do not work? What are fall back mitigations? The new village should be allowed in 
phases with meaningful requirements (water or traffic or noise) and mitigation success 
demonstrated before the next stage is allowed to go forward. For example, have traffic 
mitigations worked? Traffic mitigation must be real. 

6. The Squaw Valley Specific Plan and County policies call out a need for public spaces yet 
there is no meaningful provision for this such spaces. This should be called a significant 
negative impact. Certainly since many of the small spaces that are called public will be in shade 
in the winter. This cannot be considered a valuable public space. What is the required public 
space for this project and how are those requirements met? A small shaded space should not 
qualify. 

7. The DEIR states that visual impacts are for two groups - regular visitors and infrequent 
visitors. Furthermore, that regular visitors are a small group and so don't matter mUCh. As 
shown elseWhere, the 30,000 season pass holders in fact make up by far the majority of the 
visitors. How can their visual experience be deemed unimportant? 

Plus, consider a significant site, say the Colliseum in Rome or the Eiffel Tower. Then place a 
108 foot building in front of it. Would anyone say the visual experience of the regular viewers 
doesn't matter? 



The visual experience from the too large proposed buildings must be considered significant and 
immitigable for all viewers. 

8. The DEIR clearly calls out an existing noise level that exceeds county standards in many 
Squaw Valley area places, certainly including Squaw Valley Road. And the proposed project 
will make the noise worse. If an area is non attainment for a noise standard, increasing the 
noise is clearly not acceptable and must be called significant and immitigable. 

I look forward to seeing these impacts and concerns addressed in a comprehensive and 
meaningful format. 

~ --1/t1<JceJiZ) 
Lorraine Navarro 1/(6­
226 Hidden Lake Loop 
Olympic Valley, CA 96146 
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Maywan Krach

From: Joanne Neft <jkneft@earthlink.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2015 2:35 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

 
Placer County Community Development 
Resource Agency 
Attn:  Maywan Krach 
 
Good Day: 
 
Joanne Neft here.   For 20 years I lived on the North Shore Lake Tahoe; during that time I owned a lumber 
yard/hardware store, travel agency, and put together the first bed and breakfast in Placer County.  My children attended 
local schools from nursery school through high school.    Hundred of hours were spent in the back country and skiing in 
the Squaw Valley area.   I served as Chairperson of Placer County Planning Commission when the Resort of Squaw Creek 
was approved.    As well, I was an early manager of the Olympic Village Inn at Squaw Valley.    Squaw Valley holds a very 
special place in my memories. 
 
I feel strongly that Squaw Valley is already over developed and see absolutely no reason to approve the proposed 
project;  in fact, I ask you to deny it. 
 
Where does the DEIR contain data for the enormous amount of traffic that will be generated – specifically the summer 
traffic?     Oftentimes it takes 45‐50 minutes from I‐80 into Tahoe City;  I suggest with the build out of this project it 
will  take 1 ½ ‐ 2 hours to make the same trip, and any amount of road upgrades are virtually impossible due to single 
lane travel and  the proximity to the Truckee River.  How will these long lines of traffic affect the corridor’s air 
pollution?    It will take longer to drive from Truckee into Squaw or Tahoe City than it does to drive from Auburn to 
Truckee.   
 
While we’re talking about the river, where will this project find enough water to service the project?  Are project 
proponents not reading  the news around climate change or the forecasting of winters without snow?    
 
From my point of view this project is NOT consistent with Placer County’s General Plan. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Joanne Neft 
262 Aeolia Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 



Dear Placer County Board of Supervisors, 
 
I am writing this letter in regards to the proposed Squaw Valley development plan from 
KSL Holdings.  Since I first saw the plan I have been deeply concerned about its impact on 
regional infrastructure and the environment, as well as personally saddened by it’s 
magnitude and the probable effect it will have on the region. I grew up skiing Alpine 
Meadows and now ski Squaw as well. Both mountains hold a special place in my heart. I 
have been lucky enough to call them my home away from home for the last seven years 
spending the majority of my winter weekends at my ski share and the resorts. 
 
I have seen the magnitude of the new construction proposed by KSL and I’m deeply 
concerned about the impact on local infrastructure. The traffic on highway 80 and 89 alone 
is reason enough to deny this plan. Weekends are spent sitting in traffic just to get over the 
pass on 80, only to sit in even more traffic Saturday mornings to get down 89.  What will 
happen when double, triple or quadruple the amount of people are trying to make it up the 
same roads to access the activities at this proposed mega resort? The infrastructure cannot 
support the type of development KSL has planned.  
 
In addition, I believe this to be an environmentally unethical proposal. The drought that has 
hit California the last four years has already had a devastating effect on the state and the ski 
industry. Colorado based KSL seems to have missed the point that we must look at ways to 
conserve our water resources. Building an indoor water park and supporting a massive 
entertainment, apartment and condominium complex is extremely irresponsible and would 
have a devastating environmental impact.  
 
Personally, I am saddened by the proposal. The types of amenities and entertainment that 
the plan offers are not those that are of interest to locals or tourists to the Tahoe area. 
Indoor water parks and other faux outdoor adventure attractions should be left to those 
areas where outdoor adventure is inaccessible. Tahoe is an area of unmatched natural 
beauty and to see it developed in such a way and on such a grand scale would be tragic. 
 
KSL’s reasoning in the draft proposal as to why this development plan is not impactful is 
embarrassingly fraught with untruths. I ask you as a concerned citizen of the state of 
California and a lover of the Tahoe region and Squaw Valley to deny this development 
application and ask KSL to submit a reasonable proposal.  
 
I thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Caitlin Nimmo 
Caitlin.nimmo@gmail.com 
858.232.1048 

 

mailto:Caitlin.nimmo@gmail.com
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Maywan Krach

From: Ruth Nolan <runolan@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2015 11:46 AM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Proposed Project in Squaw Valley

July 15, 2015 
Dear Placer County Officials:  
 
I've been made aware of a large-scale, long-term application for development of a resort and recreational facility in Squaw 
Valley, CA. I would like to register my emphatic opposition to this project, and would like to ask your governing bodies to 
reject this application. 
 
I have extensively hiked and backpacked through the Sierras for more than thirty years, as well as fighting wildland fires in
the Sierras during my seasons spent working for USFS and BLM crews, so I have a deep and invested sense of the 
visually, ecologically, and historically valuable and crucial - starting with the Native American people of the area - 
resources of the Squaw Valley area and interconnected high country areas. 
 
I was shocked, during my visit to Squaw Valley this past week, by the dramatic escalation of development to the 
immediate Squaw Valley and surrounding areas.  
 
Of particular notice was not only the increased demand, by newer developments such as the Village at Squaw Valley and 
the tramway, of people in the the valley this past week, but also the NOISE levels created by visitors, which continue 
throughout the evening. How does this affect the wildlife in the area? In addition, the newer developments and 
construction, such as the tramway, already inhibit the area's stunning viewsheds. What impacts will increased, large-scale 
development have on the area's natural resources, which already seem strained to their limit? 
 
I have serious concerns, as a native Californian who is deeply invested in the protection of our state's remaining sacred 
and precious geographic areas - through writing, education, and other forms of advocacy - that this proposed 
development for Squaw Valley will further erode the area's remaining natural resources in ways that damage the area 
beyond repair. it's clear, from my last visit there, even during a time of relatively low human usage, that the numbers of 
buildings, developments, and activity are at the maximum ceiling of what this sacred and fragile, rather small, area can 
reasonably support. 
 
Please vote NO to this large-scale, long-term development for Squaw Valley. 
 
Thank you, and very sincerely, 
 
Ruth M Nolan, M.F.A., M.A. 
Professor of English at College of the Desert 
editor of "No Place for a Puritan: the literature of California's Deserts" (Heyday Books, 2009) 

 


