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Scoping Meeting Summary
Date:

November 1, 2012

Location:

The Resort at Squaw Creek (400 Squaw Creek Road, Olympic Valley)

Subject:

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan and Phase I Project

Attendees

Placer County (Lead Agency): Alex Fisch and Richard Leary
Squaw Valley Real Estate (Applicant): Chevis Hosea, Adrienne Graham, Forrest Haag, and
Martino Ditto
Ascent Environmental, Inc. (EIR Consultant): Gary Jakobs and Sean Bechta
Public and Agency attendees: See attached sign-in sheet

Time:

10:00 a.m.

MEETING PURPOSE
The purpose of the scoping meeting is to inform interested parties about the proposed project, and to provide
agencies and the public with an opportunity to provide comments on the scope and content of the
environmental impact report (EIR) to be prepared for the proposed project.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Speaker

Sum m ary of Comment

Alex Fisch,
Placer County

Mr. Fisch opened the meeting and presented the project background. The County has received an
application for the proposed project, and has determined that an EIR will be prepared. A notice of
preparation (NOP) has been released with an accompanying Initial Study (IS) that describes the
proposed project’s potential environmental impacts.
This is a public information meeting to solicit comments on the environmental impacts of the
proposed project. Oral comments can be submitted following the presentation and written comments
can be submitted until November 9.
Mr. Fisch summarized the location and description of the proposed project.

Chevis Hosea,
Applicant

Mr. Hosea noted that the project team has met with a number of individuals, local homeowners
associations, and the County regarding the project and has gathered a lot of input. One of the biggest
concerns has been the building heights on the snow beach. In response, the applicant proposes
revising these building heights from 10 to 6 stories and others in the Village from 6 to 4 stories. Other
adjustments are proposed to reduce the overall scale. The loss of stories on some buildings would be
compensated for by increasing the number of floors on other buildings. Details are still being worked
out.
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David Stepner,
Squaw Valley
resident

Mr. Stepner stated that this project continues a trend across the country of turning ski areas into real
estate markets. There is no interest by the County to look at the project’s economic viability. There is
evidence around us of what happens with this approach––Old Greenwood, Ritz Carlton, Greys
Crossing, and others––have not been built as planned or have not been as big. The EIR should look at
what would happen if only the Phase I Project were built.
At a MAC meeting 2 months ago, it was clear that people wanted employee housing provided in the
Valley, and not outside of the Village or “rent in lieu.”
Recreation facilities are discussed in the IS but not in the NOP. The County guidelines for providing
new recreation facilities are 5 acres of active and 5 acres of passive use for every 1,000 residents.
How does one evaluate the environmental impact of destroying a historic building? Does the
evaluation focus on the presence of hazardous materials or something else?
Residents of Squaw Valley are being asked to put up with 15 years of construction vehicles on a
winding narrow road. Is there an alternative? Should the road be widened to 4 lanes, or have a ring
road (as described in the 1983 General Plan)? How can we mitigate 15 years of dump trucks on Squaw
Valley Road?
The environmental impact of the Twister project may be mitigated by the proposed height of the new
buildings in the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan.

Alex Fisch

The Twister project is a separate project with its own environmental review process.

Dave Brew

Mr. Brew noted several long-term environmental considerations that may not already be emphasized
in the NOP and IS. He endorses all the questions raised in the NOP and IS. All concerns are regarding
infrastructure for the whole Valley for 50 years. The 20-year scope of evaluating impacts is too short.
The trapezoidal channel severely affects the health of Squaw Creek. The project (which would remove
the trapezoidal channel) is an opportunity to restore the sinuosity of the original creek and enhance
the creek’s environment, and would benefit the lower reaches of the creek.
Squaw Valley Road is a single, two-lane road that provides ingress and egress to the Valley. It is a
potential hazard, is not sufficient for emergency response, and is too narrow. The traffic impact is
likely to be underestimated. He suggests a one-way cross creek road that connects to Squaw Valley
Creek Road. Widening the existing road would not address this issue.
Climate change has not been considered well enough. We do not know what the changes in
precipitation patterns or amounts will be. If there are significant changes, it may be necessary to
manage Valley water resources in a different way. He suggests that the developer dedicate all project
wells to the public services district (PSD) so that there is one manager for all water resources in the
Valley.
Finally, when preparing the EIR, please do not hide behind the term, “best management practices
(BMPs).” BMPs are a way of covering up things that might be of potential impact.

Nicole
Lutkemuller,
Alpine Meadows
resident

The NOP/IS left out the project’s potential traffic impacts on Highway 89. The NOP/IS seemed to imply
that the nature of the project would mitigate any potential impacts on traffic (e.g., pedestrian access,
busses, people drive in and stay). Lake Tahoe is not in the Village, and Squaw Valley visitors will not
stay in the Village just because there is pedestrian access and extra parking. Visitors will still want to
travel to Lake Tahoe from the Village. The EIR should evaluate the project’s impacts on traffic,
especially between Truckee and Tahoe City.
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Alexis Oller,
Executive Director
of Mountain Area
Preservation

Ms. Oller stated her concerns with the scale of the project. The 1983 General Plan claims to have
struck a balance between conservation and resort and community development, but it has been
nearly 30 years since the General Plan was completed. A project of this scale could have lasting
impacts on the unique environmental and scenic resources and community character of Squaw Valley.
The project warrants a full review in a General Plan update process. The process now is a piecemeal
General Plan amendment process. The NOP/IS indicates multiple significant impacts due to the Phase I
Project. The EIR is supposed to evaluate the entire project; however, the project description has not
been completed for Phases 2–4. The NOP alludes to amending the General Plan without stating the
actual amendments. This should be included in the EIR as well as an evaluation of the impact of
amending the General Plans of Squaw Valley and Placer County.
The NOP/IS also noted inconsistencies with the Squaw Valley and Placer County General Plans. The
General Plan has not been updated for a long time, even though the California Supreme Court has
emphasized the need to keep general plans up to date. The Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) requires general plans to be updated every 8 years. Has the County received a letter
from OPR regarding this issue? The County is urged to prepare a complete project description that
could then be recirculated and scoping comments solicited. Without a complete project description,
an EIR cannot be prepared.

Mike Syiek and
Deborah Dafoc,
on the Board of
the Squaw Valley
Lodge

Mr. Syiek and Ms. Dafoc represent 218 units adjacent to the proposed development. The County has
not solicited or discussed the Board’s concerns. The Board’s major concern is traffic coming into the
area and passing by the Lodge. The Board’s second concern is water supply. The Board is happy to
work with KSL, which has already drilled wells, but is concerned about effects on the watershed. The
third concern is the height of the building next to the Lodge. Six stories is the new reduced height, but
it is still unacceptable. The Board meets on Monday and invites you to attend and discuss these issues
with the Board.
The Lodge is composed of 2- and 3-story buildings right now. Also, there is little space for the
proposed entry to the new building. The Board is concerned about the noise impact of the new
building entry being so close to the Lodge. People and cars will be coming and going all night, creating
noise impacts for Lodge guests.
The Board would prefer that the project be done in phases, especially to appropriately address the
traffic issue. How can the whole project be approved, when we are not discussing all the details of the
whole project yet? We are only discussing the first phase.

Alex Fisch

It won’t be discussed in detail here at this scoping meeting, but there is a Specific Plan, which in
planning vernacular is equivalent to a Community Plan, that would include all the project phases. We
are not only addressing Phase I in the Specific Plan.

Anthony
Cosentino,
property owner
and representative
of Squaw Peak
Condos Board

Mr. Cosentino stated that he lives in Marin County, works in San Francisco, and recreates in Squaw
Valley. He has been a property owner in Squaw Valley since 1961, and has owned a condominium in
Squaw Creek Apartments for 40 years. He is here as an elected member of the management of the
HOA. Traffic is a big concern, and he supports what preceding speakers have said on that issue. The
HOA is very concerned about the proposed parking structure in the cul-de-sac on Squaw Creek Road,
and the traffic problem that will create will be tremendous.
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Jack Kashtan,
Truckee resident

Mr. Kashtan stated his concern about offsite parking. The Phase I plan mentions 541 parking spaces in
an offsite lot. Where is that lot? It is not on the maps. If there will be additional offsite parking
proposed in subsequent phases, that is a concern as far as paving land and runoff into the Truckee
River watershed.
What happens when I-80 closes and traffic is in a gridlock during a storm or a holiday weekend? That is
a serious threat to public safety. The EIR should include a traffic management plan for traffic leaving
Squaw Valley during storm conditions when I-80 is closed or nearly closed. Mr. Kashtan proposes
holding people where there is food, shelter, heat, and water, rather than having them stuck on the
highway.

Judy Carini,
Squaw Valley
resident

If we approve the concept of the Specific Plan at this time, then we are approving a plan that will be
built in 15–20 years that will be based on a guideline that was drafted 50 years prior to that time. Ms.
Carini supports what Alexis has said re: the need for a General Plan update.
The NOP did not address fire hazards appropriately; specifically, it did not establish a plan for escape
from Squaw Valley should that be necessary if there were a fire in the Valley or at the Valley’s entry.
An escape plan for the whole valley should be established. Under the current fire plan, the existing
parking lot is the fire safe zone. That option would be gone if this development goes forward. A new
plan needs to be established.
She suggests that the NOP comment period should be extended to address the revised project
description (i.e., changes in building heights), as well as the comments mentioned today re: items not
included in the present NOP.

Peter Van Zant,
Field Director for
Sierra Watch in
Nevada City

Sierra Watch’s focus is land use in the Sierra, specifically, large projects proposed in environmentally
and culturally sensitive areas. Sierra Watch pursues the goals of preserving what is good in those
areas, in conjunction with neighborhood groups and other conservation allies. Those conditions exist
here in Squaw Valley.
There are 17 chapters or issue areas in the IS. The number of potentially significant impacts is
staggering. That will make a long EIR. Of the 17, there are 7 that deserve close attention:
1.

Aesthetics: Impacts to the viewshed, especially with the proposed height and massing of
buildings.

2.

There have been frequent project changes, including some occurring today. How can the project
be evaluated properly?

3.

Air quality and greenhouse gasses are an issue, particularly with the number of buildings. There
should be plans for green construction and green operation.

4.

Hydrology and water quality, particularly the effects of global climate change on the aquifer and
precipitation patterns.

5.

Land use planning: Agree with what Alexis said re: need to update the General Plan. Program EIRs
are “not a pass.” They require study and providing information to the public about what the
impacts are going to be.

6.

Employee housing and commuting issue needs to be fully addressed.

7.

Transportation, traffic, and public safety are knitted together in this proposal. Judy mentioned an
evacuation plan. That plan should look at the fact that this is a fire-prone area, not just the Valley
but the whole Sierra. Also, regarding traffic, impacts should be evaluated from Truckee to Tahoe
City and the Y.
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Marianne Salas,
daughter of
property owner

Ms. Salas’ parents built a home in 1957 on Sandy Way. Ms. Salas lives in downtown San Jose, which is
a better place for high-density development, and delivery of services, and noise, and treatment of
water. Squaw Valley is not the place for that sort of development. Ms. Salas is in agreement with
preceding comments, especially those concerning water quality, traffic, noise, construction, and dust.
We are in a 13-unit complex, so we are a small group. We have not been approached by the County.
She provided scoping comments to the County via email.

Charlie Pindrall,
Squaw Valley
resident on
Granite Chief Road

Planning appears to be on the backs of the developers. When looking at the entire area, especially
with the Homewood project that is also coming up, the County should look at models like Aspen,
Colorado for public transit that is really effective, connects the communities, and provides
transportation for employees as far down as Carbondale. Placer County needs a transportation plan
that includes all other projects in the area, not just this one.

Laura Hanley,
resident of
Intrawest

Ms. Hanley lives in the Village full-time. Her family enjoys the current views and quiet in Squaw Valley,
the coyotes crossing the snowed-over parking lot, and jackrabbits on the hillside. The project’s cultural
impact on the Valley would be substantial.

Sally Rule,
longtime resident
of Squaw Valley,
representing the
Friends of Squaw
Valley

In response to the NOP and other projects in the area, a group has formed called the “Friends of
Squaw Valley.” On December 1, there will be a Squaw Valley property owner’s association gathering,
and Alex, Jennifer Montgomery, and Chevis will be there.

Ed Heneveld,
Squaw Valley
resident

What is involved with an NOP comment period extension?

Alex Fisch

Typically, an NOP comment period would be extended because a new environmental issue that was
not previously disclosed and is of importance to a Trustee or a Responsible agency was raised during
the comment period. Or there was a substantive change to the project that could change an impact to
an area of one of those agencies’ responsibilities. Typically when a developer is making a change that
is within the scope of the project, there is not a need to extend the NOP comment period.

The Friends of Squaw Valley is an organization of concerned citizens formed in response to the Squaw
Valley Olympic Village Specific Plan. It is a forum whose mission is to advocate for environmentally
sustainable, economically viable, and aesthetically compatible development in Squaw Valley while
preserving its community character.

This issue has come up as recently as yesterday. At this time, it is the Agency Director’s determination
st
that the NOP comment period will not be extended. At the December 1 property owners meeting,
that I will be attending, County staff will record all comments and will include them in the project
administrative record.
An informal question and answer period was initiated. Members of the public, rather than approaching the podium,
remained in their seats and raised hands to be recognized for questions. Names of speakers were not formally provided or
recorded.
Unidentified
speaker

With the modifications that have been proposed today to Buildings A, B, and C, will there also be
changes to the number of units or the square footage?

Alex Fisch

Those adjustments to the project description are within the scope of the already identified
environmental impacts. Those adjustments will inform the EIR analysis so long as Mr. Hosea and his
team produce the documentation supporting those changes. The revised project will be analyzed in
the EIR. Throughout this process, you will see adjustments to the project, including adjustments made
in response to comments received. As long as the changes do not result in a new impact or enhance an
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already identified impact, the changes would not necessitate additional public scoping.

Unidentified
speaker

What is podium parking?

Alex Fisch

Podium parking is structured parking located beneath a building or outdoor plaza area. It is part of the
foundation system for the building. It would also be located beneath outdoor plaza areas. When you
walk around the Intrawest Village right now, you are actually standing on parking structures in several
locations. It is partially below grade and predominately above grade, but below buildings.

Unidentified
speaker

The IS states that some buildings would be 10 stories and then podium parking could add up to 14 feet
to that. So some of it has to be above ground, how else would it add 14 feet?

Alex Fisch

It is partially above grade. The metrics that we use to address height is something that the County and
applicant are still working through. The County has processes in place for how we determine height.
The applicant has proposed a variation to that as part of their project description. We are still
discussing with the applicant the best way to define building height so that it can be a commonly
understood development aspect of the project.

Unidentified
speaker

A physical model of the project, similar to the one that was done for the 1960 Olympics and also for
the Village, would give us a better idea about this podium height.

Alex Fish

What you are referencing is a 3-dimentional touchable model replica reduced scale of the project.
Chevis and the County have discussed this and Supervisor Montgomery has brought it up. It is my
understanding that Chevis is planning on having an architectural model prepared. The County
encourages this to be prepared in the near-term, as soon as possible. We have been waiting for the
project description to settle down a little bit because it has been going through an evolution in its
concept. We are always cautious about putting out information prematurely, but at this point the
project is relatively fixed. And we would encourage the applicant to prepare that.
There will be a virtual model that will be utilized to produce the photographic simulations of the
project that will inform the EIR.

Unidentified
speaker

Can the physical model include areas that are not a part of the project, like the Red Wolf Lodge? The
Red Wolf Lodge is a 2-story building with 2 giant building proposed next to it. Or the Squaw Valley
Lodge?

Alex Fisch

In my role as a project manager for the County, there are some application materials that I can clearly
require and some that I cannot. This is an in-between area. It has been requested and to my
understanding it is being produced.

Debbie Dutton,
Is there a possibility of placing an overflow parking structure by the church past the Squaw Valley
Onsite Manager of Lodge? There is a loop there with all those trees. Is that a possibility in a future phase?
Squaw Peak
Condos
Alex Fisch

Future phases are conceptual right now. The County has asked if any parking is anticipated back there.
Our understanding at this time is that there could be surface parking, but no structured parking, as
part of a future project phase.

Unidentified
speaker

Will you have a 3-D model? When?
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Chevis Hosea

Yes, probably in 3 to 4 months.

Close of the NOP scoping meeting

