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SUBJECT: APPEAL - PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF A VARIANCE (PVAA 
2004 0468) BURKEITHREE CHIEFS RESIDENCE 

ACTION REQUESTED 
The Board is being asked to consider an appeal from Squaw Valley Ski Corp of the Planning Commission's 
approval of a Variance for the BurkeIThree Chiefs residence in Squaw Valley. It is staffs 
recommendation that the Board uphold the decision of the Planning Commission and deny the appeal. 

BACKGROUND 
Proiect Site 
Mr. Robert Burke owns a 6,100 square foot lot (APN 096-030-043) that is the center parcel of a group 
of three parcels located approximately 120 feet south:of the first switchback on Granite Chief Road (see 
Exhibit 1). As shown in Exhibit 1, the three parcels are not contiguous to the Granite Chief Subdivision 
to the north; a ski run that leads east and downhill to the base of Squaw Valley separates the parcels 
from the subdivision. Although there is no formal roadway access to these three properties, an 
irregularly shaped parcel (APN 096-030-034), also owned by Mr. Burke, provides legal access to the 
three parcels from Granite Chief Road. 

The Burke parcel and the adjacent parcel downslope to the east are currently undeveloped; the adjacent 
parcel to the west (the Weber property) is the site of an abandoned residence (see Exhibit 2). These 
properties, and the Granite Chief Subdivision, are situated on the mountainside above the commercial 
and residential development near the Village at Squaw Valley. The Burke property is currently 
undeveloped, but has been graded at some time in the past. This earlier grading is evidenced by graded 
slopes on the western and eastern portions of the property (slopes ranging from 65 percent to 70 percent, 
respectively) with a 25-foot-wide, relatively level area between these slopes. The eastern and southern 
portions of the property slope down steeply towards Squaw Creek, which flows through a ravine in this 
area. 

Proiect Descri~tion 
Mr. Burke proposes constructing a new, three-level, three-bedroom, 4,550 square foot, single-family 
residence on his Granite Chief property in Squaw Valley (see Exhibits 3 and 4). The site plan shows 
that the new residence would be situated generally in the northern portion of the parcel, near the west 
(side) and north (front) property lines. The site plan also proposes that the new residence would 
encroach into both the 20-foot front property line setback along the north parcel boundary and the 100- 
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foot stream setback associated with Squaw Creek to the east. (Note: Mr. Burke also owns APN 096- 
030-034 which abuts the north property line of the subject parcel). Mr. Burke is requesting a variance to 
reduce these setback requirements to 5 feet to structure (2.5 feet to eaves) and 55 feet to structure, 
respectively. 

As described, the subject parcel is not large (6,113 square feet in size) and has significant slopes. 
Approximately two-thirds of the lot is within the 100-foot watercourse setback. Between the existing 
cut-slopes and the watercourse setback area, the parcel is very contrained, and the area available for 
development is quite limited (see Exhibit 5). In his Variance application, Mr. Burke noted that several 
developed properties along Squaw Creek in the vicinity of the project site are within the 100-foot stream 
setback. 

Entitlement Historv 
In January 2003, the Zoning Administrator approved a Variance to the parking requirement of two on- 
site spaces for each residential unit to allow two off-site parking spaces for both Mr. Burke (VAA-3724) 
and Mr. Weber, the neighboring property owner. In approving the Variance, the Zoning Administrator 
found that the unique location of the Burke parcel (-043), the lack of direct roadway access to this parcel 
and the shape of Mr. Burke's second parcel (-034) represented special circumstances that justified 
approval of the Variance. The conditions of approval for that Variance addressed the location of the 
parking spaces (two on -034 at Granite Chief Road and two at the bottom of Granite Chief Road), a 
limitation of no more than three bedrooms in any future residential construction on the Burke and 
Weber properties, deed restrictionsleasements related to parking and access between the Burke and 
Weber parcels, verification that Mr. Burke has physical access to his properties, proof of liability 
insurance related to pedestrian access between the parking area on Granite Chief Road and the 
BurkeIWeber properties, execution of a hold harmless agreement with the County, and an inspection of 
the property by County staff to determine if the property is in violation of County codes. The Variance 
was approved for a two-year period, expiring in January 2005. 

In November 2004, the Zoning Administrator considered applications from Mr. Burke and Mr. Weber 
for an extension of time for their previously-approved parking Variances. The Planning Department 
received correspondence from Squaw Valley Ski Corp objecting to these extensions and a public hearing 
was scheduled. At a hearing on November 4, 2004, the Zoning Administrator considered staffs 
recommendation, as well as testimony from both the applicants and a representative from Ski Corp, and 
approved an extension of time for the parking Variance. As there was no specific timeframe included in 
the extension request, the extensions were approved for a period of three years, expiring in November 
2007. No appeal to this extention of time was filed. 

In summer 2004, Mr. Burke prepared plans for the construction of a new single-family residence on his 
Granite Chief property. As described in the Project Description, above, the proposed residence 
encroaches into the front and stream setbacks that apply to this parcel. Mr. Burke requested a Variance 
to reduce these setbacks to 5 feet and 55 feet, respectively, in order to allow for the construction of his 
new residence. 

On October 7, 2004, the Zoning Administrator heard Mr. Burke's Variance application regarding the 
proposed reduction in setbacks. At that hearing, the Zoning Administrator considered reports from staff 
and received both oral testimony from Mr. Burke and Mr. Tom Kelley (Squaw Valley Ski Corp), and 
written testimony from Ski Corp and the Squaw Valley MAC. Based upon the information received at 



that hearing, the Zoning Administrator determined that the required findings could be made to support a 
Variance. The Zoning Administrator concluded: 

1) the project site was "unduly burdened" by setback limitations; 
2) water quality issues could be addressed by implementing BMPs and that Engineering and 

Surveying should add a condition requiring BMPs; 
3) the reduction in front setback does not represent a skier safety issue; and, 
4) the applicant will be required to develop an access solution that separates pedestrian movements 

from skiing activities. 

The Zoning Administrator approved the applicant's request for a Variance to setbacks; Squaw Valley 
Ski Corp appealed that decision on October 15,2004. 

Appeal of Zoning Administrator Decision 
Ski Corp's appeal of the approved Variance to setbacks was included on the Planning Commission's 
March 24, 2005 agenda. During staffs presentation of the appeal, County Counsel indicated that, 
because Best Management Practices (BMPs) were included as a grading condition, the Variance was not 
exempt from CEQA and that environmental analysis was required. The Planning Commission 
continued its consideration of the appeal to an open date, directing staff to proceed with environmental 
review. Staff conducted the environmental analysis and prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
the project, completing the document on June 22,2006. 

ACTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
The appeal of the Zoning Administrator's approval of the setback Variance was considered by the 
Planning Commission at its October 12,2006 meeting. Comments raised by the appellant and members 
of the public included: 

The scale of the residence is not consistent with the Squaw Valley General Plan; 

The environmental analysis for the project is lacking, and an EIR should be prepared; 

Concern with impacts to water quality in Squaw Creek; and 

Concerns with skier safety. 

The project applicant and adjoining property owner also provided testimony on the project. 

After reviewing the staff report and considering public testimony, the Planning Commission 
unanimously adopted a motion (7-0) to deny the appeal and approved the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and Variance to setback for the Three Chiefs project. In its deliberations, the Planning 
Commission concluded that legal access was in fact available to the project site, and that the perceived 
danger to pedestrians trying to walk to the proposed residence was no greater than if someone fell in 
front of a skier on the slopes. The Planning Commission concluded that the proposed residence was 
consistent with height requirements for the site, and that the footprint of the residence would only be 
double the size of the 775 square foot area that is currently permitted. Lastly, the Planning Commission 
concluded that any perceived impacts associated with located a residence at 55 feet from the centerline 
of Squaw Creek would not be an issue when compared to the failure of a sedimentation pond (resulting 
from improper construction) associated with the ski resort. 



LETTER OF APPEAL 
On October 23, 2006, Ski Corp appealed the Commission's action from the October 12, 2006 hearing 
(see Exhibit 7). The appeal application referenced a August 17,2006 letter from Paul Minasian, counsel 
for Ski Corp, as the basis for the appeal. To assure that all aspects of the appeal were thoroughly 
analyzed, staff has provided a response to each issue raised by the appellant. 

Issue 1: Sauaw Vallev MAC Op~osition 
The Squaw Valley MAC held a Special Meeting on Monday, October 4,2004, and the Burke Variance 
application was one of the agenda items scheduled at this meeting. Following a site visit with the 
applicant's architect, a representative of Ski Corp and staff, the MAC considered the Burke application 
and passed a motion recommending the Zoning Administrator deny the Variance because of concerns 
related to water quality impacts to Squaw Creek and skier safety. At its regular October 28, 2004 
meeting, the MAC passed a motion restating its opposition to the Burke Variance. 

Staff Response: At the time of the MAC meeting, the MAC did not have the benefit of the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration and its expanded analysis. As noted above, mitigation measures and conditions 
are included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, as well as the Conditions of Approval, that address 
the issues and concerns raised by the MAC members. As the Board is aware, the MAC is aonly 
responsible for providing a recommendation, and the MAC performed that duty. 

Issue 2: Design Characteristics 
The Ski Corp appeal states that, given its size and location, the proposed 4,550 square foot residence is 
out of character with the surrounding Granite Chief subdivision and that, when created in 1960, this lot 
and surrounding lots were intended to be used for seasonal summer cottages. The appeal questions 
whether Mr. Burke intends to limit his residence to three bedrooms (a condition of the parking Variance) 
and raises concerns related to emergency access along Granite Chief Road (specifically roadway width, 
grade and corners), especially during winter conditions. There is no winter road access to the property. 

Staff Response: The proposed residence is consistent with the height and lot coverage requirements of 
the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance. Based upon the scale and design of residential 
development that has occurred in the Granite Chief Subdivision, as well as the scale of the commercial, 
residential and recreational buildings associated with the adjacent ski area, the proposed residence is not 
inconsistent with the character of the surrounding residences and other structures. Staff has been unable 
to locate any documentation related to the formation of this lot, or the surrounding lots that limits their 
development to seasonal summer cottages. 

Granite Chief Road currently provides access to approximately 24 parcels. This roadway is narrow, 
there are some tight turns and it is steep in some areas. As stated in the appeal, the road is very 
challenging in winter conditions. No information has been provided to show how the development of 
one or two additional legally created residential parcels in this vicinity will have any significant effect 
on roadway operations. 

Issue 3: Lack o f  Access and SkiedPedestrian Safety 
The appeal states that there is no easement on record that provides winter access (pedestrian or 
otherwise) across the ski run between the parking area on parcel -034 at Granite Chief Road and the 
Burke parcel and, from a practical standpoint, people will park on -034 and cross the well-traveled ski 



run to access the Burke property. In addition, the appeal states that there is a substantial likelihood that 
collisions between pedestrians and skiers and snow grooming or other equipment on the hill could result. 

Staff Response: - Condition 7 of the Burke setback Variance, added by the Zoning Administrator, 
required the applicant to develop an "access solution which separates pedestrian traffic from Granite 
Chief Road to the subject property from skiers utilizing the intervening ski slope". Mr. Burke owns both 
the project parcel (-043) and parcel -034, an irregularly-shaped parcel, and maintains that parcel -034 
provides legal access to the project parcel. However, since the time of the Zoning Administrator 
approval and after considerable investigation by Mr. Burke, staff determined that constructing a bridge 
or tunnel across the ski run is not economically feasible, and staff recommended that this condition be 
deleted. The Planning Commission deleted Condition 7 when approving the Variance. Staff has 
reviewed the deeds and maps relating to the parcel and the easement rights on adjoining parcels. A 
reasonable reading of the material reflects that the applicant has the easement rights that he claims 
(which allows access from Granite Chief Drive to the three parcels in an undefined, open location). The 
County recognizes, however, that Ski Corp disputes these rights; however, the County does not resolve 
private disagreements. 

The proposed project includes the construction of a single-family residence where none currently exists. 
A summer access road to the home site will be constructed across an existing ski run on private 
property. The subject property has easement rights over the private ski run property for a permanent 
summer access road. During summer use, between May 1 and October 15, skiers are not present on the 
ski run and, therefore, impacts to pedestrian safety are minimal to none. 

The primary route of travel for downhill skiers at Squaw Valley is the Mountain Run, a large run that 
connects the ski areas in the vicinity of Squaw Peak with the lodge and commercial facilities at the base 
of the mountain. The Mountain Run is located on the south side of the Squaw Creek drainage, across 
from the Burke and Weber properties. The ski slope that runs north of and adjacent to the Burke and 
Weber properties is used primarily by local residents as a means to access the nearest lift at the lodge 
area at the base of the hill. Directly downslope from the Burke property, this run narrows and the slope 
increases significantly. There is a residence at the base of this steep hill that is regularly accessed by 
pedestrians crossing this ski run. Although pedestrians will cross this same run to access the Burke 
residence, the ski path in the vicinity of the project parcel is significantly wider and the slope is 
significantly less than the path in the vicinity of the residence at the base of the slope. As a result, 
potential conflicts between pedestrian and skiing activities will also be reduced because of these same 
factors. Staff finds that pedestrians are less likely to slip and fall on gentle slopes and that sight safety 
factors are significantly better at the section of the ski run that is wider and more gently sloped. 

The current summer access road for the adjacent uphill property measures about 130 feet in length. The 
applicant proposes to realign approximately half of the existing summer access road (about 65 feet) to 
improve access to the property for construction purposes. This realigned portion of the road will be 
graded and the entire length of the road will be surfaced with gravel as part of this project. Grading will 
be along the path of least disturbance, with minimal cut and fill slopes. The realigned summer access 
road will result in fills of no more than two feet and resulting finished grades no steeper than 2: 1. Staff 
finds that the minor compacting and widening of the summer access road will not significantly alter the 
topography or change the existing conditions of the ski slope to any great extent. 

The proposed Burke residence is a single-family residence; the maximum estimated number of ski run 
crossings by pedestrians during the busiest winter day is anticipated to be 10 crossings per day. Based 



on site visits and sight line analyses by staff, staff has concluded that sight distance is adequate for skiers 
to react to maneuver around pedestrians, and that pedestrians have adequate visibility to see skiers and 
avoid potential conflicts. Skiers accept the inherent risks of skiing by engaging in the sport of skiing 
within the boundaries of a ski area. According to County Code Section 9.28.050, it is the responsibility 
of the skier "to ski in a safe and reasonable manner, under sufficient control to be able to stop or avoid 
other skiers or objects." Under the reasonable assumption that competent skiers are using this ski run 
since they are mainly local residents, and given the considerations provided above, staff concludes that 
the construction of this residence at this location will not create a condition very different than that 
which exists today and that skier safety is not significantly impacted as a result of construction of this 
proposed single-family residence. 

Issue 4: Front Setback 
The Burke property fronts onto a ski run, and Ski Corp asserts that reducing the required 20-foot front 
setback to 5 feet would introduce an additional hazard to skiers on this run. Ski Corp maintains that the 
20-foot front setback should be retained in order to protect skier safety. 

Staff Response: The residence will be constructed within the property lines of the parcel, and staff could 
find no evidence to show that a 15-foot difference in the location of a residence would significantly 
affect skier safety. If Ski Corp is concerned with skier safety, Ski Corp has the ability to construct 
fences or barriers on its property to assure skier safety. 

Issue 5: Stream Setback 
The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board lists Squaw Creek as an "impaired waterway" 
from sediment. Ski Corp states that allowing the construction of the Burke residence within the 100 feet 
from centerline setback area represents an unacceptable risk to the water quality of the creek. 

Staff Response: The County Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control Ordinance and the Drainage 
section of the Land Development Manual require erosion control Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 
prevent quantities of material substantially in excess of natural levels to be moved from the site in any 
manner that could potentially cause water quality degradation. The Advisory Comment that Engineering 
and Surveying Department added to the conditions for the approved Variance requires a Grading Permit 
be obtained if certain conditions are met. As noted in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
implementation of the required BMP measures will reduce any possible impacts to less than significant 
levels. As the Board is aware, other improvements within the larger Squaw Valley Resort area have been 
allowed without the 100-foot setback area from Squaw Creek, and no adverse impacts have resulted. 
Staff is confident that imlementaion of the Mitigation Measures with the Variance will provide the same 
level of success that Squaw Valley Ski Corp has enjoyed. 

Issue 6: Code Enforcement 
The deed restriction requirements of Condition 3 of the Burke and Weber parking Variances establish an 
interrelationship between these two parcels with regards to parking and access. Ski Corp states that the 
abandoned structure on the Weber parcel is an attractive nuisance and is a violation. Since these two 
parcels are interlinked, Ski Corp states that the County should not be considering an application relating 
to the Burke parcel while an existing violation exists on the Weber parcel. 

Staff Response: Staff from Code Enforcement and Environmental Health Services have visited the 
Weber property on several occasions. Based upon these site visits, there are no known code violations 
on the Weber property (-044). Although a Demolition Permit has been issued (1 18624.04, dated 



December 8, 2004), the demolition permit has not yet been exercised, and the structure remains on the 
parcel. 

Adeauacv of the Environmental Analvsis for the Proiect 
In addition to the above-discussed points of appeal, Ski Corp also made several claims that a single- 
family residence should require an EIR. In Ski Corp's attempt to put its issues into the context of 
CEQA, it claims that: 

(A) the approval of the parking variance and the setback variances were an illegal segmentation of one 
project that should have been considered in one unified CEQA document; 

(B) that the previously approved parking variance should be re-examined; 

(C) that pedestrian safety was not adequately covered in the environmental document; 

(D) that the road construction that is required as a mitigation measure is not adequately analyzed; 

(E) that a smaller structure should be mandated in order to protect water quality; and 

(F) that the single family residence is in conflict with the zoning code. 

As with the other points of appeal, staff has individually addressed each of these issues below. 

Issue A: The approval of the parking variance and the setback variances were an illegal segmentation of 
one project that should have been considered in one unified document. 

Staff Response: As mentioned above, the applicant has a variance entitlement that was approved in 
November 2004, and the applicant has until November 4,2007 to vest this right. Ski Corp claims that 
CEQA prohibits the processing of the parking variance in 2004 and the current variance request to 
setback as separate actions. 

In reviewing this claim, staff has concluded that the applicant did not have building plans at the time the 
parking variance was sought. While it is true that CEQA prohibits a piece-meal approach to 
development, there are no facts on the record that support an accusation that the applicant had made any 
decisions about construction on the property at the time of the parking variance approval. Rather, it was 
clear that a parking variance would need to be obtained before the applicant could determine whether or 
not proceeding with construction plans would be worth while. Accordingly, there was no 'subsequent 
project' at the time of the approval of the parking variance. 

Most importantly, the environmental determination for the parking variance (a Categorical Exemption) 
was approved in 2003; and then was relied upon again for the extension approval in October 2004. The 
statute of limitations for legal challenges for the use of the exemption for the parking variance expired in 
April 2005. Accordingly, it is too late for the appellant to challenge the environmental analysis used for 
the parking variance. 



As to the current variance application, the existence of the previously approved parking variance is 
considered as a part of the baseline for environmental review. While it is not appropriate to re-analyze 
the parking variance, staff has taken its existence into account as it worked through environmental 
review for the variances at issue. 

Issue B: The parking variance should be re-examined. 

Staff Response: The Ski Corp letter seems to indicate in several places that the parking variance should 
be re-examined. As stated above, the statute of limitations of environmental determination has run. It is 
important to note that Ski Corp knew about the hearing for the parking variance as evidenced by their 
testimony at that hearing; however, Ski Corp did not choose to appeal that decision at the time. Once an 
entitlement is sought and granted, it becomes a property right. Revocation of any entitlement would 
require compliance with County, State and Federal laws that protect private property rights. 

Issue C: Pedestrian safety is not adequately analyzed in the document. 

Staff Resvonse: In response to Ski Corp's continued comments on this issue, staff commented under 
the heading "Issue 3" above. In addition, Ski Corp submitted a letter written by Larry Heywood (See 
Exhibit C to the Minasian letter) that argues that the construction of the residence itself, and winter 
access across the adjacent ski slope to the property, poses a safety hazard to skiers using the slope. Staff 
has considered this letter, as well as a significant amount of other information as discussed above, and 
has concluded that this issue has been addressed adequately for the purposes of a variance approval, and 
for the purposes of CEQA, as well. 

Issue D: The road construction that is required as a mitigation measure is not adequately analyzed. 

Staff Resvonse: The Ski Corp letter claims that the County is requiring that a new road be constructed 
across the burdened lot, and that such construction would be so significant that it would require a 
Statement of Overriding Consideration made within an EIR document. 

Staff makes no reference to where the access road must be located on the burdened property. The 
County is requiring that a summer road access the parcel (as evidenced by the conditions of approval) in 
order to ensure that any potential impacts from emergency situations can be handled. Staff understood 
that the current existing dirt road may be used, but as CEQA requires, staff considered the worst case 
scenario and required mitigation measures that would mitigate the construction of an entirely new road 
(see discussion on page 4 of the Initial Study). 

The Ski Corp letter spends a considerable amount of time discussing legal issues pertaining to the scope 
of the easement rights and argues that the road mitigation measure is not legally feasible, and is 
therefore inadequate. As mentioned earlier, staff has reviewed the deeds and maps relating to the parcel 
and the easement rights on adjoining parcels. A reasonable reading of the material reflects that the 
property owner has the easement rights that he claims. Nevertheless, to ensure the CEQA mitigation is 
adequate, the County added a Condition of Approval to ensure that the mitigation measure will be 
complied with before a building permit for the construction of the home is issued. 



Issue E: A smaller structure should be mandated in order to protect water quality 

Staff Response: As previously discussed above, staff has concluded that the water quality impacts have 
been addressed and mitigated within the environmental document. It is important to note that the 
applicant will also still have to comply with any restrictions or requirements from Federal or State 
agencies, including Lahontan. 

Issue F: The single-family residence is in conflict with the zoning code. 

Staff Response: Placer County's Initial Study check list does require that the County consider 
compatibility of a project application with existing land use and zoning regulations. If a project is in 
conflict with an existing law, then an application for a change in that law is required in order for a "less 
than significant" determination to be made within an environmental document. 

This project, however, is not in conflict with the applicable zoning standards. As previously stated, the 
subject parcel, and the adjoining parcels to the west and east, were legally created in 1960. The Density 
Factor (Land Use Intensity) in the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance limits the 
number of bedrooms in the Low-Density Residential District to a maximum of 10 bedrooms per acre. 
This density factor does not apply, however, to "residential subdivision lots legally created prior to 
January 1, 1983". This proposed project, therefore, is not in conflict with the applicable zoning 
standards. 

CONCLUSION 
As discussed above, staff has concluded that there are no merits to the issues raised by the appellant. 
The Planning Commission considered these same issues and voted unanimously to deny Ski Corp's 
appeal and approve the setback Variance and the Mitigated Negative Declaration that has been prepared 
for this entitlement. No new information is provided in the appeal that would necessitate reversing the 
Planning Commission's action. 

RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and deny the 
appeal, thereby approving the Variance, based upon to the following Findings. 

FINDINGS: 
CEOA FINDINGS: 
The Planning Commission has considered the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration, the proposed 
mitigation measures, the staff report and all comments thereto and hereby adopts the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the project based upon the following findings: 

1. The Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Three Chiefs project has been prepared as required 
by law. With the incorporation of all mitigation measures, the project is not expected to cause 
any significant adverse impacts. 

POTENTIAL IMPACT 3b & 3c: Significant disruptions, displacements, compaction 
or overcrowding of the soil and Substantial change in topography or ground surface 
relief. 



DISCUSSION: The proposed project includes the construction of a permanent summer 
access road, trenching for new utility services, and construction of a single family 
residence. The residential structure will be constructed on a parcel that overlooks Squaw 
Creek and is separated from the nearest roadway, Granite Chief Road. The parcel is 
separated from Granite Chief Road by an access parcel, owned by 3 Chiefs, LLC, and by 
Squaw Valley Development Property land which is used as a ski run during the winter 
season. The applicant has legal rights and ownership over the access parcel, APN 096- 
030-034, which also allows for parking for the residential lots on the other side of the ski 
run, adjacent to Granite Chief Road. An existing easement (683 OR 514) grants the 
applicant rights to construct a road over the Squaw Valley Development Property land in 
order to access the residential lots during the summer months. The summer use period is 
considered to be between May 1 and October 15 each year. The applicant intends to 
construct this summer access road as a permanent feature that will remain in place after 
the construction of the residence is completed. Grading and compaction of soils for 
construction of the road will disturb areas as wide as 65 feet over a length of 
approximately 125 feet to install a 20 foot wide gravel access road and provide for 
finished slopes of no more than 2: 1. It is estimated that approximately 183 cubic yards of 
material (cut and fill) will be required for the construction of the permanent access road. 
In addition, this project may include trenching for approximately 800 feet of new 8" 
waterline. The largest portion of the new water line would be placed on previously 
disturbed ground along Granite Chief Road. In addition, the applicant estimates that 
approximately 500 cubic yards of material will be excavated to construct the basement 
and foundation for the residence. Given the highly erodible nature of the soils present at 
the site, the steep topography, and the proximity to Squaw Creek, staff considers impacts 
due to soil disruption, displacement, and changes in topography to be potentially 
significant unless mitigation is incorporated. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
MM 3.1 Prior to Building Permit issuance, obtain a Grading Permit for any grading work 
outside the building footprint for construction of the summer access road. All proposed 
grading, drainage improvements, vegetation, tree impacts and tree removal shall be shown 
on the Grading Plans and all work shall conform to provisions of the County Grading 
Ordinance (Section 15.48, Placer County Code) and the Placer County Flood Control 
District's Stormwater Management Manual. No grading, clearing, or tree disturbance shall 
occur until the Grading Permit is issued and any required temporary construction fencing 
has been installed and inspected by a member of the DRC. All cutlfill slopes shall be at 2:l 
(horizonta1:vertical) unless a soils report supports a steeper slope and the Engineering and 
Surveying Department (ESD) concurs with said recommendation. 

MM 3. Staging Areas: Stockpiling andfor vehicle staging areas shall be identified on the 
Grading Plans and located as far as practical from existing dwellings and protected 
resources in the area. 

FINDING: With implementation of the mitigation measures these impacts can be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 



POTENTIAL IMPACT 3e & 3f: Potential significant increase in wind or water erosion 
of soils, either on or off the site and changes in deposition, or erosion or changes in 
siltation may modify the channel of squaw creek. 

DISCUSSION: 
This project includes the grading and construction of a permanent summer access road, 
trenching for new utility services, and the development of one residential lot in close 
proximity to Squaw Creek. Soil types in this area are highly erodible and as a result, 
years of development within the Squaw Valley area have contributed to the impaired 
water quality of Squaw Creek due to sediment loading. Due to grading activities, an 
increase in wind and water erosion of soils will occur with the development of this 
property. The construction phase will create significant potential for erosion as disturbed 
soil may come in contact with wind or precipitation that could transport sediment to the 
air andlor adjacent waterways. Erosion generated both during construction and from post 
construction activities has the potential of degrading water quality and adding additional 
sediment to Squaw Creek. With implementation of the following mitigation measures 
these impacts can be reduced to a less than significant level. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
MM 3.1, MM 3.2 Refer to Item 3b and 3c for the text of these mitigation measures. 

MM 3.3 Water quality treatment facilities (BMPs) shall be designed according to the 
California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice 
Handbooks for Construction and for New Development 1 Redevelopment (or other similar 
source as approved by the ESD) and shown on the Grading Plans to be submitted with the 
application for the Grading Permit. BMPs for the project include, but are not limited to: 
Fiber Rolls, Silt Fence, Combination Fiber Roll, Silt Fence, and Chain Link Fence, 
Hydroseeding, Stabilized Construction Entrance, and revegetation techniques. BMPs will 
be reviewed and approved by the ESD during the Grading Permit application process. 

MM 3.4 In order to protect site resources, no grading activities of any kind may take place 
within the 100-year flood plain of the stream/drainage way unless otherwise approved as a 
part of this project. 

FINDING: With implementation of the mitigation measures these impacts can be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

POTENTIAL IMPACT 4a: Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate 
amount of surface runoff. 

DISCUSSION: 
The proposed project includes the construction of a summer access road and a single 
family residence on one parcel. The proposed residential structure will be partially 
located within the 100 foot setback to the center of the flowline of Squaw Creek and will 
be approximately 50 feet above Squaw Creek. The addition of impervious surfaces for 
the residential structure will result in an increase to the rate and amount of surface water 
runoff generated from this site. However, the project proposal includes permanent 
infiltration trenches and landscape treatment areas to absorb and infiltrate stormwater 



runoff which helps to reduce any impacts due to additional surface water runoff to a less 
than significant level. Changes in the direction of runoff flow are slight and considered 
to be less than significant. The construction of a permanent summer access road will 
result in soil compaction and less infiltration potential for the native soil, however, a 
gravel surfaced road is proposed which will allow some permeability. Changes in 
absorption rates and the rate and amount of surface runoff due to the addition of the 
gravel surfaced access road are considered to be less than significant. 

FINDING: The impact does not need mitigation because its effect is less than 
significant. 

POTENTIAL IMPACT 4c & 4j: Discharge into surface waters or other alterations of 
surface water quality (e.g., temperature, dissolved oxygen, or turbidity) within the Lake 
Tahoe watershed area. 

DISCUSISON: The proposed project includes utility trenching, grading of a summer 
access road, and residential structure grading including basement and foundation grading 
activities that, given the proximity of the lot to Squaw Creek, the topography, and the 
erodible soils in this area, could potentially cause water quality degradation due to 
construction and post-construction activities. The Lahontan Regional Water Quality 
Control Board recently modified its Basin Plan to include TMDL requirements for 
sediment in Squaw Creek. This project could directly impact the water quality of Squaw 
Creek if effective BMPs are not incorporated and properly installed and maintained both 
during and after construction. The project proposes construction (temporary) and post- 
construction (permanent) BMPs to reduce water quality impacts both for near-term and 
long-term operation. In addition, the proposed project's impacts associated with increase 
in water quality degradation will be mitigated to a less than significant level by 
implementing the following mitigation measures. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
Mitipation Measures-items 4c, 4i: 
MM 3.3 Refer to Item 3e and 3f for the text of this mitigation measure. 

MM 4.1 Water quality "Best Management Practices" (BMPs) shall be applied according 
to guidance of the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) Stormwater Best 
Management Practice Handbooks for Construction, for New 
Development/Redevelopment, or for Industrial and Commercial, (or other similar source 
as approved by the ESD). BMPs shall be designed to mitigate (minimize, infiltrate, filter, 
or treat) stormwater runoff. Flow or volume based post-construction BMPs shall be 
designed at a minimum in accordance with the Placer County Guidance Document for 
Volume and Flow-Based Sizing of Permanent Post-Construction Best Management 
Practices for Stormwater Quality Protection. BMPs for the project include, but are not 
limited to dripline infiltration trenches and landscape treatment areas. All BMPs shall be 
maintained as required to insure effectiveness. Said BMP measures for this project shall 
include: Minimizing drainage concentration from impervious surfaces by using infiltration 
trenches, construction management techniques, erosion protection at downhill outfall 
locations, and establishment of permanent landscape treatment features to capture and treat 
runoff prior to flow to Squaw Creek. 
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FINDING: With implementation of the mitigation measures these impacts can be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

POTENTIAL IMPACT 6C: Inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses. 

DISCUSSION: The proposed project includes the construction of a single family 
residence where none currently exists on a parcel that is not directly accessible from a 
roadway capable of supporting a 40,000-pound vehicle. Construction of the property is 
not possible unless an access road is provided for vehicles to drive to the property. The 
applicant has proposed the construction of a permanent summer access road to the 
property but has not demonstrated that the road will be capable of supporting the required 
vehicle loads. A letter from the Squaw Valley Fire Department requires the installation 
of an automatic fire sprinkler system and otherwise states that they will serve the property 
provided that applicable fees and charges are paid. The proposed project's impacts 
associated with inadequate access will be mitigated to a less than significant level by 
implementing the following mitigation measure. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 
Mitigation Measures-item 6c: 

MM 6.1 Construct a 20 foot all-weather surface road from Granite Chief Road across the 
access parcel (APN 096-030-034) to the residential lot (APN 096-030-043) for an access 
roadway capable of supporting a 40,000-pound emergency vehicle. Minimum 
recommended surfacing on 90 percent compacted soil is 6 inch aggregate base. 

FINDING: With implementation of the mitigation measures these impacts can be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

POTENTIAL IMPACT 6e: Pedestrianlskier safety 

DISCUSSION: The proposed project includes the construction of a single family 
residence where none currently exists. A summer access road to the home site will be 
constructed across an existing ski run on private property. The subject property has 
easement rights over the private ski run property for a permanent summer access road. 
During summer use, between May 1 and October 15, skiers are not present on the ski run 
and therefore, impacts to pedestrian safety are minimal to none. 

The primary route of travel for downhill skiers at Squaw Valley is. the Mountain Run, a 
large run that connects the ski areas in the vicinity of Squaw Peak with the lodge and 
commercial facilities at the base of the mountain. The Mountain Run is located on the 
south side of the Squaw Creek drainage, across from the Burke and Weber properties. 
The ski slope that runs north of and adjacent to the Burke and Weber properties is used 
primarily by local residents as a means to access the nearest lifi at the lodge area at the 
base of the hill. Directly downslope fiom the Burke property, this run narrows and the 
slope increases significantly. There is a residence at the base of this steep hill that is 
regularly accessed by pedestrians crossing this ski run. Although pedestrians will cross 
this same run to access the Burke residence, the ski path in the vicinity of the project 



parcel is significantly wider and the slope is significantly less than the path in the vicinity 
of the residence at the base of the slope. As a result, potential conflicts between 
pedestrian and skiing activities will also be reduced because of these same factors. Staff 
finds that pedestrians are less likely to slip and fall on gentle slopes and that sight safety 
factors are significantly better at the section of the ski run that is wider and more gently 
sloped. 

The current summer access road for the adjacent uphill property measures about 130 feet 
in length. The applicant proposes to realign approximately half of the existing summer 
access road (about 65 feet) to improve access to the property for construction purposes. 
This realigned portion of the road will be graded and the entire length of the road will be 
surfaced with gravel as part of this project. Grading will be along the path of least 
disturbance, with minimal cut and fill slopes. The realigned summer access road will 
result in fills of no more than two feet and resulting finished grades no steeper than 2: 1. 
Staff finds that the minor compacting and widening of the summer access road will not 
significantly alter the topography or change the existing conditions of the ski slope to any 
great extent. 

The proposed Burke residence is a single-family residence; the maximum estimated 
number of ski run crossings by pedestrians during the busiest winter day is anticipated to 
be 10 crossings per day. Based on site visits and sight line analyses by staff, staff has 
concluded that sight distance is adequate for skiers to react to maneuver around 
pedestrians, and that pedestrians have adequate visibility to see skiers and avoid potential 
conflicts. Skiers accept the inherent risks of skiing by engaging in the sport of skiing 
within the boundaries of a ski area. According to County Code Section 9.28.050, it is the 
responsibility of the skier "to ski in a safe and reasonable manner, under sufficient 
control to be able to stop or avoid other skiers or objects." Under the reasonable 
assumption that competent skiers are using this ski run since they are mainly local 
residents, and given the considerations provided above, staff concludes that the 
construction of this residence at this location will not create a condition very different 
than that which exists today and that skier safety is not significantly impacted as a result 
of construction of this proposed single-family residence. 

FINDING: The impact does 'not need mitigation because its effect is less than 
significant. 

POTENTIAL IMPACT 9e: Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush, grass, 
or trees. 

DISCUSSION: The project will result in the construction of residential structures and 
introduce human activities in an area of potential wildland fire hazard. The Squaw 
Valley Public Service District (PSD) is responsible for providing fire protection services 
to the project area. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 
Mitigation Measures-item 9e: 
MM 9.1 The applicant shall obtain a "will serve" letter from the PSD. 



FINDING: With implementation of the mitigation measures these impacts can be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

POTENTIAL IMPACT lob: Exposure of people to noise levels in excess of County 
standards. 

DISCUSSION: Noise from construction activities may noticeably increase noise levels 
above existing ambient noise levels. This is a potentially significant event. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 10.1 
MM 10.1 In order to mitigate the impacts of construction noise noted above, construction 
noise emanating from any construction activities for which a building permit or grading 
permit is required is prohibited on Sundays and Federal Holiday, and shall only occur: 

A) Monday through Friday, 6:00 am to 8:00 pm (during daylight savings) 
B) Monday through Friday, 7:00 am to 8:00 pm (during standard time) 
C) Saturdays, 8:00 am to 6:00 pm 

In addition, a temporary sign shall be located throughout the project (4' x 47, as 
determined by the DRC, at key intersections depicting the above construction hour 
limitations. Said signs shall include a toll free public information phone number where 
surrounding residents can report violations and the developerhuilder will respond and 
resolve noise violations. This condition shall be included on the Improvement Plans and 
shown in the development notebook. 

The Planning Director is authorized to waive the time frames based on special 
circumstances, such as adverse weather conditions 

FINDING: With implementation of the mitigation measures these impacts can be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

POTENTIAL IMPACT l l a -  l l e :  Provision of services by The Squaw Valley Public 
Service District (PSD) (which provides fire protection services to the project area); the 
Placer County Sheriffs Department (which provides police protection services to the 
project area); the Tahoe Truckee Unified School District (TTUSD) oversees the 
elementary and secondary schools; and the Placer County Engineering and Surveying 
Department is responsible for maintaining County roads. 

DISCUSSION: Project development will result in an additional demand on the need for 
these public services. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 1 1.1 : Obtain will serve letters from all service providers. 

FINDING: With implementation of the mitigation measures these impacts can be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

POTENTIAL IMPACT 12A - 12G: The new residence will connect to existing water 
and sewer services that are located in the vicinity. The project proposes utilizing the 
services of Sierra Pacific for electric power, Southwest Gas for natural gas, SBC for 



telephone, Squaw Valley Public Service District (PSD) for water and sewer and Sierra 
Disposal for solid waste removal. 

DISCUSSION: The project will generate an increased demand for these utilities and 
service systems. 

MITIGATION MEASURE: 
MM 12.1 The applicant will required to obtain "will serve" letters from these service 
providers. 

FINDING: With implementation of the mitigation measures these impacts can be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

2. There is no substantial evidence in the record as a whole that the project as revised and mitigated 
may have a significant effect on the environment. 

3. The Mitigated Negative Declaration as adopted for the project reflects the independent judgment 
and analysis of Placer County, which has exercised overall control and direction of its 
preparation. 

4. The mitigation planlmitigation monitoring program prepared for the project is approved and 
adopted as attached in Exhibit 5. 

5. The custodian of records for the project is the Placer County Planning Director, 3091 County 
Center Drive, Aubwn CA, 95603. 

VARIANCE FINDINGS: 

6. There are special circumstances applicable to this project, specifically the shape and steep 
topography of the project parcel and close proximity of a stream and the resulting setback 
restrictions that make the strict application of Chapter 17.60.100 (D) (Action on a Variance), 
Placer County Code, result in depriving the property of privileges enjoyed by other property in 
the vicinity under identical zoning classification. 

7. The Variance authorized does not constitute a grant of special privileges inconsistent with the 
limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and in the same zone district. 

8. The Variance does not authorize a use that is not otherwise allowed in the zoning district because 
the property is zoned for residential use. 

9. The granting of the Variance does not, under the circumstances and conditions, applied in the 
particular case, adversely affect public health or safety, is not materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, nor injurious to nearby property or improvements because the change in stream setback 
and front yard setback width will not cause any hazard to skiers or pedestrians at or near the 
project site because of the visibility and site distance of the home. 

10. The Variance is consistent with the Placer County General Plan and the Squaw Valley General 
Plan & Land Use Ordinance, including the provisions within these Plans related to density. The 
bedroom density limitations in the Squaw Valley plan are not applicable to subdivision lots 
created prior to January 1, 1983; the subject parcel was created in 1960. 



11. The Variance is the minimum departure from the requirements of the ordinance necessary to 
grant relief to the applicant, consistent with Chapter 17.60.100 (D) (Action on a Variance), 
Placer County Code. 

Respectfully submitted, 

PIT Director 

MW: 

EXHIBITS: 
Exhibit 1 - Vicinity Map 
Exhibit 2 - Photos 
Exhibit 3 - Site Plan 
Exhibit 4 - Elevations 
Exhibit 5 - Setback Constraints 
Exhibit 6 - Revised Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Exhibit 7 - Ski Corp Appeal 

cc: Tom Kelly - Appellant (Squaw Valley Ski Corp) 
Robert Burke - Applicant 
Don Barrientos - SVMAC 

Copies to be sent by Planning: 
Rebecca Maddex - Engineering and Surveying Department 
Dana Wiyninger - Environmental Health Services 
Brent Backus - Air Pollution Control District 
Christa Darlington - County Counsel 
Michael Johnson - Planning Director 
Michael Wells - Supervising Planner 
Subject/chrono files 
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BURKE VARIANCE - SQUAW VALLEY P V M  2004 0468 

structure above the oroiect site is on orooertv owned bv Franz Weber. 

center of the photo are located In the proposed bu~ ld~ng  site of the new res~dence 
EXHIBIT 2 



parcels. This photo shows the slbpes assdciated with the Squaw Creek drainage in the vicinity 
of the project site. The roof of the abandoned structure on the Weber property is visible 
through the trees at left of center. The small clearing to the right of the structure is the Burke 
property. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 
Oce Agency COORDINATION 

SERVICES 

Gina Langford, Coordinator 

REVISED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

In accordance with Placer County ordinances regarding implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, Placer County 
has conducted an Initial Study to determine whether the following project may have a significant adverse effect on the environment, 
and on the basis of that study hereby finds: 

The proposed project will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment; therefore, it does not require the preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Report and this Negative Declaration has been prepared. 

Although the proposed project could have a significant adverse effect on the environment, there will not be a significant 
adverse effect in this case because the project has incorporated specific provisions to reduce impacts to a less than significant 
level andlor the mitigation measures described herein have been added to the project. A Mitigated Negative Declaration has 
thus been prepared. This document has not been circulated because the changes have only clarified already stated issues 
pertaining to the project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5~(4). 

The environmental documents, which constitute the Initial Study and provide the basis and reasons for this determination are 
attached andlor referenced herein and are hereby made a part of this document. 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

PUBLIC NOTICE 

Title: Three Chiefs Residence 

A copy of the Negative Declaration is available for public review at the Community Development Resource Center public counter 
and at the Tahoe City Library. Additional information may be obtained by contacting the Community Development Resource 
Agency, Environmental Coordination Services, at (530) 745-3132 between the hours of 8:00 am and 5:00 pm at 3091 County 
Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603. 

Plus# PVAA T20040468 

If you wish to appeal the appropriateness or adequacy of this document, address your written comments to our finding that the 
project will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment: (1) identify the environmental effect(s), why they would 
occur, and why they would be significant, and (2) suggest any mitigation measures which you believe would eliminate or reduce 
the effect to an acceptable level. Regarding item (1) above, explain the basis for your comments and submit any supporting 
data or references. Refer to Section 18.32 of the Placer County Code for important information regarding the timely filing of 
appeals. 

The ownerlapplicant hereby acknowledges that the above mitigation measures will be 
incorporated as part of the project. 

Name of Owner (print) 

Description: Proposed to construct one residential unit of 4,950 sq ft with 3 levels and 3 bedrooms. 

Location: on Granite Chief Road in Squaw Valley, Placer County 

Project Owner: Robert Burke, Three Chiefs LLC, PO Box 823, Orinda, CA 94563-0823, 925-254-7246 

Project Applicant: KB foster Civil Engineering lnc., PO Box 129, Carnellian Bay, CA 96140 

Name of Owner (sign) Date 

County Contact Person: Michael Wells 

I Name of Applicant (print) 

530-745-3024 

Name of Applicant (sign) Date 

Recorder's Certification 

EXHIBIT 6 Alp 



COUNTY OF PLACER 
Community Development Resource Agency 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
COORDINATION 

John Marin, Agency Director 
SERViCES 

Gina Langford, Coordinator 

REVISED INITIAL STUDY 

Ii? accordance with the policies of the Placer County Board of Supervisors regarding implementation of the California 
1 

Environmental Quality Act, this document constitutes the Initial S t d y  on the proposedproject. This Initial St@provides the 
basis for the determination whether the project may have a sign$cant efSect on the environment. l f i t  is determined that the 
project may have a significant efect on the environment, an Environmental Impact Report will be prepared which focuses on 
the areas of concern identrfied by this Initial Study. 

I. BACKGROUND 

Proiect Title: Three Chiefs Residence (PVAA T20040468) -Variance 

Environmental Setting: The project parcel is +6,113 sq. ft. in size and is the center parcel of three contiguous parcels that 
are located on a hillside above the Squaw Valley Lodge in the western portion of Squaw Valley. The three parcels are 
approximately 120 feet south of the first switchback on Granite Chief Road in the Granite Chief Subdivision. These 
parcels are not a part of, nor are they directly connected to this subdivision, however. They are separated from the 
subdivision by a portion of a ski run that leads to the Squaw Valley Lodge at the base of the mountain. 

The vegetation on the site is characterized by a small number of mixed conifer and montane chaparral species 
(Jeffrey, ponderosa and lodgepole pines) with some aspens and willows. These trees have varying diameters and are 
located primarily along the northern frontage of the property and near the southern comer of the site. There are two pines 
with dbh of 6 inches or greater that are located in the center of the lot. 

Although this property is currently undeveloped, it is not undisturbed. Some time in the past, the site was graded, as 
evidenced by graded slopes in the western and eastern portions of the property (slopes of +65 percent and +70 percent, 
respectively) and a k25-foot wide relatively level area situated between these slopes. The eastern and southern portions of 
the property slope down steeply towards Squaw Creek, a perennial stream that flows through a ravine in this area. 

Proiect Description: The Three Chiefs project proposes constructing a new three-level, three-bedroom, +4,550 sq. ft. 
single-family residence on a +6,113 sq. ft. parcel located south of the Granite Chief subdivision in Squaw Valley. The site 
plans for the project show that the new residence would be situated generally in the northern portion of the parcel, near the 
west and north property lines. The structural setback requirements of the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use 
Ordinance are 20 feet from the front property line (along the north parcel boundary) and 100 feet from centerline of 
Squaw Creek (to the east). As proposed, the new residence would not be consistent with these requirements; the project 
proponent has requested a variance to reduce these setbacks to 5 feet and 55 feet, respectively. 

Approximately 500 cubic yards of material will be excavated to construct the basement and foundation for the 
residence. It is estimated that an additional 183 cubic yards of material (cut and fill) will be required for the construction 
of a permanent summer construction road to the site. The potential grading and drainage impacts resulting from these 
development activities are the primary focus of this environmental review. 

11. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

A. A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers. 

B. "Less than Significant Impact" applies where the project's impacts are negligible and do not require any 
mitigation to reduce impacts. 

11414 BAvenue Auburn CA95603 (530)886-3000 fax (530)886-3003 cdraecs@placer.ca.gov 



I Environmental Issues Potentially I 
(See attaclzments for information sources) Significant 

Less Than Unless Potentially Significant No Impact Mitigation Significant 
Incorporated Impact 

C. "Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of mitigation 
measures has reduced an effect fiom "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less than Significant Impact." 
The County, as lead agency, must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the 
effect to a less-than-significant level (mitigation measures from Section N, EARLIER ANALYSES, may be 
cross-referenced). 

D. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is significant. If 
there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an ELR is 
required. 

E. All answers must take account of the entire action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative 
as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts [CEQA, 
Section 15063 (a) (I)]. 

F. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect 
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration [Section 15063(c)(3)(D)]. Earlier 
analyses are discussed in Section IV at the end of the checklist. 

G. References to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans/community plans, zoning 
ordinances) should be incorporated into the checklist. Reference to a previously prepared or outside 
document should include a reference to the pages or chapters where the statement is substantiated. A source 
list should be attached, and other sources used, or individuals contacted, should be cited in the discussion. 

Init--1 c+,,rl,, Phc.A,l;e+ Paae 2 of 14 

1. LAND USE PLANNING. Would the proposal: 

a. Conflict with general planlcommunity planfspecific plan 
designation(s) or zoning, or policies contained within such 

[XI 

plans? 

b. Conflict with applicable environmental plans or policies 
adopted by responsible agencies with jurisdiction over the 
project? 

[XI 

c. Be incompatible with existing land uses in the vicinity? [XI 

d. Affect agricultural and timber resources or operations (e.g., 
impacts to soils or farmlands and timber harvest plans, or 
impacts from incompatible land uses)? 

El 17 

e. Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established 
community (including a low-income or minority 
community)? 

IXI 

f. Result in a substantial alteration of the present or planned 
land use of an area? El 

Planning Department: 
Discussion-item 1 a: dl 
The Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance Land Use Designation for this property is LDR 10 (Low Density - 



Environmental Issues Potentially 

(See attachments for information sources) Less Than Slgnlficant Unless Potent~ally 
No Impact Slgnlficant 

Impact M~t~gation S~gn~ficant 
Incorporated Impact 

Residential, 10 bedrooms/acre). Single-family dwellings are a permitted use under this designation; the proposed project is 
consistent with the Plan's land use and zoning designations. As stated in the Project Description, the project proposes 
constructing a three-bedroom house, a configuration that is within the density limitation of the General Plan. (Note: The total 
number of bedrooms permitted on this parcel, a s  well as the adjoining parcel to the west, were established by a previously 
approved variance WAA-37241 that allowed for off-site parking.) 

Discussion-item 1 b: 
This CEQA review of the project will provide additional analysis of potential project impacts and mitigations. The 
project does not represent a conflict with applicable environmental plans or policies adopted by responsible agencies. 

Discussion-item Ic: 
Existing land uses in the vicinity of the project are residential to north (Granite Chief subdivision) and recreation (ski 
runs) to the south and immediately adjacent to the project site to the north. The land use designationlzoning on the two 
parcels that flank this site on the east and west is LDR DFlO. The parcel to the east is undeveloped; an abandoned 
residence occupies the parcel to the west. The residential use proposed by the project is consistent with surrounding land 
uses. 

Discussion-item If: 
Refer to item 1 a and lc above. 

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the proposal: 1 I 
a. Cumulatively exceed official regional or local population 

projections? 
Kl 

b. Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or indirectly 
(e.g., through projects in an undeveloped area or extension of 
major infrastructure)? 

[XI 

c. Displace existing housing, especially affordable housing? [XI I 
Planning Department: 
Discussion-item 2a: 
See Section la. The project is consistent with the land use designations and zoning of the Squaw Valley General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance. As the development of the project site is addressed in the Plan, the increased population resulting from this 
development does not exceed population projections and is not significant. 

Discussion-item 2b: 
The project will represent additional or new growth in the Granite Chief area. As described above, the Plan addresses the 
types and densities of the land uses proposed by the Three Chiefs project. 

1 3. GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS. Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential impacts involving: 
I 1 

a. Unstable earth conditions or changes in geologic 
substructures? 

b. Significant disruptions, displacements, compaction or 
overcrowding of the soil? 

c. Substantial change in topography or ground surface relief [XI 
lm;t;=l Qtnorh, Pha~kl iet  Paae 3 of 14 



Environmental Issues Potent~ally 

(See attachments for information sources) Significant 
Less Than unless 
Significant Potentially 

No Impact Inlpact Mitigation Significant 
Incorporated Impact 

features? 

d. The destruction, covering or modification of any unique El El 
geologic or physical features? 

e. Any significant increase in wind or water erosion of soils, ixl 
either on or off the site? 

f. Changes in deposition or erosion or changes in siltation 0 IX) 
which may modify the channel of a river, stream, or lake? 

g. Exposure of people or property to geologic and El 
geomorphological (i.e. avalanches) hazards such as 
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar 
hazards? 

Planning Department: 
Discussion-item 3c: 
Site preparation and development will require the excavation of approximately 500 cubic yards of material to construct 
the basement and foundation for the residence and an additional 183 cubic yards of material (cut and fill) will be required 
to construct a permanent summer construction road to the site. 

Engineering & Surveying Department: 
Discussion-items 3b, 3c: 
The proposed project includes the construction of a permanent summer access road, trenching for new utility services, and 
construction of a single family residence. The residential structure will be constructed on a parcel that overlooks Squaw 
Creek and is separated from the nearest roadway, Granite Chief Road. The parcel is separated from Granite Chief Road 
by an access parcel, owned by 3 Chiefs, LLC, and by Squaw Valley Development Property land which is used as a ski run 
during the winter season. The applicant has legal rights and ownership over the access parcel, APN 096-030-034, which 
also allows for parking for the residential lots on the other side of the ski run, adjacent to Granite Chief Road. An existing 
easement (683 OR 5 14) grants the applicant rights to construct a road over the Squaw Valley Development Property land 
in order to access the residential lots during the summer months. The summer use period is considered to be between 
May 1 and October 15 each year. The applicant intends to construct this summer access road as a permanent feature that 
will remain in place after the construction of the residence is completed. Grading and compaction of soils for construction 
of the road will disturb areas as wide as 65 feet over a length of approximately 125 feet to install a 20 foot wide gravel 
access road and provide for finished slopes of no more than 2: 1. It is estimated that approximately 183 cubic yards of 
material (cut and fill) will be required for the construction of the permanent access road. In addition, this project may 
include trenching for approximately 800 feet of new 8" waterline. The largest portion of the new water line would be 
placed on previously disturbed ground along Granite Chief Road. In addition, the applicant estimates that approximately 
500 cubic yards of material will be excavated to construct the basement and foundation for the residence. Given the 
highly erodible nature of the soils present at the site, the steep topography, and the proximity to Squaw Creek, staff 
considers impacts due to soil disruption, displacement, and changes in topography to be potentially significant unless 
mitigation is incorporated. However, with implementation of the following mitigation measures these impacts can be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measures-items 3b, 3c: 
MM 3.1 Prior to Building Permit issuance, obtain a Grading Permit for any grading work outside the building footprint for 
construction of the summer access road. All proposed grading, drainage improvements, vegetation, tree impacts and tree 
removal shall be shown on the Grading Plans and all work shall conform to provisions of the County Grading Ordinance 
(Section 15.48, Placer County Code) and the Placer County Flood Control District's Stormwater Management Manual. 
grading, clearing, or tree disturbance shall occur until the Grading Permit is issued and any required temporary constructi 
fencing has been installed and inspected by a member of the DRC. All cutlfill slopes shall be at 2: 1 (horizontal:vertical) 
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Less Than Unless ~otentla~ly Significant Mitigation 

No Impact Impact 
Significant 

Incorporated Impact 

unless a soils report supports a steeper slope and the Engineering and Surveying Department (ESD) concurs with said 
recommendation. 

MM 3.2 Staging Areas: Stockpiling andlor vehicle staging areas shall be identified on the Grading Plans and located as far as 
practical from existing dwellings and protected resources in the area. 

Discussion-items 3e, 3f: 
This project includes the grading and construction of a permanent summer access road, trenching for new utility services, 
and the development of one residential lot in close proximity to Squaw Creek. Soil types in this area are highly erodible 
and as a result, years of development within the Squaw Valley area have contributed to the impaired water quality of 
Squaw Creek due to sediment loading. Due to grading activities, an increase in wind and water erosion of soils will occur 
with the development of this property. The construction phase will create significant potential for erosion as disturbed 
soil may come in contact with wind or precipitation that could transport sediment to the air andfor adjacent waterways. 
Erosion generated both during construction and from post construction activities has the potential of degrading water 
quality and adding additional sediment to Squaw Creek. With implementation of the following mitigation measures these 
impacts can be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measures-items 3e, 3f 
MM 3.1, MM 3.2 Refer to Item 3b and 3c for the text of these mitigation measures. -- 

MM 3.3 Water quality treatment facilities (BMPs) shall be designed according to the California Stormwater Quality 
Association Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks for Construction and for New Development / Redevelopment 
(or other similar source as approved by the ESD) and shown on the Grading Plans to be submitted with the application for the 
Grading Permit. BMPs for the project include, but are not limited to: Fiber Rolls, Silt Fence, Combination Fiber Roll, Silt 
Fence, and Chain Link Fence, Hydroseeding, Stabilized Construction Entrance, and revegetation techniques. BMPs will be 
reviewed and approved by the ESD during the Grading Permit application process. 

MM 3.4 In order to protect site resources, no grading activities of any kind may take place within the 100-year flood plain of 
the streamldrainage way unless otherwise approved as a part of this project. 

4. WATER. Would the proposal result in: 

a. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and 
amount of surface runoff! 

IXI 

b. Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as 
flooding? 

IXI 

c. Discharge into surface waters or other alterations of surface water • 5 
quality (e.g., temperature, dissolved oxygen, or turbidity)? 

d. Changes in the amount of surface water in any water body? KI 

e. Changes in currents, or the course of direction of water 
movements? 

f. Change in the quantity of groundwater, either through direct 
additions of withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by 

IX1 
cuts or excavations, or through substantial loss of groundwater 
recharge capability? 31 
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Environmental Issues Potentially 
Significant (See attachments for information sources) Less Than unless potentially 

Significant Mitigation Significant 

No lmpact Impact Incorporated Impact , 

g. Altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater? 

h. Impacts to groundwater quality? @ 

i. Substantial reduction in the amount of groundwater otherwise El 0 0 
available for public water supplies? 

j. Impacts to the watershed of important surface water resources, 0 El 
including but not limited to, Lake Tahoe, Folsom Lake, Hell Hole 
Reservoir, Rock Creek Reservoir, Sugar Pine Reservoir, French 
Meadows Reservoir, Combie Lake, and Rollins Lake? 

Engineering & Surveying Department: 
Discussion-item 4a: 
The proposed project includes the construction of a summer access road and a single family residence on one parcel. The 
proposed residential structure will be partially located within the 100 foot setback to the center of the flowline of Squaw 
Creek and will be approximately 50 feet above Squaw Creek. The addition of impervious surfaces for the residential 
structure will result in an increase to the rate and amount of surface water runoff generated from this site. However, the 
project proposal includes permanent infiltration trenches and landscape treatment areas to absorb and infiltrate stormwater 
runoff which helps to reduce any impacts due to additional surface water runoff to a less than significant level. Changes 
in the direction of runoff flow are slight and considered to be less than significant. The construction of a permanent 
summer access road will result in soil compaction and less infiltration potential for the native soil, however, a gravel 
surfaced road is proposed which will allow some permeability. Changes in absorption rates and the rate and amount of 
surface runoff due to the addition of the gravel surfaced access road are considered to be less than significant. 

Discussion-item 4c, 41: 
The proposed project includes utility trenching, grading of a summer access road, and residential structure grading 
including basement and foundation grading activities that, given the proximity of the lot to Squaw Creek, the topography, 
and the erodible soils in this area, could potentially cause water quality degradation due to construction and post- 
constryction activities. The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board recently modified its Basin Plan to include 
TMDL requirements for sediment in Squaw Creek. This project could directly impact the water quality of Squaw Creek 
if effective BMPs are not incorporated and properly installed and maintained both during and after construction. The 
project proposes construction (temporary) and post-construction (permanent) BMPs to reduce water quality impacts both 
for near-term and long-term operation. In addition, the proposed project's impacts associated with increase in water 
quality degradation will be mitigated to a less than significant level by implementing the following mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measures-items 4c, 4i: 
MM 3.3 Refer to Item 3e and 3f for the text of this mitigation measure. 

MM 4.1 Water quality "Best Management Practices" (BMPs) shall be applied according to guidance of the California 
Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks for Construction, for New 
Development / Redevelopment, or for Industrial and Commercial, (or other similar source as approved by the ESD). 
BMPs shall be designed to mitigate (minimize, infiltrate, filter, or treat) stormwater runoff. Flow or volume based post- 
construction BMYs shall be designed at a minimum in accordance with the Placer County Guidance Document for 
Volume and Flow-Based Sizing of Permanent Post-Construction Best Management Practices for Stormwater Quality 
Protection. BMPs for the project include, but are not limited to dripline infiltration trenches and landscape treatment 
areas. All BMPs shall be maintained as required to insure effectiveness. Said BMP measures for this project shall include: 
Minimizing drainage concentration from impervious surfaces by using infiltration trenches, construction management 
techniques, erosion protection at downhill outfall locations, and establishment of permanent landscape treatment features to 
capture and treat runoff prior to flow to Squaw Creek. 32 
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MM 4.2 Prior to Grading Permit issuance, provide the Engineering and Surveying Department with permitslcomments 
from the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board indicating their approval. 

Environmental Health Services: 
Discussion-item 4c: 
The project could result in urban stormwater runoff. Standard Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be used. 

5. AIR QUALITY. Would the proposal: , l 
a. Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing 

or projected air quality violation? 
It;3 

b. Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants? 

c. Have the potential to increase localized carbon monoxide 
levels at nearby intersections in exceedance of adopted 

IXI 

standards? 

d. Create objectionable odors? El 

6. TRANSPORTATIONICIRCULATION. Would the proposal result in: 

a. Increased vehicle trips or traffic congestion? 

b. Hazards to safety from design features (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 

El 

equipment)? 

c. Inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses? @I I 
d. Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site? 

e. Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? 

f. Conflicts with adopted policies supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

g. Rail, waterborne, or air traffic impacts? 

Initial Study Checklist Page 7 of 14 

Engineering & Surveying Department: 
Discussion-item 6c: 
The proposed project includes the construction of a single family residence where none currently exists on a parcel that is 
not directly accessible from a roadway capable of supporting a 40,000-pound vehicle. Construction of the property is not 
possible unless an access road is provided for vehicles to drive to the property. The applicant has proposed the 
construction of a permanent summer access road to the property but has not demonstrated that the road will be capable of 
supporting the required vehicle loads. A letter from the Squaw Valley Fire Department requires the installation of an 
automatic fire sprinkler system and otherwise states that they will serve the property provided that applicable fees and 

, charges are paid. The proposed project's impacts associated with inadequate access will be mitigated to a less t h a n . 3  , 
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Less Than unless ~otentially Significant 

No Impact impact Mitigation Significant 
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significant level by implementing the following mitigation measure. 

Mitigation Measures-item 6c: 

MM 6.1 Construct a 20 foot all-weather surface road from Granite Chief Road across the access parcel (APN 096-030- 
034) to the residential lot (APN 096-030-043) for an access roadway capable of supporting a 40,000-pound emergency 
vehicle. Minimum recommended surfacing on 90% compacted soil is 6" aggregate base. 

Discussion-item 6e: 
The proposed project includes the construction of a single family residence where none currently exists. A summer access 
road to the home site will be constructed across an existing ski run on private property. The subject property has 
easement rights over the private ski run property for a permanent summer access road. During summer use, between May 
1 and October 15, skiers are not present on the ski run and therefore, impacts to pedestrian safety are minimal to none. 

The primary route of travel for downhill skiers at Squaw Valley is' the Mountain Run, a large run that connects the ski 
areas in the vicinity of Squaw Peak with the lodge and commercial facilities at the base of the mountain. The Mountain 
Run is located on the south side of the Squaw Creek drainage, across from the Burke and Weber properties. The ski slope 
that runs north of and adjacent to the Burke and Weber properties is used primarily by local residents as a means to access 
the nearest lift at the lodge area at the base of the hill. Directly downslope from the Burke property, this run narrows and 
the slope increases significantly. There is a residence at the base of this steep hill that is regularly accessed by pedestrians 
crossing this ski run. Although pedestrians will cross this same run to access the Burke residence, the ski path in the 
vicinity of the project parcel is significantly wider and the slope is significantly less than the path in the vicinity of the 
residence at the base of the slope. As a result, potential conflicts between pedestrian and skiing activities will also be 
reduced because of these same factors. Staff finds that pedestrians are less likely to slip and fall on gentle slopes and that 
sight safety factors are significantly better at the section of the ski run that is wider and more gently sloped. 

The current summer access road for the adjacent uphill property measures about 130 feet in length. The applicant 
proposes to realign approximately half of the existing summer access road (about 65 feet) to improve access to the 
property for construction purposes. This realigned portion of the road will be graded and the entire length of the road will 
be surfaced with gravel as part of this project. Grading will be along the path of least disturbance, with minimal cut and 
fill slopes. The realigned summer access road will result in fills of no more than two feet and resulting finished grades no 
steeper than 2: 1. Staff finds that the minor compacting and widening of the summer access road will not significantly 
alter the topography or change the existing conditions of the ski slope to any great extent. 

The proposed Burke residence is a single-family residence; the maximum estimated number of ski run crossings by 
pedestrians during the busiest winter day is anticipated to be 10 crossings per day. Based on site visits and sight line 
analyses by staff, staff has concluded that sight distance is adequate for skiers to react to maneuver around pedestrians, 
and that pedestrians have adequate visibility to see skiers and avoid potential conflicts. Skiers accept the inherent risks of 
skiing by engaging in the sport of skiing within the boundaries of a ski area. According to County Code Section 9.28.050, 
it is the responsibility of the skier "to ski in a safe and reasonable manner, under sufficient control to be able to stop or 
avoid other skiers or objects." Under the reasonable assumption that competent skiers are using this ski run since they 
are mainly local residents, and given the considerations provided above, staff concludes that the construction of this 
residence at this location will not create a condition very different than that which exists today and that skier safety is not 
significantly impacted as a result of construction of this proposed single-family residence. 

7. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal result in impacts to: 

a Endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats 
(including, but no limited to fish, insects, animals, and 
birds)? El 

b. Locally occurring natural communities (e.g., oak woodlands, 
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Less Than unless Potentially 
Significant Mitigation 

No Impact Impact 
Significant 

Incorporated Impact 

I mixed conifer, annual grasslands, etc.)? I 
c. Significant ecological resources including: (XI 

1) Wetland areas including vernal pools; 
2) Stream environment zones; 

3 )  Critical deer winter ranges (winter and summer), migratory 
routes and fawning habitat; 

4) Large areas of non-fragmented natural habitat, including but . 
not limited to Blue Oak Woodlands, Valley Foothill Riparian, 
vernal pool habitat; 

5) Identifiable wildlife movement zones, including but not 
limited to, non-fragmented stream environment zones, avian 
and mammalian routes, and known concentration 
areas of waterfowl within the Pacific Flyway; 

6) Important spawning areas for anadromous fish? 

Planning Department: 
Discussion-item 7b: 
As described in the Project Description, vegetation on the site consists of the site is characterized by a small number of 
pines, willows and aspens that are growing primarily along the northern frontage of the property and near the southern 
comer of the site. Two of these trees (Jeffrey pines) exceed 6-inches dbh and these two trees, located near the center of 
the site, will be removed to allow for the development of the proposed residence. The applicant has submitted landscape 
plans that identify significant plantings of native trees along portions of the perimeter of the site. These tree plantings will 
offset the loss of the two trees. 

Discussion-item 7c: 
Squaw Creek flows through a well-defined ravine that is south of the project site; the site is not within a stream 
environment zone. There are no wetlands on the site. 

8. ENERGY AND MINEXAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal: 

a. Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans? [XI 

b. Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient 
manner? 

[XI CI 

c. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that [XI 
would be of future value to the region and state residents? 

cl 

9. HAZARDS. Would the proposal involve: 

a. A risk of accidental explosion or release of hazardous substances 
(including, but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or 

IXI 
radiation)? 

b. Possible interference with an emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

El 



Environmental Issues Potentially 
Significant 

(See attachments for information sources) Less Than Unless Potentially 
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c. The creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard? €3 

d. Exposure of people to existing sources of potential health [XI 
hazards? 

e. Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush, grass, or IXI 
trees? 

Planning Department: 
Discussion-item 9e: 
The project will result in the construction of residential structures and introduce human activities in an area of potential 
wildland fire hazard. The Squaw Valley Public Service District (PSD) is responsible for providing fire protection services 
to the project area. The applicant will be required to obtain a "will serve" letter from the PSD as part of the entitlement 
process. 

Environmental Health Services: 
Discussion-item 9a: 
The use of hazardous substances during normal construction and residential activities is expected to be limited in nature, 
and will be subject to standard handling and storage requirements. Accordingly, impacts related to the release of 
hazardous substances are considered less than significant. 

10. NOISE. Would the proposal result in: 

a. Increases in existing noise levels? 

b. Exposure of people to noise levels in excess of County 
standards? 

IXI 

Environmental Health: 
Discussion-items 10a- lob: Noise from construction activities may noticeably increase noise levels above existing 
ambient noise levels. This is a potentially significant event. 

Mitigation Measures-items lob: 
MM 10.1 In order to mitigate the impacts of construction noise noted above, construction noise emanating from any 
construction activities for which a building permit or grading permit is required is prohibited on Sundays and Federal 
Holiday, and shall only occur: 

A) Monday through Friday, 6:00 am to 8:00 pm (during daylight savings) 
B) Monday through Friday, 7:00 am to 8:00 pm (during standard time) 
C) Saturdays, 8:00 am to 6:00 pm 
In addition, a temporary sign shall be located throughout the project (4' x 4'), as determined by the DRC, at key 

intersections depicting the above construction hour limitations. Said signs shall include a toll free public information 
phone number where surrounding residents can report violations and the developeribuilder will respond and resolve noise 
violations. This condition shall be included on the Improvement Plans and shown in the development notebook. 

ADVISORY COMMENT: Essentially, quiet activities, which do not involve heavy equipment or machinery, may 
occur at other times. Work occurring within an enclosed building, such as a house under construction with the roof and 
siding completed, may occur at other times as well. 

The Planning Director is authorized to waive the time frames based on special circumstances, such as adverse weather 
, conditions 
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a. Fire Protection? 

1 b. Sheriff Protection? 

/ c. Schools? 

d. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? 

e. Other governmental services? 

(XI 1 

Planning Department: 
Discussion-items 1 1 a-1 le :  . 
The Squaw Valley Public Service District (PSD) provides fire protection services to the project area; the Placer County 
Sheriffs Department provides police protection services to the project area; the Tahoe Truckee Unified School District 
(TTUSD) oversees the elementary and secondary schools; and the Placer County Department of Public Works is 
responsible for maintaining County roads. Project development will result in an additional demand on the need for these 
public services. The applicant will be required to obtain "will serve" letters from these public service providers as part of 
the entitlement process. 

12. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the proposal result in a need for new systems or supplies, or 
substantial alterations to the following utilities:. 

a. Power or natural gas? 

b. Communication systems? 

c. Local or regional water treatment or distribution facilities? 

d. Sewer, septic systems, or wastewater treatment and disposal 
facilities? 

IXI 

e. Storm water drainage? 

f. Solid waste materials recovery or disposal? 

g. Local or regional water supplies? 

(XI I 

Planning Department: 
Discussion-items 12a- 12g: 
The new residence will connect to existing water and sewer services that are located in the vicinity. The project proposes 
utilizing the services of Sierra Pacific for electric power, Southwest Gas for natural gas, SBC for telephone, Squaw Valley 
Public Service District (PSD) for water and sewer and Sierra Disposal for solid waste removal. The project will generate 
an increased demand for these utilities and service systems. The applicant will be required to obtain "will serve" letters 
from these service providers as part of the entitlement process. 

Environmental Health Services: 
Discussion-items 12c, 12d. 12f. 12g: 
The agencies charged with providing treated water, sewer services, and refuse disposal have indicated their 
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to serve the project. These requirements are routine in nature and do not represent significant impacts. Typical project 
conditions of approval require submission of "will-serve" letters from each agency. 

13. AESTHETICS. Would the proposal: 

a. Affect a scenic vista or scenic highway? 

I b. Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect? 

c. Create adverse light or glare effects? 

Planning Department: 
Discussion-item 13b: 
The Three Chiefs project proposes constructing a single-family residence on a vacant residential lot in Squaw Valley. 
The plans and elevations for the house indicate that the new residence will be consistent with the height and coverage 
requirements of the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance. The residential use of the property is consistent 
with neighboring uses (Section 1 - Land Use Planning) and the design of the new home will be compatible with 
neighboring development. 

Discussion-item 13c: 
All outdoor lighting will be shielded to minimize potential glare impacts. 

14. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal: 

l a. Disturb paleontological resources? 

b. Disturb archaeological resources? 

c. Affect historical resources? 

[XI CI I 

d. Have the potential to cause a physical change, which would 
affect unique ethnic cultural values? 

[XI 17 

e. Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential 
impact area? 

!XI 

Planning Department: 
Discussion-items 14b. 14c: 
Dr. Susan Lindstrom performed a Heritage Resource Inventory for the site and determined that there are no historic or 
prehistoric resources on the site. The following will be included in the Conditions of Approval for the project: 

ADVISORY COMMENT: If any archaeological artifacts, exotic rock (non-native), or unusual amounts of shell or 
bone are uncovered during any on-site construction activities, all work must stop immediately in the area and a qualified 
archaeologist retained to evaluate the deposit. The Placer County Planning Department and Department of Museums 
must also be contacted for review of the archaeological find(s). 

If the discovery consists of human remains, the Placer County Coroner and Native American Heritage Commission 
must also be contacted. Work in the area may only proceed after authorization is granted by the Placer County Planning 
Department. A note to this effect shall be provided on the Improvement Plans for the project. 
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15. RECREATION. Would the proposal: 

a. Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or other W 
recreational facilities? 

b. Affect existing recreational opportunities? 

III. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 1 
A. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the NO El YES 

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self- 
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of rare or endangered plants 
or animals, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

B. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means 
that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.) 

C. Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause NO El YES 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

Iv. E W I E R  ANALYSIS 

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, one or more effect has 
been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration [State CEQA guidelines Section 15063(c)(3)(D)]. In this 
case a discussion should identify the following on attached sheets. 

A. Earlier analyses used. Identify earlier analyses and state where they are available for review. 

B. Impacts adequately addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of, and 
adequately analyzed in, an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards. Also, state whether such effects 
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

C. Mitigation measures. For effects that are checked as "Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated," 
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined fiom the earlier document and the extent to 
which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

Author~ty Public Resources Code Sect~ons 21083 and 21087 
Reference Publlc Resources Code Sect~ons 21080(c), 21080 1,21080 3,21082 1,21083,31083 3,21093,21094,2115 1, 

Sundstrom v County of iUendocino. 202 Cal App 3d 296 (1988), Leonoffv Monterey Board of Supervrsors. 222 Cal App 3d 1337 (1990) 

V. OTHER RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED 3 9  I 
I California Department of Fish and Game Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO; I / 



C] California Department of Transportation (e.g. Caltrans) California Department of Health Services 

IX) California Regional Water Quality Control Board California Integrated Waste Management Board 

California Department of Forestry Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers C] California Department of Toxic Substances 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

C] National Marine Fisheries Service 

VI. DETERMINATION (to be completed by the Lead Agency) 

The Environmental Review Committee finds that although the proposed project COULD have a significant effect on the 
environment, there WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described herein 
have been added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

VII. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE (Persons/Departments Consulted): 

Planning Department, Michael Wells, Chairperson 
Engineering and Surveying Department, Rebecca Maddex 
Environmental Health Services, Grant Miller 
Air Pollution Control District, Brent Backus 

Signature: MMLd W U  
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE CHAIRPERSON 

18 b a -  0 6  
Date 
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3091 County Center Dr 565 W. Lake BlvdJP. 0. Box 1909 
Auburn, CA 95603 Taboe City CA 96145 
530486-3OOOfFAX 530-886-3080 530-!j8142SO/FAX 
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PLANNING APPEALS 
p@VrNIM%Q&E& The specific rcplabons rcgardlng appeal pccdures  may be found in the Placer County Code, 

17 (P-g and Zoning), and 18 (Environmental Rcwcw Ord~nance). 
-* ' 

--OFFICE USE ONLY- 
Last Day to Appcnl { (-> / 2 %/c& (5 pm) Appeal Fee $ q(g?3 .- , 
Letter b / , ' Date Appeal Filed i s/ Z?a/C;)b: 

Testimony v'" Rccc~pt U. - 3Cc34.+4 $': 
Zoning LDjx  pfi z \i':j Received by klL 
Maps: 7-full size and 1 reduced for Planning Commlssiofi items Geogapbc Arca 5 4  -- . --" 

-9 1 

-TO BE COMPLETED BY THE APPLICANT- 

1. Project name . R-CHIEFS0 ~ P V A A  2004 - 0468 ) 
2. Appellant(s) SOUAW VALLEY SKI CORPORATION (530) 581-7162 (530) 581-7106 

Telephone Number Fax Number 
Address P 0 Box 2007 O l ~ p i c  Valley,  CA 96146 

City State Zip Code 
3. Assessor's Parcel Nurnberfs): 96-030-043 

i 
4. Application being appealed (check all those that apply); 

Administrative Approval ( A A - 2  Tentative Map (SUB- ) 
Use Permit (CUP/MUP- ) jL , Variance (VAA- R / A A  T 2 f A G 4 L i 5  
Parcel Map (P- ) - Design Review (DSA- ) 
GeneraJ Plan Amendment (GPA-A ) Rezoning (FSA- ) - 'pecific 'lan ( S P A -  

General Plan - Rafting Permit (RPA- ) 
X Planning Director Interpretation wuimt Env. Review (EIAQ- ) 

Minor Boundary Line Adj. (MBR- ) Other: 

5 .  Whose decision is being appealed: Placer  County Planning C o y i s s i o n  
(we rtym-%) 

6.  Appeal to be heard by: P1ar.m- -d of o f r s  
(dm rcvaSe) 

7. Reason for appeal (attach additional sheet if necessary and be specific): 
SPP 1~Jtp1- of August 17. 2Q06 and attachments 

O f  you ate appealing a project condition only, plcase state the condition numbcr) 

Note: Applicants may be r e q w t o  submit additional project plmdmaps. 
C 

5 

Signature of Appellatlt(s) 
PAUL. R.  MINASIAN on behalf of SQUAW VALLEY SKI CORP 

nanner: y - , - , ; q ~  d L\:S 
ESD - Phil Frantz 
EH - Dana Wiyninger 
APDC - Brent Backus 
Parks - Vance Kimbrell 

EXHIBIT 7~ 

Bddmg Dept. 
( 6 5 .  . /, c*-<:+-l i& <W :' ..A*- - (' 



PLACER COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE SECTION 17.60.1 10 

Rulings made by the below are considered by thc Planning Commission: 

Planing Director (interpretations) 

Zoning Administrator 

Desiflite Review Committee 
- -- 

Parcel ~ e v i e w  Conirnittee - other than road improvements which should be appealed to the Director of  
Public Works 

Enviromlental Review Committee 

Rulings made by the Planning Commission are appealed directly to the Board of Supervisors. 

Rulings made by the Development Review Committee are appealed to the hearing body having original 
jurisdiction 

Note: An appeal must be frled within 10 calendar days of the date of the decision. Appeals filed 
more than 10 days after the decision shall not be accepted by the Planning Department. 

For exact specifications on an appeal, please refer to Section 17.60.11 0 of the Placer County Code. 

r:VWpplicatiun & Brochure MasltnMppenl.doc; BIOG 
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PLACER COUNTY PLN.VW"iG DEPARTMENT m m ~ i h m ~ s t ~ ~  
AUBURN OFFICE TAHOE OFFICE 
3091 Coanty Cantcr Dr 565 W:Lake RlvdJP. 0. Rnx 1909 

Anbum, CA -3 Tnhoc City CA 96145 

530-74S3000/EIAX 530-745-3080 530-581-6280/FAX 53bS8l-6282 
Web page: ~.~lrccr.m.aovlpIanninp E-Mail : pl~nning@placer.ca.gdv 
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PLANNING APPEALS 
7hc specific rqplntions regarding appeal procedures may be found in the Placer Gmrlty Cod& Cliapters 16 (Subdivision), 
1 7 (Planning and Zoning). rrnd 18 (Environmental Revicw Ordinancc). 

Oral Testimony I/ 
Zoning 9 - ~ 3 3 >  - 

---OFFICE USE ONLY-- 
Lest Day to Appeal f ( 5  pm) Appeal Fee $ Lfk7 5 ' , - 
Letter 1 Datc Appeal Filed \c? /zc?/[&?- 

Receipt # J l  5-3 tLfl $? -- 
: i f )  Received by AIL - _- --' - 

Maps: 7-full slzf and 1 redoccd for Plr-rnlag Cmmiseinn items Geographic ~ r 6 a  2 

---TO BE COMPLETED BY THE AFP,LICANT---- 

1 .  Project name Robert ~ u r k e / ~ h r e e  Chiefs 

2, Appellant(s) Squaw , . . . . Val lex  . " I . I .  . S k i  Corp/~om Kelly 386 2533 581 71 5 2  
..' J Telephone Number Fa Number 

Address P 0 Box 2007 Olympic Vallev, CA 96146 
City State Zip Code 

3. Assessor's Parcel Numberjs): -1 - - 

4. Application being appealed (check all those that apply): 
Administrative Approval ( A A - 2  - Tentative Map (SUB: 3 

- Use Permit (CUP/MUP- ) x Variance (VAA- ) 
- Parcel Map (P- - ,  ) Design Review (DSA- ) 

General Plan Amendment (GPA- ) - Rezoning (REA- ) 
- Specific Plan (SPA- ) Rafting Permit (RPA- . ) 
- PI anning Director Interpretation (date) . ,, Env. Review (EIAQ- J 
- Minor Boundary Line Adj. (MBR- 1 - Other: 

5. Whose decision is being appealed: Plann  j.nq Cornmissmi on 
(YCC TCVCTI(C) 

6. Appeal to be heard by: nf s u p u p u r q  
(see mmse) 

7. Reason for appeal (artach additional sheet if necessary and be specific): 
Please see attatchsd letter 

(If you are appcaiing a pmjed condition only, plwse .date the mndirion number) 

Note: Applicants may bc 

Signature of AppelLnt(s) 



MINASIAN, SPRUANCE, 
MEITH, SOARES & 
SEXTON, LLP 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
A Pafinership Including Professional Corporations 

1681 BIRD STREET 
P.O. BOX 1679 
OROVILLE, CALIFORNIA 95965-1679 

Writer's email: pminasian@minasianlaw.com 

PAUL R. MINASIAN. INC 
JEFFREY A. MEITH 
M. ANTHONY SOARES 
MICHAEL V. SEXTON 
DAVID J. STEFFENSON 

WILLIAM H. SPRUANCE, 
Of Counsel 

TELEPHONE: 
(530) 533-2885 

FACSIMILE: 
(530) 533-0197 

October 16,2006 

PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
11414 "B" Avenue 
Auburn, California 95603 

Re: BURKEITHREE CHIEFS VARIANCE (PVAA 2004-0468) 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the SQUAW VALLEY SKI CORPORATION does 
hereby appeal the following determinations by the Placer County Planning Commission: 

1. The certification and approval of a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Project 
known as the "BurkeIThree Chiefs Variance (PVAA 2004-0468); and, 

2. The purported Prior Approval of Variance 3724, a parking variance, which is a 
part of the proposed Project, and of variances from the stream setback requirement 
to reduce the setback from 100' to 55', and a front property setback requirement of 
20' to 5' from the property line and a distance of approximately 2.5' from the 
eaves. 

Enclosed is a check in the amount of $465 which we believe to be your appeal fee. 

Very truly yours, 

MINASIAN, SPRUANCE, 
MEITH, SOARES & SEXTON, LLP 

L 

By: 
PAUL R. M I N A S ~ N  

PRM : df 
Enclosure 
cc: Clients 
S.\Denise\SQUAW\Notice of Appeal - 3 Ch~efs-Burke wpd 



MINASIAN, SPRUANCE, 
MEITH, SOARES & 
SEXTON, LLP 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
A Partnersh~p Including Profess~onal Corporat~ons 

1681 BIRD STREET 
P.O. BOX 1679 
OROVILLE. CALIFORNIA 95965-1679 

PAUL R. MINASIAN, INC. TELEPHONE: 
JEFFREY A. MElTH (530) 533-2885 
M. ANTHONY SOARES 
MICHAEL V. SEXTON FACSIMILE: 
DAVID J. STEFFENSON (530) 533-01 97 

WILLIAM H. SPRUANCE. 
Of Counsel 

~ u g u s t  17,2006 PLANNING DEPP. - . 

Placer County Planning Commission 
11414 "Bn Avenue 
Auburn, California 95603 

Via facsimile and mail (530) 886-3080 

Re : Appeal - Variances for Burke/Three Chiefs Development 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Following is a discussion of the Appeal of the determination that no EIR is required for 
this Project and the determination that the variances from set back requirements and parking 
requirements requested for the Three Chiefs development in Squaw Valley should be granted': 

Summary of Issues 

1. A full EIR is required because there are significant impacts to the environment 
which have not been addressed or mitigated. Attachment 1. 

2. The process of granting a parking variance, then considering granting further 
variances without one unified environmental document is an impermissible splitting of CEQA 
Projects. Granting a parking variance based upon a categorical exemption of minor land 
alterations, then purporting to grant variances from the 100-foot creek setback requirement 
(allowing a massive construction project within 55 feet of Squaw Creek on a steep slope) and a 
variance from the 20-foot front setback requirement (placing the house within 5 feet and 
overhangs and walkways actually on the edge of the ski slope) in order to allow construction of a 
4,550 square foot, three story house on a 6,100 foot parcel as a separate project without unified 
environmental impact consideration clearly violates the law. Attachment 1. 

3. The Zoning requirement (Section 242.24) provides for a density of 10 bedrooms per 
acre. This applicant proposes 3 bedrooms but the parcel is only 6,100 square feet. 6,100 +- 

43,560 sq ft = 0.14 or 14% of an acre. Thus, this parcel is entitled to 1.4 bedrooms (14% of 10 

I In each case, the Attachment provides the supporting information or evidence for the 
Summary. 



Placer County Planning Commission 
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bedrooms). A copy of the density requirements request is attached. No variance for a larger 
number of bedrooms has been applied for and no exception is applicable because this parcel was 
not created by a subdivision map or parcel map.. If the Applicant is proposing to add the square 
footage of the Webber parcel and the four foot wide access way to obtain the square footage to 
meet the density requirement, the properties must first be merged into one parcel and all 
development rights on Webber's parcel must be relinquished. This has not been done. Even 
with that merger, three bedrooms cannot comply with the density zoning requirements. -If an . . ,  

EIR had been required, all environmental impacts on the project, including a wholesale ignoring 
of density requirements, would have been considered. Attachment 2.1. 

4. An EIR must be prepared and consider alternatives and mitigation measures for the 
following impacts: 

A. Pedestrians trying to cross this busy ski slope dragging their luggage behind them 
are going to be hit and injured by fast-moving skiers. They, in turn, will injure 
skiers by attempting to use the four-foot wide pedestrian access way because the 
sight distance is blocked by the planned mansion. For the whole of the winter, 
any repair or replacement of heating, plumbing or disposal of garbage must occur 
by hand hauling large items of equipment across a busy ski slope on this four foot 
strip. The Applicants themselves impliedly admit the risk when they proposed an 
underground passage. If an EIR had been prepared and there was a basis for 
overriding consideration finding, this construction could move forward. There is 
no basis for approval declaring this is not a significant impact. Attachment 2.2. 

B. There is no right to build a second roadway for summer access across Ski 
Corporation property. There is a right to only one summer use road which is 
already in existence to the Webber property. Therefore, the existing roadway to 
the Webber parcel is the only road access, and the proposal of the Applicant to 
grade and construct a second massive road across Squaw Valley Development 
Company property is an improper project description. To extend the existing road 
on a 40 degree slope from the Webber parcel to the Applicant's parcel is a 
different CEQA project than the one examined under this Application, and has 
significant sedimentation impacts to Squaw Creek. Attachment 3. 

C. Squaw Valley Ski Corporation holds a recorded easement for an underground 
existing 8" water main line from its upstream reservoir to the valley floor through 
the Webber property and the Three Chiefs property granted in 1962. The 
Applicant's project description proposes to ignore the easement for a water line 
and build a home over it, a use not legally permitted. The same instrument grants 
to SVDC a right to come upon the Webber and Three Chiefs property "to 
construct and maintain an aerial tramway" and provides that the tramway shall not 
be over buildings. The applicants' building will prevent access to construct and 
maintain the funitel and the new building would lie directly under it within the 
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easement. The project description is therefore incorrect since these acts may not 
legally be done. Attachment 4. 

D. The surrounding homes are less than 112 the size of the footprint of this proposed 
mansion. If CEQA had lawfully been complied with, the plan that would avoid 
significant impacts from the parking problem, reduce the pedestrian access and 
skier risk problem, eliminate the sight distance problem, and avoid the need for . .. 
setback variances from Squaw Creek, thus protecting water quality by moving 
construction disturbance off of the steep slope, would be a much smaller 
residence or apartment with fewer impacts as an alternative required to be 
considered. Attachment 5. 

E. The Granite Chief Road paved surface occupies a large part of the area proposed 
to be used to park 4 private vehicles. This means that a massive construction and 
excavation project to relocate the curve and rebuild Granite Chief Road to allow a 
safe grade and vehicle clearance will be required. These impacts were never 
considered and must be examined. The residents of the Granite Chief Subdivision 
have a prescriptive easement to utilize the area proposed to be parked upon as a 
traveled roadway by the Applicant, No feasible snow storage area for these 
parking places exists. Attachment 6. 

F. Approval of the exterior design of this building by the Granite Chief 
Homeowners' Association is required before this Commission acts. This includes 
its site, size and the proposed setbacks. Attachment 7. No CEQA process should 
be conducted until Homeowner Association approval has been granted. 

2. Not every parcel has a right to be built upon. There is substantial question as to 
whether this parcel was lawfully created as a separate parcel from Webbers'. The EIR process 
requires that the Planning Commission stop ignoring legal requirements to allow yet another 
developer to have his profit. 

3. The Squaw Valley Municipal Advisory Commission and the Squaw Valley Fire 
Department each recommended disapproval of this Project and of the Parking and Setback 
Variances. This Commission should not ignore the numerous legal and factual deficiencies with 
this Project because Squaw Valley Development Company joins the Municipal Advisory 
Commission and Fire Department. Attachment 8. 

Conclusion: 

1. The appeal should be granted, and a full EIR should be prepared including the whole 
project which includes the parking, the building, and the impacts of each proposed 
variance and peculiarity of this site. 
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2. If the landowner wishes to challenge the right of the Granite Chief landowners to 
drive vehicles upon and use as a traveled roadway the paved portion of the road 
located in the proposed parking area, the Applicant should file a quiet title action and 
declaratory relief action to confirm the Applicant's right to require that the Granite 
Chief curve be rebuilt to the North and the duty of the Granite Chief homeowners to 
pay for that relocation. The Applicant should take these actions before preparing its 
EIR so that the full scope of its "project" is established. 

. - 

3: If the Applicant truly believes it can built a home atop a water line and ease&nt 
granted by its predecessor to the Squaw Valley Development Company, it can file an 
action against SVDC to confirm that and to confirm how much open space is required 
to be left on its land to repair and reconstruct that line and how it would be 
reconstructed in proximity to the dwelling. The Applicant can also determine if the 
easement for the funitel permits blocking maintenance and construction access with a 
mansion. 

4. If the Applicant believes that it can construct a second road, simultaneously, it can 
file a declaratory relief action to resolve this issue with SVDC before it prepares its 
EIR so that the Commission is not considering elements of a Project that cannot be 
built. 

5. When the Applicant has in fact determined what a legally permissible "project" is, it 
can then prepare a proper EIR and apply for any and all variances that are in fact 
necessary and perform any mergers of parcels necessary to comply with density 
requirements or parking requirements. 

The enclosed exhibits and appendices support each of the presentations on the 
requirements of CEQA, the significant impacts that must be examined and considered in an EIR, 
and the lack of rights to utilize and occupy the real property in the manner proposed by the 
Applicant. 

Very truly yours, 

MINASIAN, SPRUANCE, 
MEITH, SOARES & SEXTON, LLP 

PAUL R. MINASIAN 
On behalf of Squaw Valley Ski Corporation 

PRh4:df 
Enclosure 
S:\Denise\SQUAWPlanning Commission.final~.doc 



ATTACHMENT 1 

I. The "Proiect" to be examined under CEOA is the whole of the action. It is unlawhl to 

separate and divide a "Proiect" so that several approvals are sought without examining the 

environmental impacts of the whole of the action. Separation of the variance in repard to 

--- 
parking from the consideration of the variances in regard to residential use is a violationof 

CEOA. 

It is impermissible to divide consideration of the whole of an action by attempting to treat 

an undertaking as separate "Projects". CEQA Guidelines, section 15063 states: 

In keeping with this principle, if a project requires multiple discretionary 
governmental approvals, then the environmental analysis for the first 
discreteionary approval must analyze the impacts of the entire project, and not 
merely the particular approval at issue. (CEQA Guidelines, Remy & Thomas, 
p.234; Citizens Association for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of 
Inyo (1985) 172 Cal. App. 3d 151,165-166) 

The Initial Study includes a Project Description that mentions only the house, its proposed 

exemptions from set back requirements and mentions nothing about the obvious environmental 

impacts due to access by pedestrians from the area where vehicles are proposed to be parked or 

vehicle parking as part of the Project. (Initial Study, p. 1) In the Land Use Planning section of 

the study, the author of the study explains why the impacts of vehicle parking and pedestrian 

access from that area do not need to be examined and states that vehicle parking and access have 

already been decided by this Commission. (Initial Study, p. 2 " The total number of bedrooms 

permitted on this parcel, as well as the adjoining parcel to the west, were established by a 

previously approved variance (VAA3724) that allowed for offsite parking.") 



This is not in compliance with CEQA for two reasons: First, CEQA does not permit 

deciding the number of bedrooms or whether vehicles may be parked in a certain area to allow a 

residence to be constructed ahead of examining and describing all significant environmental 

impacts of the whole of the Project; and second, the parking variance did not exist as of January 

2006. No variance from the density requirement of 10 bedroomslacre has ever been ruled upon. 

- ., - . .. 
The CEQA Supplement admits that the variance for parking had lapsed by its own t e rms3  the 

time that the CEQA process for the home and the Initial Study were prepared. "The variance 

was approved for a two-year period expiring, January 2005." (CEQA Supplement, p. 2) 

The zoning administrator approved a one-year extension of time 
for the parking variance. The variance approval has been extended 
to January 2006. The applicant will apply for an extension of time 
if this becomes necessary." (CEQA Supplement, p. 2) 

The parking variance was never subject to the CEQA process. A Categorical Exemption 

from the CEQA process was claimed. The author of the CEQA examination in this instance 

finds no potentially significant environmental impacts from parking cars in front of and adjacent 

to a fire hydrant and blocking Granite Chief Road (see Attachment 6 hereto) without abiding by 

the requirement that all parts of the car be off of the public right of way because absolutely no 

examination of the parking plan is included. The proper baseline for a CEQA study is the 

condition at the time that the environmental study is commenced. (CEQA Guidelines, 515125; 

Christward Ministry v. Superior Colirt (1986) 184 Cal. App. 3d 180,186) 

At the time this study was commenced, the parking variance had lapsed by its own terms, 

and, in any case, no CEQA analysis of the Project as a whole had occurred at the time of this 

application. 



Conclusion: The Project Description in this CEQA study upon which the 

recommendation for a negative declaration is based is incomplete. The whole of the Project 

must be examined, including the proposed parking, in such a fashion that fire hydrants are 

blocked and the prohibition that vehicles be at least five (5) feet from the edge of a traveled right 

of way and off of the traveled right of way when parked. There is insufficient space to meet 

.. - . .. 
each of these requirements. As discussed in Attachment 6 hereto, the parking area is pafi of the - 

traveled way of Granite Chief Road. The "Project" of the Applicant, in fact, to provide parking 

will require rebuilding the curve on Granite Chief Road and moving it approximately 15 feet 

north. CEQA must examine these impacts. 

11. The Applicant assumes in describing its "Pro-iect", that it has a right to construct a 

second, separate "summer" road. This is not the case. The Proiect can only use the existing 

summer road through the Weber propertv. Because significant environmental impacts will arise 

from attempting to construct a road on 40-degree s l o ~ e s  on the Weber pro~erty,  the 

environmental impacts to sedimentation and the environment must be quantified in an EIR and 

an Overriding Consideration Finding must be approved if this Pro-iect is to be advanced. 

The Applicant proposes to build a new road across the ski slope parallel to the summer 

road constructed to the Weber property. The Applicant does not have a right to a separate road. 

The Deed from Squaw Valley Development Company to Margaret Cross recorded in the Official 

Records of Placer County in Vol. 683, Page 514 on September 6, 1955, was for one parcel of 

property. (See Attachment 3) The divisions of property which occurred subsequently, apparently 

without proof of vehicular access or proximity to streets and emergency vehicles and perhaps in 

violation of Placer County ordinances, do not expand the right of summer road access. The 



Deed states: "Grantor grants to Grantee easements across the above-described property for the 

construction of a summer road." (emphasis added) Note that there is no provision for more 

than one road. The summer road was constructed and has existed for many years, and it leads to 

the Weber property. Once it enters the Weber property, it may be extended to the Three Chiefsy 

property, but there is no legal right of access to grade upon Squaw Valley Development 

. - - 
Company ski slopes. 

CEQA requires that significant environmental impacts be fully examined and quantified. 

The engineer for the Applicant states in its letter of May 1,2006: "The proposed project only 

includes the construction of a new summer road". The engineer rules out the alternatives of 

hand-carrying supplies across the 4-foot pedestrian easement area and states in regard to 

connecting through Mr. Webberys property to the existing summer road: "Utilizing the existing 

road would require disturbance of slopes of 40 percent from the Weber parcel to the Three 

Chiefs7 parcel. . ." and does not quantify the environmental impacts from that alternative 

presumably because they are significant and would require a full EIR. 

The CEQA process undertaken is insufficient because the Project Description must be 

accurate and legally achievable, CEQA Guidelines, section 15 124: "An accurate, stable and 

finite project description is the sine qua nun of an informative and legally sufficient EIR". 

(County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 7 1 Cal. App. 3d 185, 193). Here, the Project 

Description assumes that a separate road may be constructed with massive cuts on Squaw Valley 

Development Property when it cannot be. The Initial Study does not examine the environmental 

impacts of extending the existing road on 40 degree slopes and attempting to maintain such a 

road forever, without sedimentation of Squaw Creek, within the 100-foot setback area from 

Squaw Creek. Obviously, the impacts would be 



significant, cannot be mitigated fully and require an Overriding Consideration Finding after a 

full EIR if the Project is to be approved. 

111. Whether treated as an impermissible segmenting of a proiect into separate, smaller 

proiects or as a failure to properly analyze the baseline for determining significant environmental 

impacts. the treatment of the parking variance as already determined and without examin3tion of 

the environmental im~acts  is unlawful. 

Placer County issued a variance to the Project proponents for parking based upon a 

categorical exemption, without examination of any impacts, much less the combined impacts of 

permitting the construction of a residence across a ski slope which can only be assessed by the 

vehicle occupants walking down a steep slope, then traversing on foot across the ski slope in a 4- 

foot wide area and then up a substantial grade. Thus, the impacts of parking, together with the 

impacts of the total use planned, were never examined, including the fact that the parking is to 

occur at a site on a curve of Granite Chief Road immediately adjacent to a fire hydrant in an area 

currently used as a roadway without any feasible snow disposal area to maintain the parking 

spaces and requiring Granite Chief Road to be moved to the north and evacuation of a hillside. 

(See Attachment 6) 

The Applicant has now submitted an Initial Study which assumes that the Project does 

not include the parking or pedestrian arrangements since those issues were resolved by granting 

of the variance, the conditions of which have not been performed. CEQA does not permit this 

type of evasion of its requirements. "The agency must consider all phases of project planning, 

implementation and operation." (CEQA Guidelines, $15063(a)( 1)) In City ofAntioch v. City 

Council of Pittsburgh (1986 ) 187 Cal. App. 3d 1325,1336, a road and sewer line were proposed to 



be constructed by Pittsburgh. No specific land development was proposed. The Court required 

that the CEQA examination include both the original undertaking and the ultimate development 

even though many alternatives were possible, stating: "In sum, our decision in this case arises 

out of the realization that the sole reason to construct the road and sewer project is to provide a 

catalyst for further development in the immediate area." (Id. at p. 1337). In Bozung v. LAFCO 

.- 
(1 975) 13' Cal. 3d 263,283-284 the Court similarly expressed the requirement. 

. . . the mandate of CEQA that environmental considerations do 
not become submerged by chopping a large project into many little 
ones - each with a minimal potential impact on the 
environment - which ultimately may have disastrous 
consequences. (Ibid at p. 283-284) 

The Initial Study and proposed.Mitigated Negative Declaration also do not consider any 

of the impacts arising from having parking in a remote location where pedestrians must cross a 

busy ski hill on foot with limited sight distance and with their suitcases and groceries. These 

impacts have never been considered because the County purported to adopt a Categorical 

Exemption for the parking variance and now purports to exclude the parking and access to the 

site from examination as to whether there are significant environmental impacts because "the 

parking has already been approved". There is no authority for treating this aspect of the 

development as excluded from environmental impact examination. Substantial evidence exists 

that the development of the remote parking location in a narrow strip of land with no reasonable 

means of snow disposal and with only pedestrian access to the homesite across a busy ski slope 

with fast moving skiers and limited sight distance for the skiers and pedestrians will result in 

significant environmental impacts. A full EIR, including the alternative of a different 

development or no development at all must be considered and the environmental impacts 

quantified and examined of the alternatives. 



An EIR is required if substantial evidence in the record supports that significant 

environmental impacts may occur. (Friends of B Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 202 Cal. App. 

3d 296,304). Look at the photos showing the pedestrian easement location (Attachment 2.2). 

Look at the speed with which skiers will be proceeding down the slope when pedestrians 

dragging their goods proceed out onto this slope. Look at the restrictions in sight distance posed 

... - 
- to skiersapproaching this turn from behind the building of this massive size (Attachmenf2.2) 

and read the Report of Mr. Heywood, the snow safety expert (Attachment 2.2), in regard to the 

dangers to skiers and pedestrians alike from this development and its intrusion into the usual set 

back areas. Look at the slope of this lot and its proximity to Squaw Creek and ask how exactly 

the excavation of foundations is going to be accomplished without disturbing soil that will runoff 

into Squaw Creek for decades (Attachment 2.2). Look at the contours on the Weber property 

where a vehicular road will have to be built and maintained for summer use on a 40 degree slope 

because there is no easement to construct on Ski Corp property any second road 

(Attachment 2.2). These are the "fair arguments" of significant environmental impacts which 

require the preparation of a full EIR. 



ATTACHMENT 2.1 

The General Plan and Zoning requirements are very clear. A density of 10 bedrooms per 

acre is provided. No variance has been applied for, nor could grounds for granting it be 

provided. All other lot owners within the Granite Chief area are required to comply with this 

-. - 
density requirement. This development has sufficient lot area for one (1) bedroom. If all other 

- -.. 

areas were merged, and Mr. Webber gave up all rights to construct upon his parcel, still less than 

114 acre would exist -justifying two (2) bedrooms. The General Plan and Zoning Section 

242.24 is attached. 
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p r o v i d e d  i n  t h i s  d i s t r i c t  a t  t h e  r a t i o  o f  3 / 4  s p a c e  p e r  bedroom. 

Such p a r k i n g  r e q u i r e d  t o  meet  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  of t h i s  o r d i n a n c e  

m u s t  b e  l o c a t e d  on  t h e  b u i l d i n g  s i t e ,  n o t  w i t h i n  C o u n t y  r o a d  L' ll 
r igh t s - o f  way. & . ,I 

2 4 2 . 3 0  - P l i n i r n u  L o t  A r e a :  The minimum p e r m i s s i b l e  l o t  

a r e a  w i t h i n  t h i s  Land  Use D i s t r i c t  s h a l l  b e  10,C)OC) s q u a r e  f e g t .  

S e c t i o n  246 - Z i g n - D e n s i t y  R e s i d e n t i a l :  . I n  c r e a t i n g  t';l i s  

d i s t r i c t  i t  i s  t h e  i n t e n t  of  t h e  Coun ty  t o  p r o v i d e  f o r  a  v a r i e t y  

o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  d e v e l o p m e n t  r e l y i n g  or, t h e  2lai- ined u n i t  d e v e l o p -  

m e n t  c o n c e p t  t o  c r e a t e  d e s i r a b l e  l i v i n g  e n v i r o n m e n t s .  T h e  - j .- , 
m a j o r i t y  o f  r e s  i d e n t  i a l  c o n s t r u c t  i o n  o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  " V i l l a g e -  

C o n m e r c i a l "  a r e a s  i s  e x p e c t e d  t o  t a k e  p l a c e  i n  t h i s  d i s t r i c t .  ti -. I 
T h i s  d i s t r i c t  a l l o w s  t h e  g r e a t e s t  f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  t h e  d e s i g n  o f  

r e s i d e n t i a l  p r o j e c t s .  
. I 

T h e  P l a n n e d  U n i t  Developrnent c o n c e p t  i s  r e q u i r e d  a s  a means - I 

o f  m i n i m i z i n g  t h e  g e o g r a p h i c  a r e a  a f f e c t e d  by d e v e l o p m e n t  

a c t i v i t y  and i n  o r d e r  t o  r e d u c e  a d v e r s e  i m p a c t s  r e l a t e d  t o  

v e g e e a t  ion r e ; n o v a l ,  e r o s i o n ,  dnd r e d u c t  i o n  o f  r ~ i l d l i f e  h a b i  t.3 t . 
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ATTACHMENT 2.2 

1. The only access to this property during the snow fall periods will be by pedestrian 

access, walking in a 4-foot wide area downhill from the edge of Granite Chief Road, then in a 4- 

foot wide pedestrian access easement directly across a ski slope where skiiers are attempting to 

maintain their speed to cross a flat area, then climbing in a 4 to5 foot side easement up a-hill. 

The access is shown on the attached photos. 

2. Squaw Valley submitted the report of Larry Heywood, an experienced ski safety 

expert. A copy of that report is attached. The planning department has no oral or written 

evidence to contradict that this proposed usage and this sole means of access is dangerous to 

both the pedestrians and skiiers and will result in potentially severe injuries, nor has the 

Applicant provided any contrary evidence that this is safe. Nevertheless, no EIR is required and 

no mitigation measures to bring the risk of injury to below significance. This record will speak 

to a court that the County was willing to totally ignore significant risks to public health and 

didn't even attempt to provide a record of why that risk would not exist or could not be mitigated 

by requiring an EIR. Hold harmless and indemnity agreements should not be relied upon by the 

County. The owner of the home will charge, and its insurer may well argue, that such an 

agreement is such a blatant violation of public policy that the agreement is void. 

3. Understand, no snowmobiles or snow cats will be able to access this proposed 

mansion. All garbage will have to be dragged across this ski slope. If a heater a refrigerator 

breaks, it will have to be wrestled across this 4-foot pedestrian easement. There is simply no 

substantial evidence to justify a Negative Declaration. . 















LARRY HEYWOOD 
SNOW & SKI SAFETY CONSULTANT 

P.O.BOX 222 
610 PARK AVE 

HOMEWOOD, CA 9614 1 
Tel & Fax 530-525-1077 

Email larrvhewood@sbc~lobal net 

Michael Gross February 12,2006 
Director of Safety and Risk Management 
Squaw Valley USA 
ROrBo-~200'1 - . .. - 
Olympic Valley, CA 96 15 1 

RE: Safety Considerations for Three Chiefs Project 

Dear Mr. Gross 

As requested, I am providing the following comments on the proposed Three Chiefs Project. The 
proposed Project includes the construction of a large residence adjacent to a heavily used ski trail 
at the Squaw Valley Ski Area. I understand that the owner of the property has applied for a 
variance from Placer County that will allow the residence to be built five feet from the property 
line. Access to the residence will be from a parking site located off of Granite Chief Way. From 
the parking site users of the residence will be required to descend a relatively steep (1 5 to 20 
degree') and narrow (five foot) strip of property along the left edge of the ski traii for 
approximately 150 feet in len,oth, then make a sharp 90 degree right hand turn and cross 
approximately 60 feet of the 12 degree slope which is the Squaw Valley's Tower 10 ski trail. It is 
my understanding that the five foot strip is the only winter access to the property and the owner 
has proposed the use of snowmobiles and foot travel to access the property from this five foot 
strip. You have asked me to evaluate and comment on the safety issues this project if built as 
proposed will present to the guests of Squaw Valley skiing on the trail as well as the safety issues 
of the users of the residences as they negotiate the five foot wide access strip. 

The project as proposed presents three distinct safety hazards for the skiers using the Tower 10 
Trail. The first is the presence of the house in close proximity to a high traffic high speed ski trail. 
The second is the changes the structure will create in snow deposition patterns and the large tree 
well type depression that will be formed around the structure. The third is the hazards associated 
with the users of the residence crossing the trail on the five foot access strip either on foot or 
snowmobile. All of these issues will adversely affect the skiers using the trail and will create 
significant hazards for these users. 

Safety Hazards Due To Residence Location 
The Tower 10 Trail provides one of the main accesses off of the ski area and into the ski area 
base area. The trail is heavily used by skiers of all abilities and given its pitch and proximity to 
&e base area many skiers descend it a considerable speeds. The configuration of the trail above 
the Three Chief Project requires skiers to make a right turn over a blind rollover as they approach 
the site of the proposed residence and access strip. As a result the proposed residence site as well 
as the access strip are not visible to skiers as they descend until are within a relatively short 
distance. Based upon my observations skiers descending the trail may be traveling at speed over 
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30 miles an hour with many traveling in excess of 20 mph. At a speed of 30 mph a skier travels 
44 feet a second and at 20 mph travels 29 feet a second. Skiers traveling at these speeds have little 
time to react to unexpected developments. 

The proposed location of the structure only five feet from the property line is in an area already 
frequently skied by skiers. With placement of the structure in this location the structure will be 
too close to leave any margin of safety for skiers who may fall and slide toward the structure or 
momentarily lose control. Skiers frequently fall and slide significant distance particularly on firm 
s n o ~ ~ n & ~ v h e ~ t r a v e t i n g a t h i ~ s p e e d s ; - I t c e r t a i n l ~ ~ a t ~ i n g  
along the right side of the trail or approaching the right side and making a left turn will fall and 
slide in the direction of the structure. Similarly skiers who momentarily lose control with not have 
sufficient space or time to recover. It is imperative given the possibility of serious injury in the 
event of a collision with the structure that any structure built in the area be located as far as 
possible from the edge of the trail. 

The construction of any structure in heavy snow fall areas like Squaw Valley will change the 
snow deposition and snow melt pattern in the immediate area of the structure. The proposed 
structure will at a minimum result it the creation of a large well (i.e. tree well) around the 
structure. This will extend some distance beyond the structure and most likely out onto Squaw 
Valley Ski Corporation property. The presence of this well will create an additional hazard for 
skiers. Should a skier fall in the vicinity of the well, its slope will direct the falling - sliding skier 
toward the structure with a resulting collision and the possibility of serious injury. 

Safetv Hazards fiom Accessing the Residence 
The proposal for the users of the residence to access the house within the five foot access strip 
presents a number of hazards. First and foremost are the problems and risks associated with 
crossing a heavily used high speed ski trail. Given the blind approach for skiers descending into 
the proposed access strip across the trail any person crossing the trail will be at significant risk of 
being hit by descending skiers. Additionally, given the heavy traffic on the trail and the speed of 
skiers it will be difficult, at times, for persons crossing the trail to do so without avoiding a 
collision with descending skiers. Collisions between skiers result in some of the worst injuries 
seen at ski areas. Persons attempting to cross the trail in the five foot access strip will be exposed 
to this sigdicant risk and at the same time present a similar risk to the skiers. For this reason ski 
areas do not allow foot traffic on ski slopes. 

I understand the owner of the proposed residence has suggested the option of utilizing 
sno~vrnobiles to access the residences using the five foot access strip. This proposal is completely 
unworkable and would create a significant and unacceptable risk to both the operators of the 
snownobile as well as skiers using the trail. Given the slope angle and width of the access strip 
from the parking site and down along the left side of the trail it will not be physically possible to 
maneuver a snowmobile. The access strip along the left edge of the trail has a slope angle of up to 
20 degrees in sections with a significant side hill slope. Although in some situations it may be 
possible to negotiate a snowmobile down a slope with this configuration given the narrow five 
foot width and the sharp right hand turn at the bottom to cross the slope not even expert 
snoumobile riders could negotiate this area and stay within the five foot access strip. It is likely 
that less experienced riders would be either unable to stop at the turn and run out onto'the trail or 
possibly end up in the creek or be pulled off the left by the side hill slope. Additionally even 
persons on foot attempting to negotiate the access strip will have difficulties and in some snow 



conditions to attempt it would be very dangerous and present the likely possibility of serious 
injury. - 

The proposal to use snowmobiles to access the residence and cross the ski trail will create an 
extreme hazard to the skiers using the trail. In the past few years there have been an alarming 
number of skier - snowmobile collisions which have resulted in fatalities and very serious 
injuries. In response to this trend Squaw Valley and ski areas across the country have 
implemented snowmobile safety programs. At the core of all of these programs is the effort to 
decrease snowmobile traffic in ski areas to an absolute minimum. Allowing inexperienced 
snowmobile users outside of the ski areas control to use snowmobiles to travel across open ski 

-tFai~~rwouldpresen&r+~isk-~aki~s-unaeeeptablc. - ..- . ., 

It can be assumed that the users of the residence will attempt to access the residence after ski area 
operating hours and after day light hours. This prospect presents additional safety issues that can 
not be resolved. Persons either on foot or snowmobiles crossing the trail without the knowledge 
of the ski area staff would be exposed to numous hazards associated with ski trail maintenance. 
This would most certainly present an unworkable situation and an unacceptable risk. 

I hope this report provide the information you need. Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Respect fully submitted 

.-- - 

Larry Heywood 



ATTACHMENT 3 

1. The Applicant proposes to grade and build an extensive "summer" road on Squaw 

Valley Development Company (SVDC) property to provide for the construction of the proposed 

mansion. The property between Granite Chief Road and the Three Chiefs property and the 

Webber property is owned by SVDC. There is no right to build and maintain more than one 

summer road. That road already exists and is well established. 
- 

-2- I . .& 

2. The Deed from SVDC to Cross in 1955 contains the following language: "Grantor 

grants to Grantee easements across the above described property for the construction of a 

summer road." Note that the reference to a "summer road" is singular. There is no grant of a 

right to build more than one road if by subsequent action more than one parcel is created out of 

the property deeded to Cross. Also note that the right is limited to the area described in Parcel E 

in the same instrument . See attached Deed SVDC to Cross 

3. The summer road already exists to the Webber derelict home. The Applicant and 

Mr Webber can cooperate to provide for the extension of that road on the Webber parcel to 

proceed on the Webber property down the slope to connect with the Applicants parcel, but no 

new road or grading is authorized. This is not the "project" proposed in the application and of 

course will involve different building configurations and construction impacts none of which is 

examined in this environmental questionnaire or included and described in the "project." The 

Applicant should be sent back to revise its project and prepare an EIR. 
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i,i;P, Scusu  all;^. ~ ~ v e l o ~ k e n t  Go., 8 Xevade ; o r ? o r a t l o n ,  

sci : r ,g  t.'lrcuc:h i t s  Cul:! n u t h o r i z e d  o f f i c e r s  i n  eccordance  n i t h  i t s  

b;.-lsws, G r a n t o r ,  f o r  nna i n  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  af t b e  s& o l  t.10,OC:G.00, 

. ;dib t o  be r a i d  by n s r g a r e t  C r o s s  of 1l.l iJrospeot  U r l v e , .  Hedlenda,  

- s T i i o r n l a >  O m z t e e ,  dces nereby t r t l n ~ f e r  a s s i g n  ccnvey and del- iver  

t c  b .a r ; i s re t  2 r c s 6 ,  Gran tee ,  e x p r e s s l y  a u b j e o t  t o  t h e  Vendor re  l i e u ,  

nzr.e.5, rets i n e d ,  t i e  f o i l c i i i n g  d e s o r i  bed p r o p e r t y ,  betng f i v e  a c r e s  

ac;re o r  Less I n  ' leoer Couhty, C s l l t o r n l a ,  t o  n i t :  

ired1 ; r c p e r t j  s i t u a t e  i n  SectLon 51, T o ~ n s n i p  1 6  I.iorth, Range 1 6  
a s : ,  & . 3  .b. b k., P l a c e r  ( 3 o u ~ y ,  h l i f o r r i s ,  descr ibed a s  folio-a: 

; e , l m i n g  r t  a  c l n t   hence t h e  X a r t h e a s t  c o r n e r  of Bald S e o t l o n  3 1  
t e s r s  L o r t h  5 5 ° 6 1 1 9 w  &st a d i s t a n o e  cf U34.U f e e t ;  and running t h e n o e  
South 18.45'65'' %st 226.S9 f e e t ;  t n e n c e  Soutn  8'43'90= & a t  2e7.42 f e e t ;  
t n m c e  i o r t h  7S'OS'lSR Z a s t  205,T6 f e e t ;  thence  S o u t h  18'45'45" '&st 
2.13 f e e t ;  tnence  South 6eVC4* Vest  150.00 f e e t ;  t h e r c e  k u t h  68'40'35" 
2zs t  56.35 f e e t ;  thence South  7 3 " 4 O V  Vest  147.65 f a e t ;  t h e n c e  Soutn  
13-57 '  S e s t  94.53 f e e t ;  thence  S o u t h  65"Z11 F a s t  80.91 f e e t ;  thenoe 
j o u t h  7"33' Last 254.25 f e e t ;  t h e n c e  South 62-27 '  & e a t  171.33 f e e t ;  t h e n c e  
North 7-21' >:eat 254.25 f e e t ;  t h e n c e  h o r t h  18"46 '  b e s t  68.88 f e e t ;  t h e h c e  
: ior th 9"13 '  Last 410.85 f e e t ;  thence  I ior th 71°14' b a s t  275.00 f e e t ;  t a e n c e  
L - o r t h  18"45'45" Test  118.10 f e e t ;  thence  S o r t h  71a 1 4 '  Last 20.0b f e e t  
-.o : ; l e  2 c l n t  c i  o e d n n i n g .  

r o g e t h s r  a i t h  r e a l p r o p z r t y  s i t u a t e  i n  a e c t i c n  31,  T o r n s n i p  16 4 o r t h ,  
.s. & EL,., h c e r  Cou;.ty, ; a ; i fc r : : i s ,  a e s c r i o e d  9s ii2r.g: 10 M S L ,  k . 3  - 

i-cllc.r.5: 

2a.-:::rill; i t  3 s o i n t  s h e R c e  t n e  . S o r t h e ~ s t  c c r n d r  o f - t h s  s a i d  a e c t 1 ~ 1 1  
C l  o = ~ r s  k.or:h 8Y35'55 '  %st 1548.60 f e e t ;  52.c r u n n i n g  t.li?:.ce S o u t h  

' j ~ " n 5 '  ' i e s t  t i5 ;ZC f e e t ;  t.Li!nce South  44'23' 'iiest 109.62 f e e t ;  t h e c c e  
~ c i l t h  :5"21r 2 s :  jS.7G f ee t ' ;  thence Biorth 61'47' z i s t  143.65 f e e t  ; 
L;S;IC= &rort'a i 6 1 i ~ r & 5 ' . t e s t J 0 0 . G 0  isi.t t o  ths piriiit GT 2ig;rf i inc.  

The t o t s 1  agreed  consi '8era t i o o  Is t h e  ernount of ~10 ,300 ,GO 

pis anc Fa ;e ;sid a s  f o l l o a 8 :  $2,000,00 i s  t o  be r ~ j d  h;l Grdritee to 

G r = ~ t o , -  a t  t h e  t h  of tzia cat i ieyance,  t h e  r e c e i p t  o 5 ' v h i c b  is  t o  be  



3 s  sroviCeS by l am,  tagether mlth 

payceat  a d  t h e  C i s c h a r g e  of tiie V 

i - e s c r l s b l e  X n s t r ~ e n t  f u l l y  r e l e a s i n g a l l  J i e n s  i a t a i n e d  h e r e u n d b r .  

G r a n t o r ,  f o r  t h e  consi:eration sbcve  rei,citad, e x p r e s s l y  

.. - 

S i 1  riLir-Oi;T P a r c e l  "E", b e i n g  t h e  l a c e  h e r e i n a f t e r  

deszri2edTby meets end bounds 1s hereby p e r n s n e n t l y  d e d i c e t e t l  a s  a 

s k i - r u - o i ? t  e r e a  and a 'ccordingly G r a n t o r  a g r e e s  t h a t  ssici laha ruil.1 

be zric:ai;led i n  i t s  n a z u r a l  s t a t $ ,  t h ~ t  no' t r e e s  o r  r a t c r v l  s h r u b s  
. . 

shall ne e l - .  c r  r e r c o t ?  ; ? .e re f rc r ;  th - t  ns s t r ~ c t ~ e s  o r  C16LLing 

h c ~ s e s  s::%11 ever  be e r e c t e d  t h e ~ e o n .  G r a g t e e  s h a l l  have the right . 

t o  cse  p e r - e l  "2" f o r  a c c e s s  t i l e  f i e l d s  or e f f l u e c t  l i n e s  p r o v i d e d  

s a c c  a r e  ? r c ? e r l y  b u r i s d  s n d  z r r i r t a i c e d  in aocoru6nce h i t h  c u s t o m r y  

asr. 1:ory ? r e  c t i c e .  Gre;entor j r e n t s  t o  G r a n t e e  easescn  t s  a c r o s s  t k e  

p r c v i a e d ,  ?cuever ,  t h s t  no overh ted  l i n e s  s h e l l  be s1 lCk$6.  G r a n t o r  

gr3r.25 L O  S r e n t e e  easecce2 ts .ec ross  t h e  ahcvs  a e s c r i b e d  p r c p e r t y  fo r  

t n e  c c r . s t r u c t i c n  of a  s u e r  roed.  

f s rco-1  "2": 







ATTACHMENT 4 

In 1962, Mr Anderson granted to Squaw Valley Development two easements across and 

upon the property of Webber and Three Chiefs. The first easement was for a water line which 

led from the dam and reservoir on Squaw Creek to the valley floor. That pipeline was an 8 inch 

diameter buried metal pipe and the easement is located in the area which the Applicant proposes 

to build his building upon and across. See attached Deed Vol942 page 75. The pipeline -- 
easement includes a right of access and egress for the purposes of maintenance and 

reconstruction. We know of no legal authority that a person can build a building over or close 

to such an easement in such a way that the pipeline cannot be repaired or replaced with 

reasonable equipment access. Nothing in the easement provides that it will be extinguished 

after a period of years. 

In the same instrument, Mr Anderson granted to SVDC an easement for the right to 

construct and maintain the then gondola and now Funitel. This easement specifically includes 

the right to enter the property and occupy the property for the purposes of "construction and 

maintenance" and it is well known that occasionally cables and apparatus of such a lift need to 

be lowered to the ground. The Applicant does not explain to the Planning Commission how 

these heavy cables are to be lowered to the ground without danger to the house and occupants. 

The easement in fact states, "The gondola or any component part for which this easement is 

given shall not pass over any area which now has improvements." This language does not state 

that the owner of the land subject to the easement may construct homes which would interfere 

with or unreasonably burden the maintenance and construction activities associated with the 

maintenance of an existing aerial tramway. The Applicant, if it wishes to assert that it may 

build a structure which extends three stories above the land surface directly under this aerial 

tramway when his predecessor granted and accepted value and payment for an easement which 

negates those rights, should provide some evidence in the form of a Court judgment that its 

interpretation of the easement is correct. 

S:\Denise\SQUAW\3 Chiefs Resp Att 4.wpd 



3'9433 
C r a n t  Deed 

J. 5 .  AhTERjON, a s i n g l e  man, p h r t y  of tti.? i i r s t  p a r t ,  

does  hereby GlUNT t o  SQUAW VALLEY DEVCLOPMNT COWAXY, a co rpo-  

r a t i o n ,  par:y of  t h e  second p a r c ,  n l l  t h a t  c e r t s i n  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  

*.. t u a t e d  i n  t h e  County of  P l a c e r ,  S t a t e  of C a l i f o r n i a ,  d e s c r i b e d  - 

a s  f o l l o v s :  

P a r c e l  1: An easemenr: f o r  a b u r i e d  w a t e r  p ipe  a s  t h e  -- 
s a m  now e x i s t s  c r o s s i n g  t h e  p r o p e r t y  of 
s a i d  grarctDr l o c a t e d  i n  t h e  N o r t h e a s t  qua r -  
t e r  of S e c t i o n  31,  Tovnship  1 6  -North,  Range 
16 Easc. Y.D.3. & X.; s a i d  easement be ing  

L n  l o c a t e d  i n  t h e  p o r c i o 2  s f  the s a i d  p r o p e r t y  
h you r e s e r v e d  as a s k i  e a s e m n t .  

5 P t r c e l  2:  An e a s e m n t  f o r  one a e r i a l  tramway c r o s s i n g  

N 
t h e  p r o p e r t y  of s a i d  g r a n t o r .  l ocaced  i n  

e t h e  X o r t h e a s t  q u e r c e r  of S e c t i o n  31,  Town- 
m s h i p  1 6  Eiorth, Range 16 E a s t ,  H.D.B. 6 H.; 

t o - e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  r i g h t  t o  c o n s t r u c t  and 
m t n t a i n  t h e  same, provided t h a t  s a l d  e a s e -  
ment s h a l l  n o t  perrait  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of 
towers ,  and t h e  main tramway cable (on which 
c a r s  n x d u i x x  v i l l  r i d e )  s h a l l  b e  a t  least . 
f i f t y  (50) f e a t  above che ground.  The gondo la '  ' - 
o r  6. y c0rnponer.r p a r t  f o r  which t h i s  essement  ? : 
i s  g;ven s h a l l  c o t  pas s  o v e r  any area w h i c h  now 
has irnprovemer,ts, 

iTTI~TESS my haad this 

3n t h i s  /L day c f  Sovember, 1962, b e f o r e  rce,  
. . . fi , , [ ~ , . f - l . 7  , a  N o t t i y  P u b l i c  i n  and £01 

t h e  s a i d  County and S t a t e ,  p e r s c n a l l y  apgea red  J. S .  ANDiDfUOX, 

known t o  se t o  b e  t h e  person V!-IOS~ name i s  s u b s c r i b e d  t o  t h e  

f o r e g o i n g  insc ru rwnc ,  and ncknovledged tt .at  he execu ted  ':% 

6 a m .  

c:-F;ci..,:, .!<.. ....-, .,-.,8.a;\lJ 5 
PLICE: ~::;:l:T(-tbi-;;. NOTARY PUBLIC 
0- . - f i$3 - sL -, . . . .  ;", -" --TE; ... - - J Y  i n  and f o r  t h e  County o f  Monolulu,  

'I ? 
A-;,] ' : y f;e>,.i 6!i'i. d& J: '- :-$ 

S t a t e  of t iawaii  

' ,.. n,;, ; I  9 5.3 61.1 p;.! :' . - 
-. 





ATTACHMENT 5 

1. The surrounding homes are all much smaller than the proposed 4,900 square foot 

structure on a 6,110 square foot lot . The approximate square feet of the adjacent structures 

mentioned in the CEQA Questionnaire are: 

The document identifies five nearby residentially zoned parcels which contain single 

- 
family residencies, including 096-030-001,026, 035,040, and 048. The square footageof the 

identified "comparable" structures is as follows: 

096-030-001 1,304 square feet 

096-030-026 1,278 square feet 

096-030-035 1,798 square feet 

096-030-040 2,548 square feet 

096-030-048 1,902 square feet 

The existing structures are NOT similar in size to the proposed Three Chiefs project, 

as noted in the neighboring homes' square footage listed above. The proposed residence for 

this tiny lot is almost twice as large as the largest existing structure nearby. 

2. The set back variances will insure that the steepest portions of the land are disturbed 

and the areas closest to Squaw Creek will be disturbed and sedimentation caused. The general 

assurance that BEST Management Practices will be utilized is not a specific mitigation measure 

nor is there any examination or evidence that whatever is implemented will prevent increased 

sedimentatiion to the Creek. CEQA requires that specific measures which are shown to be 

achievable can be implemented. Filter fabric and hay bales on these steep slopes for a building 

that will occupy 80% of the surface is not a valid or effective mitigation plan. See attached 

photos of site and its steepness. 

S:\Denise\SQUAW\3 Chiefs Resp Att 5.wpd 



Views of Squaw Creek horn the project site. 



ATTACHMENT 6 

1. As often happens in mountain areas, the paved and usable area of a road are 

developed outside of the area shown on a subdivision map as devoted to the roadway. In this 

case, the area proposed by the Applicant for offsite parking is in fact a paved portion of the 

roadway accessing the Granite Peak Subdivision. See attached Andregg Survey map showing 

paved and used area of Granite Chief Road extending into proposed offsite parking area. 

.- - 2. The County purported to approve a parking variance for 4 cars to be parked in this 

area despite the use of the area for roadway purposes for more than 5 years, the prescriptive 

period. See attached plan showing 4 parking spaces attached to Variance Application. 

3. The Applicant's proposed use requires that the hillside to the North on this curve be 

excavated and that the road turn be sharpened and rebuilt to the North. This is a major expense 

and project which will have significant environmental impacts and was not considered in the 

supposed "Categorical Exclusion" exemption from CEQA granted to the Applicant. Nor was the 

question of who would pay for these changes considered. The Homeowners within the Granite 

Chief Subdivision have not been given notice of this change. 

4. CEQA requires that the whole of the project be considered. This is a significant 

impact upon the environment. Either the Applicant does not have a right at this time to require 

the Granite Chief Homeowners to relocate the road and the curve and therefore there is no area 

for parking to occur or the Applicant can compel that relocation and the environmental impacts 

of that relocation have to be considered as part of and required by the Applicants "project" 

This project should not move forward until these questions are resolved by the Applicant. 

S:\Denise\SQUAW\3 Chiefs Resp Att 6.wpd 





ATTACHMENT 7 

1. The Deed from Squaw Valley Development Company to cross for the Three Chief 

parcel and the Webber parcel which were one parcel of land at Book 683 page 5 14 states: 

"Restrictions: The following covenants shall be covenants running with 

the land ....( 2) The exterior design of all buildings shall be approved by , 

.. - 
Paul Avery." 

- A  ' . .. 

2. The CCR's for the Granite Chief Homeowners Association were recorded in Vol997 

page 370 et seq. by Paul Avery and establish a comprehensive system for approval. Section 

18(b) states: 

"No structures ... shall be constructed ..without the written approval as to 

location, height and design thereof having been first obtained fiom the 

Architectural Supervising Committee." 

3.  No such approval has been obtained and such approval should be obtained before the 

Planning Commission or its staff devotes any attention to this proposition. It seems unlikely that 

the parking arrangement which requires building and construction or the design and location of 

this home within the legal set back areas would ever be approved. 

S:\Denise\SQUAW\3 Chiefs Resp Att 7.wpd 
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S;LI\I V C b T f  'IFXELC~%-!3T CC . LC! m a y ,  UII~FOPH~ 
L ; h 4 r f i P  CrtLSS C661 75 44-  

S,i;T, Liq~sw Yalley Development Go., a ;\eve58 ;or?ort l t lon,  

a c t i n g  thrGU;h i t s  Guly authorized o f f i c e r s  i n  eccoraance n i t h  i t s  

by-lbws, G r s n t o r ,  f o r  and i n  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  af the sun of ~lO,OCG.OU, 

;aid >n.: t o  be r a i d  by asrgarrt Cross  of  1U iJrospsct  iJr ive, . tJ ledlends,  

d ~ I i f c ~ r n i a >  J r s z t e e ,  d c e s  nereby t r a n s f e r  a a s i ~  ccnvey and d e l i v e r  

t c  , . a r g a r e t  : rcss ,  b r a n t e e ,  w p r e s s l y  s u b j e o t  t o  the  Vendor's l i e n s ,  

Lax i o j  r e t a i n e d ,  t h e  f o l l c ~ i n g  d e s c r i b e d  properGy , t e i w  l i r e  a c r e s  

n o r e  or l e s s  i n  r l e c e r  Couhty ,  C s l i t o r n l a ,  t o  p i t :  

n e d 1  c r c p e r t j  s i t u a t e  i n  S e c t i o n  51,  Townsnip 1 6  LJorth, Range 16 
a s t ,  p.D.~. d b. .  , P l a c e r  County, a l i f c r n i s ,  d e s c r i b e d  a s  fo l loma:  

; e , i m i n g  r t  a  polnt  ahence t h e  ;Carrheast  c o r n e r  of e a l d  S e c t i o n  31  
b e a r s  Xorth 55°46119. &st a d i s t ~ n c e  c.f 1374,3.l f e e t ;  and w i n g  t h e n c e  
South 18.45'45'' &st 236.59 f e e t ;  snence  S o u t n  8"45'50= &st 247'42 f e e t ;  
tnence  i o r t h  79'06'15" % s t  205,?'6 f e e t ;  t h e n c e  Soutn  18'45 'C5* ihst 
2.13 f e e t ;  tnence  Socth 6E°C4* Vps: 150.00 f e e t ;  t h e n c e  S o u t h  68'40'30" 
l e s t  56.35 ' f e e t ;  t i e n c e  Scl;:h 7 9 4 0 '  West 147.65 f e e t ;  thence  Soutn 
19"57'  Yest  94.56 f e e t ;  thence Sonth  65'11. B e s t  83.P1 f e e t ;  thence 
South  7-33' b s t  254.25 f e e t ;  thence South  82'27' Feet  171.33 f e e t ;  thence 
North 7'35' 'i:eet 254.25 f e e t ;  thence Earth 1Be46*  t a s t  68.80 f e e t ;  t h e ~ c e  
S o r t h  5"13' L a s t  410.85 f e e t ;  thence North 71" 1 4 '  L e s t  275.00 f e e t ;  fnence  
lvorth 18'45'45" Zest  118.10 f e e t ;  thence  North 71" 14 '  15s: 20.0~ f e e t  
t o  t32 3 ~ i n t  G? beginning.  

Pogethcr  a i t h  real p r o p e r t y  s l t u z t e  i n  Sec ' t i cn  31 ,  Eoanship 16 i i o r t h ,  
.:,ar;~"a =st, iL.D.2. b P,., a c e r  k w . t y ,  Sal!fcr : . is ,  a e s c r i b e d  3s 
f c',ic:aa: 

~rs:: - : i l l ;  s t  s 2oin t  whence t n e  & c r t n e ~ s t  c c r n a r  clf't34 sa:c a e c t 1 ~ 1 1  
21 o e i r s  1.0r:h 32*%'55' East 1549.60 f e e t ;  srG running  t  ~ e : . c e  z o u t n  

' ~ 3 ~ n _ 5 '  . e s t  05.34 :eet;  t a e n c e  Sos th  44"29'  l e s t  109.6'; f e e t ;  t n e r c e  
-,catn 15"Zl '  % s t  5S.70 f e e t ;  thence l i o r t h  61.47' , sat  1-13.65 f s e t ;  
~ ; i s . ~ c s  ~ t o r t ' a  16 .45 '~ '  trfrtJ00.00 ie i - t  t o  thi p ~ i ~ t  G? 2 s i ; i ; ~ i n ~ .  

The t o t a l  agreed  consideration is th,e amount of $10 ,300 ,~0  

wid anc r o  :e 2sia a s  r o l l o x a :  $2,000,00 1s t o  be - p l d  b:~  Sr42tes $2 

Grz:.:~: a t  sns tine or t n i s  caL+syance, the  r e c e i b t  0 r " r h i c b  l a  t o  be 



r e z c r d a b l a - i n z t r u e n t  f u l l y  r e l e a s i n j i a l l  Jiens r b t e i n e d  h e r e u r a b r .  

. .. 

d e s t r i ~ ~ d ~ b ~  > e e l s  znd bounds is hereby p e r n s n e n t l g  d e a i c a t e a  a s  a  

sk i - rur -ou t  s r e a  and a'ccordlnc;ly G r a n t o r  a g r e e s  t h a t  ssla l a n a  u i1 . l  

be z r i r t a i n e d  i n  i t s  n a t u r a l  s t a t e ,  t h s t  30 t r e e s  c r  r a t z r s l  Shru'cS 
. . 

s h e l l  52  c?;; tr r e r c n t ?  t ? . t r s l r c - ;  t h $ f  23  ~ t ? ~ c t - e s  o r  ixeL!,',int; 

hcuses s:;ell ever  be  e r e c t e d  t h e r e o n .  G r a ~ t e e  s h a l l  have t h e  r i @ t  

s s n l  t z r y  ? r e c t i c € .  Gran tor  g r a n t s  t o  Grantep, e e s e r c n t s  a c r o s s  t i e  

t3e  c ~ ~ s t r u c t i o n  of a  s u m e r  road.  

f a r c e 1  "2": 



~ e g i n n i n g  a t  s rroint  from lrhich t h e  North &st o o i n e r  of s e i d . ; S e c t i o n  
beer3 S c r t h  5 3  3Q'l5.* &:t, e ~:s.+ce o,C I 4 2 1  (sai t h w s n t f  one hundred 
n i n e t y  one)  f e e t  sore o r  l e s s :  daM poPnt  b e i n g  t h e  123 c o r n e r  c t  s a i d  
- a r c e l  "am.; r ~ n l i ~ g  f k = z e e  k ' ; tb  ..:;3 ~ 5 * , & 5 -  = s t ,  a 2 1 s ' ~ n c e  al . i . 2 , C ; i  : e e t ;  
ti-.ence ;iortl! 89 30"OO" &st, e dlztaoce of 950.00 f e e t ;  t h e n c e  N o r t h  

G r s n t c r  a g r e e s  t o  rarrant and d e f e n d  the t i t l e  t o  a a i Q  lsnd 
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1 
! DECLARATlON OF RESTRICTIONS, CONDITIONS, COVENANTS 

AND AGREEMENTS AFFECTING REAL PROPERTY K N O ' n  AS 
GRANITE CHIEF SUBDIVISION, SQUAW VALLEY, PLACER 

' COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
- *- 

THIS DECLARATION made t h i s  1 3 t h  dab. of January , 196 4, 
by PAUL H. AVERY and MARTHA AVERY, 

1. tiUTUAL AND RECIPROCAL BSNEFITS. A l l  s a i d  r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  
CT, cond i t i ons ,  covenants and agreements a r e  and s h a l l  be f o r  t he  - d i r e c t  and mutual and r e c i p r o c a l  b e n e f i t  o f  each and every l o t  

I 2 shown on  s a i d  recorded mao and are  in tended  t o  c r e a t e  and do c r e a t e  

I 

1 

. 

I mutual and equ i t ab l e  s e r v i t u d e s  upon each of t h e  r e s l e e n t l a l  l o t s  
shown on  s a i d  map i n  f a v o r  of ezch o t h e r  r e s i d e n t i a l  l o t  s:?Ol,~n on 

I s a i d  map, and z r e  in tended  t o  c r e a t e  and do c r e a t e  r ec ip roca l  r i g h t s  
and o b l i g a t i o n s  between t h e  respective owners of a l l  of t he  l o t s  
shown on s a i d  map and a r e  in tended  t o  and do c r e e t e  a p r i v i t y  ef 
c o n t r a c t  and e s t a t e  mong  the  g r a n t e e s  of s a i d  l o t s ,  t h e i r  h e i r s ,  
successors  and ass igns ,  and s h a l l ,  as t o  t h e  owner of each l o t  i n  
s z i d  t r a c t ,  his he i r s ,  succes so r s  and a s s igns ,  operece a s  covenants 
running with  t h e  land f o r  t he  j e n e f i t  of a l l  o t h e r  l o t s  i n  s a id  

I t r a c t .  
I 

W I T X E S S E T H :  

A. WHEREAS, t h e  undersigned a r e  t h e  l e g a l  owners o f  a c e r t a i n  
t r a c t  of l end  s i t u a t e d  i n  t he  County of P lacer ,  S t a t e  o: Califorr;la, 
and shown and de l i nea t ed  on a map e n t i t l e d  "Grani te  ChJ.ef Subdl- 
v i s ion ,  P l ace r  County, Ca l i fo rn l a , "  recorded i n  Volume 6 of 
Maps, a t  pages 26 thereof ,  and "Granite Chief S u M i v i ~ i a ~  Bmeluled ~ g p "  
tewrded January 7 ,  1964 i n  Volume B of Naps a t  page 34, t o  which reference is hereby 
made; and 

B; WHEREAS, s a i d  proper ty  shown on s a i d  nap Is about  t o  be 
so ld  and t h e  undersigned d e s i r e  t o  s u b j e c t  s a i d  proper ty  t o  c e r t a i n  
r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  condi t ions ,  covenants 2nd agreements between them.and 
t h e  s e v e r a l  purchasers  of s a i d  proper ty  and between ;he s eve ra l  
purchasers  of s a i d  proper ty  a s  mong  themselves a s  h e r e i n a f t e r  s e t  
f o r t h ,  pursuant  t o  a  g e n e r a l  p l an  of  improvement; 

NOW, THEREFORE, t h e  undersigned d e c l a r e  t h 2 t  s a l d  property Is 
he ld  and s h a l l  be so ld ,  conveyed, owned, l eased ,  occupied, r e s ided  

Q upon, hypothecated and he ld  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  fo l lowing  r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  
h c o n d l t i x ! ~ ,  covenants and ag reezen t s  between them and t he  s eve ra l  

ol!ners s o l  Furchasers  of s e i d  p rope r ty  and betueen t h e  s eve ra l  
u 
u owners purchasers  of  s a l d  p rope r ty  a s  among themselves, t h e i r  
S h e i r s ,  syccessors  and a s s igns ,  v iz :  
L 

2. TERMS C F  RZPTRICTIONS. Ecch of and a l l  s a i d  r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  
condi t ions ,  covenants and a t r c c n e n t s  s h z l l  cont inue  i n  f u l l  f o r c c  
2nd e f f e c t  and be b ind ing  u n t i l  t h e  f i r s t  day of November, 1983, 

I r t  which t i n e  they  m y  be cont inued I n  f o r c e  and e f f e c t  by vote  of 
t he  t h e n  record  owners of 2 mz jo r l t y  of t h e  p rope r ty  covered here-  
by f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  per iods  of twenty years; provided, nowever, 





ATTACHMENT 8 

Squaw Valley MAC recommends denial. 

Squaw Valley Fire Department recommends denial and 
points out danger to fire hydrant and no snow disposal area for parking. 

- 6 
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County of Placer 
SQUAW VALLEY MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNC.@, 
P. 0. Box 2287 

; ,:, 1 : ; ,3 :;; -: -:. . : .  , . . . .  L i i  ; .  : ! 

October 29,2004 

Placer County Planning Department 
Fred Yeager, Director 

. . 11414 B Avenue 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Re: Burke "3 Chiefs Residence" Variances Appeal by Squaw Valley Ski Corp. 

On October 2gh, 2004, the Squaw Valley Municipal Advisory Council, on its regular 
agenda, addressed this issue and made the following MOTION: 

In regards to the appeal process of the variance approvals on the Burke "3 Chiefs 
Residence" project, the Squaw Valley Municipal Advisory Council wishes to restate 
their opposition to the variances as per the motion in this regard to the Zoning 
Administrator on October 4, 2004 (copy attached). 

,4 ztiorum was present at the meeting, and this MOTION PASSED. 

Sincerely, 

Don Barrientos 
SVMAC Secretary 

cc: SVMAC and Staff 
Supervisor Bloomfield 
AM Holman, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors . 

Mike Wells, Staff Planner, Planning Department 
Mike Livak, Squaw Valley Ski Corporation 
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SQUAW VALLEY FIRE DEPARTMENT 
Post ofnce BOX 2522 Olymplc Valley, Callfornla 96146 

Phone: 530i583-6111 Fax: 5301583-6228 

Peter A. Bansen - Flre Chlef 

January 14, 2003 

by facsimile: 839-7499 

Mr. Michael Wells, Staff Planner 
Placer County Plannlng Department 
1141/S 6 Avenue 

..,-- - Auburn, California 95603 

Re: VAA-3724, Roberk Burke 
VAA-3733, Franz Weber 

Dear Mr. Wells: . 

Thank you for the opportuniw to comment on the abovementioned variance applications, I 
have several comments that apply to both of the proposed varlances: z kw.3 

\,,ha h4.e,,, c:(~-~)L!c! 2 G-J-J QP 
2-  The a~~ l i can ts  s b w  the development of four parking spaces within an area some 19 

w 
feet wide and approximately 90'feet long. The site plan shows that two of the parking 
spaces will be on a "new elevated deck", the other two spaces will be on an asphalt 
concrete slab. The plans show no specinc inforrnatlon about the e\euated deck. 
Furthermore, the elevated deck is  situated in an a m  that loses 14 feet of elevation in 
an approximate 44. foot run - an approximate 32% grade. I need a lot more 
information about the elevated deck before 1 could suppxt the varlance requested. 

2 .  I am skeptical that four cars can be parked in this small area even under favorable 
conditions in the summer. This lmt ion  provides decidedly g~fBvorable conditions in the 
winter: Granite U-tief Road is  extremely narrow and steep and snow removal on the 
mad, even wlth the latest: muiprnentis marginal. There is no way for a snow removal 
conlractor to put snow removed fmm these parWng places on property belonging to 
either of the applicants - It will all end up on an adjoining tot I think i t  likely that even 
in a moderate snowfall year, the owners' ability to effectively remove snow from the 
proposed parking spaces would gradually diminish as snow depth lnusased and the four 
parking spaces would start to encroach on Granite Chief Road. . 

- .  - -- . 
3.- '--7-fiGL& is2 fiEi h y ~ n T I ~ W P i g h t r e i ~ t t i e e ~ i t l d t e  of-WIssite-that the-applicants-pmpse- - - 

to move to a locatlon a b u t  45 feet west, This would be acceptable, but due to the 
location, we would require substantial modification to the hydrant so that it would 
remain accessible during Lhe winter. The pruposed site for the relocated hydrant is at 
the b e  of a slope that is the  only appropriate snow storage location for a long distance 
and I'm concerned that the hydrant could become iffetn'evabiy burled over the  course of 
even a normal winter. 



ENGINEERING 

Mr. Michael Wells 
Placer County Planning Wpartment 
January 14,2003 
page 2 

The residents on Granite chief Road pose some of the most challenging fire suppression 
problems that our small fire department faces: These problems have k e n  created by lax and 
inconsistent application of toning, planning and building coder; in tbe past. It Is my concern 
that the granting of variances in this area will exacerbate exlsting problems. For this reason, I 
have serious resenations about the granting of these variances and would remrnmend that  
they be denied. 

& 

. ,- 

Please call me at 583-6111 if you have any questions or concerns. 

Yours very truly, 

Peter A. Bansen, Chief 







From: "Franz Weber" <Franz@franzweber.com> 
To : <mharrell@placer.ca.gov> 
Date: 1/4/2007 10 : 02 : 43 AM 
Subject: Franz WeberTs revised email to Supervisors 

Placer County Board of Supervisors 

Happy New Year and only the best wishes to all of you in 2007. 

Please allow me to express my concern why the Jan. 9th hearing should not be moved to 
another date. Too much energy and too many resources by all parties concerned, including 
Placer County, have been wasted over the years by objecting and delaying our project 
every step of the way due to Squaw Valley Ski CorpTs personal agenda. I am sure that Mr. 
Mike Wells, your Senior Planner, can attest to this. 

Ours is a project that has been welcomed by all the neighbors in the Granite Chief 
subdivision where our project is located. Everything was originally verbally approved by 
the founder of Squaw Valley Ski Corp, Mr. Alex Cushing, and his approval was witnessed 
and heard by the planning engineer and our architect, Mr. Larry Henry, who were both at 
the meeting; included in the original plan was an underground parking and tunnel access 
that is now also opposed. 

Of special note, our plan has been UNANIMOUSLY approved twice by your Planning Staff and 
it was also unanimously approved at the last Planning Commission hearing. 

We are under severe time constraints. All of us have business or family commitments 
Mr. Burke has a construction business; Dr. Sax has a medical business; I have a ski 
consulting and client hospitality business in the United States and Europe with 
commitments to my sponsors and clients. 

The three of us and several others attending have rearranged our lives to accommodate 
you as you had a retirement luncheon conflict with our December hearing. We agreed to 
your request for a change to January gth for the hearing. 

In addition to the three of us, we have also scheduled our attorneys and engineers to be 
present. 

These administrative hearings and procedures have gone on for over one year and follow 
three years of other hearings and procedures due to the single opposition of Squaw 
Valley Ski Corp. This matter must be resolved now and the hearing be held on January 
9th. 

Enthusiastically, 

Franz 

Franz Weber 
Olympian & 6x World Speed Skiing Champion 
Four World Speed Skiing Records 
4185 Caughlin Parkway 
Reno, Nevada 89509 
USA 

Tel: +1 (775) 786-0226 
Fax: +1 (775) 746-1993 
Email: franz@franzweber.com <mailto:franz@franzweber.com> 
www.franzweber.com ~http://www.franzweber.com/> 
"Our goal is to provide unique life adventures that have my personal touch, which are 
not offered anywhere else, and that cannot be duplicated." 
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