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I ntroduction

Proposed development is raising big questions aheuuture of Squaw Valley. KSL
Capital Partnerd/illage at Squaw Valley Specific Plarould remake the region with
development of a size, scale, and scope North Thhs@&ever seen.

Placer County issued a Draft Environmental Impaspdtt (EIR) for the project in May
2015. Inresponse, 338 comment letters were stamhtity local jurisdictions, regulatory
agencies, private organizations, and citizens agd?|County. This report captures key
content and seeks to summarize those comments

The consensus of the comments is clear: an ovemihglmajority of letter writers —
97% - oppose approval of the project and/or expessus concerns about the
sufficiency of the environmental analysis. Togethigey communicate a combined
message to Placer County:

1) The project is too big for Squaw, and it threatieens Tahoe values.

2) The EIR is inadequate under state law, and app@iahe project would be
illegal.

Backaround
KSL Capital Partners, a private equity firm base®enver, Colorado, purchased Squaw

Valley in 2010 and filed an initial application fdevelopment entitlements with Placer
County in 2011.

In May of 2015, Placer County released the finasim of KSL'sVillage at Squaw
Valley Specific Plan The proposed project would include a seriesoatio/hotels, many



of which would be more than 100 feet tall; morentigb00 new bedrooms; time-share
units; and nearly 300,000 square feet of commeuses, including an indoor water park,
on roughly 94 acres. All told, the project wouddte 25 years to complete.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) rgtes thorough environmental
review of large development proposals and ensuppsrtunities for public involvement
in the planning process.

An EIR ensures that decision-makers, in this casd’tacer County Board of
Supervisors, are fully informed of the wide-rangingpacts of a project approval. An
EIR also provides an iterative process through Wwihey can accept and understand
public reaction to a proposed project. Accordimgdse law, the EIR is "the heart of
CEQA".

The primary method of communicating that react®through comment letters on a
Draft EIR. The 2,000-page Draft EIR (DEIR) for tlage at Squaw Valley Specific
Plan generated 338 letters. Placer County groupecttledters into three categories:

1. Comments from Agencies and Jurisdictions;

2. Comment Letters from Organizations and Non-Profits;

3. and Comment Letters from Individual Citizens.

Comments from Agencies and Jurisdictions

Placer County maintains land use decision-makinlaxity in Squaw Valley. But other
local jurisdictions and regulatory agencies hawrtbwn responsibilities, policies, and
interests — many of which could be impacted bygtmosed development. Local water
agencies must look out for the safety and secuofitiieir supplies; fire departments need
to ensure safe evacuation routes; federal regslaterresponsible for the health of our
wetlands and waterways.

Fourteen local jurisdictions and regulatory agesisigomitted comments on the Squaw
Valley Draft EIR. All expressed either outrightpmsition or deep reservations about the
Draft EIR's adequacy and about the project itseétir example:

1. CalTransexpressed concern about traffic, not only in SqWaey but in Tahoe
City and Truckee as well, pointing out that, “therease in traffic volumes in this
area due to this development will increase congestt peak times."

2. TheSquaw Valley Mutual Water Comparylocal utility providing water to
hundreds of Squaw Valley homes, called the DEIBRS&ssment of local water
supplies, fundamentally flawed".



3. TheCalifornia Highway Patrolpointed out that the project would increase its
response times during emergencies, writing "we ltaveerns with this project.”

4. TheLahontan Regional Water Quality Control Boathe state regulatory agency
responsible for water quality in the area, is coned that the project would lead
to groundwater extraction that "could dewater SqGaeek".

5. TheUnited States Forest Serviegote that it is "very concerned with the
potential impactdo the Granite Chief Wilderness, especially to Fine Lakes
Basin and to the Pacificrest National Scenic Trail", including "signifidan
impacts to National Forest recreational experieasesell as wilderness
character.”

6. TheTown of Truckeeaised concerns about how the proposed developnaarnit
increase pressure to import water from Martis alfointing out that the
“Squaw Valley Public Services District has statetkaire to acquire a backup
water source for Olympic Valley, identifying the Ma Valley aquifer as a
potential source. The build out of the Squaw Valigecific Plan will likely
increase the need for this backup source.”

More comments from agencies and jurisdictions @folnd, grouped by issue, below.

Comment L ettersfrom Organizations and Non-Profits

Fifteen private organizations, ranging from localhiteowners' associations to
international non-profits, submitted comments an\Mtlilage at Squaw Valley Specific
Plan Draft EIR. Each expressed either some level pbsjtion to the project or
requested additional work to ensure adequacy af@mwental review.

Chief among them, the 139- page letter from Siéfedch is based on thorough review of
the Draft EIR by a team of experts in hydrologgffic, wildlife biology, and law. Its
findings are clear:

= The DEIR "fails to fully convey the magnitude ofgmassive project and the
extent to which it would threaten the irreplacealdiies of Squaw and Tahoe -
fresh air, starry skies, the natural world, moumttreams, scenic vistas, outdoor
recreation- and replace them with highrise condos, trafficligick, and noise;"
approvals would therefore be illegal.

Sierra Watch's sweeping letter is bolstered by centsmfrom other organizations: For
example:



» Theleague to Save Lake Tah&aown for its work to Keep Tahoe Blue, wrote
that the "consequences to the Lake Tahoe Basindignegarded in the DEIR."

» Truckee-basetMountain Area Preservatiocalled the Draft EIR's treatment of the
project's potential impacts on climate change "Himgg.

= TheCenter for Biological Diversityrote that information in the Draft EIR was
"confusing, contradictory, or misleading."

= Tahoe Residents United for Sustainable Squaw TafiRUSST) reached the
same conclusion, "After reviewing the DEIR, togetiwéh our team of expert
consultants, it is evident that the document costaumerous errors and
omissions that preclude accurate analysis of tbgeét"

More comments from private organizations can badogrouped by issue, below.

Comment L ettersfrom Individual Citizens

Most of the letters — 309 - sent to Placer Coumtye from individual citizens. Seven
offered support of the proposed development; threxe essentially neutral; 299 — more
than 96% — expressed clear opposition.

Generally less technical than the comments subinityeagencies, jurisdictions, and
organizations, the letters sent in by private irdiials demonstrate a deep appreciation
for Squaw Valley and overwhelming opposition to pheposed development.

Individuals, most of them local, some from othextes, were less likely to make
arguments based in scientific expertise or staemhg law. They, generally, spoke
from the heart.

Maybe most important, the letters point out whstieke — by spelling out the
immeasurable value of Squaw Valley and its natse#ting as a:
= "unique and special placeDéniel Day);
= a"gorgeous, unique and treasured area of Calgd(@iatherine S. Faukt
= a "beautiful, fragile valley environmentJydy Laytol with
= "clean air, clean water, quiet times and the ablbtsee the stars at night"
(Thomas P. Fralick and
"natural beauty"Kyle and Susan Weayethat is
= "rustic, beautiful beyond wordsMglissa Buroughs and
= "one of the Grand Natural Cathedrals of the Sigfitaihe Shannon

Commenters expressed concern that those values as& from a proposed
development they describe as:



"terrible” (Peter M. Callahajy

"overwhelmingly inappropriate'Rark Loughlin;
"outrageous"Denise and Richard Wail
"mind-boggling" Or. and Mrs. Richard W. Terjy
"monstrous” Greg Archbald;

"soulless" Alex Espinoza and

"disastrous" Deb Echeniqu¢; and as

a "catastrophe'Richard and Marcy Tery and
"logistical nightmare" Terry R. Bakex.

For many individuals, the commitment to Squaw Malkegenerational in nature; people
appreciate the values that have been passed dommpftevious generations and want to
share it with generations to come. For example:

Harold and Cecile Weavevrote, "We have enjoyed our Squaw Valley home for
many years and now our children, grand childrengredt grandchildren, come to
hike, enjoy the mountain air, the sunsets, skiimev and get away from the
hustle and bustle of the city. KSL may have bowgime land, but they do not
have right to destroy an alpine area that can nexeeplaced.”

Ed Nattrassof Carnelian Bay pointed out that he is 73 yedats'and will
probably not be around to see the completion dfl sutavesty, but would like my
children and grandchildren to enjoy a beautifulesginot a Sierra Disneyland."

Catherine S. Faugif Piedmont wrote, on behalf of her family "whaoshenjoyed
this unique and treasured area of California fonyngears, | cannot condone this
loud, urbanized plan, which would negatively tramsf Squaw Valley for
generations to come."

Gerald Gatesurged Placer County, "Please do not forfeit yaangchildren's
right to experience these natural wonders."

Brady T. Larserof Pleasant Hill wrote to say he wishes "to beedblshare the
same memories with our own children and for themdaohat with theirs. The
planned projects for expansion will irrevocablyrdiahoe as we know it and have
ecological impacts that will make it impossible foture generations to enjoy this
natural wonder."

Many commenters made clear requests of Placer €alacision-makers. For example:

Thomas P. Fralickof Homewood urged, "Placer County please do ria this all
away from us."



= Greg Archbaldwrote that "The County of Placer could help mdiewhole
drama a lot less painful for all concerned by mgktrclear, right now, that
nothing of the sort proposed by KSL is remotelysilolg."

= Robert Schladale and Lois Williarmo§ Auburn, California wrote, "Placer County
would do both KSL Partners and its citizens a faworejecting this proposal
outright."

The clear consensus and deep opposition expreggbe individual comment letters
might best be summed up with an excerpt from ttterlsubmitted bKirk and
Jacqueline Weaveasf Houston Texas, Squaw Valley property owners Whee been
gathering family to enjoy the mountains for morart#0 years:

» "The KSL proposal reflects a mountain monstrositgpnsistent with the
aesthetic, historic, human and current commerahlas of Squaw Valley...In
short, the KSL Development Proposal seeks to comavenorld class mountain
destination into an amusement park. We don’t neadd we don’t want it...For
us, the KSL Proposal will destroy the things thewdnmade Squaw Valley special
— the dark sky and bright stars on a winter’s nitfg¢ sound of snow falling in the
winter, the pine-scented breezes, the small-comiynenvironment, among many
other things. So, we strongly oppose the KSL Psah@nd urge you to reject it."

Excer ptsfrom Comments Regar ding Specific | ssues

A development proposal of the size and scope of' &gillage at Squaw Valley Specific
Planwould have major impacts on a wide range of issewes a long period of time.
Comment letters covered a vast array of conceros) the from the time it takes an
ambulance to respond to an emergency to how many atkid can see in the night sky.

Traffic

Traffic is already an important issue in Squaw ®akhnd throughout the North Tahoe
region. Agencies, organizations, and individudllexpressed concern for how the
proposed development would guarantee gridlock:

» Caltranscriticized the analysis in the Draft EIR, writifijyot all peak hours have
been evaluated. For example, congestion from Si&lley to Tahoe City was
not analyzed for winter weekend impacts. Someudision of this peak hour,
along with discussion of any other peak hours laae not been analyzed for...as
well as some discussion of the Tahoe City Fanngid&riRevitalization project
should also be provided;" and pointing out that, Summary the increase in
traffic volumes in this area due to this developtneii increase congestion at
peak times."



The Squaw Valley Fire Departmeskpressed concern about Squaw's
overcrowded roads: "A vague promise to manage parki an efficient and safe
manner' is an entirely unacceptable answer tosaure ithat affects not only the vast
majority of guests to Squaw Valley, but virtuallyeey resident in the region (and)
has a significant effect on public safety."

TheTown of Trucke@ointed out that traffic on Highway 89 is already
"unacceptable” and could be made worse by the peapdevelopment. Truckee
urged Placer County to"consider reduced developmlérnatives which would
result in lower traffic impacts.”

Sierra Watchpointed out that "the DEIR fails to adequately gmalthe Project’s
impact on summer trafficgcontaining no analysis of summer daily traffic -spliée
the DEIR's assertion th#he Project is expected to generate three times peak-
day traffic in thesummer (8,410 new daily trips) than in the winieBR1 new
daily trips);"

Sierra Watchalso wrote that the DEIR's traffic analysis "grgsahderestimates
the number of car trips the Project would gener&ta. examplegven though the
DEIR estimates that 1,200 guests would likely \tisit proposecamusement park
every day, the document asserts that this attraetauld generate only 58 car trips
per day."

And Sierra Watchpointed out that the Draft EIR "underestimatesRhgect’s

traffic impacts because it dismissegpacts on Interstate 80 even though, if
approved, the Project would routinely anhibre than 4,000 new daily car trips to I-
80 and its ramps."

Friends of the West Shoexpressed concern that the proposed development
would make Tahoe traffic worse, pointing out tlag noted in the Tahoe City
Mobility Plan, the roadway segment through Tahadg Qirrently operates at LOS
F (gridlock) during peak summer periods."

Friends of Squaw Vallegisparaged the baseline data used in the DrafsEIR
traffic analysis, pointing out that , "The day caodor the peak hour was
Saturday, February 18, 2012. Yet, on February T2 20stead of the normal
average 69” snowpack, there was a 12” snowpattks.clear that the DEIR
traffic study is not representative of an averageadv Valley winter."

Terry R Baker of Truckeshared his experience with local traffic, "Currgaffic
is backed up routinely to Truckee on Hwy. 89. Thekjng lot is filled by early
mo rning on holidays and peak weekends, resultinly parking along Squaw



Valley Road. These conditions result in compoundirzad problem to chaos. | do
not understand how the planners for this logistiightmare can say there will be
no problem by adding more people and cars intdraady nightmarish situation."

Water Supply

The availability of an adequate water supply i@fjhtened concern during this time of
unprecedented drought. Many comment letters imdudktailed expertise to point to
flaws in the Draft EIR's assessment of how theqmtojvould impact water supplies.

= The localSquaw Valley Mutual Water Compaaigparaged the Draft EIR because
it "relies centrally and repeatedly upon a fundaméntiwed WaterSupply
Assessment (W SA)" thapfoducesan overly optimistic portrayal of available
water resources, for the project anthdure to fully account for the project's
water-related impacts"”, thereby downplaylitige project's adverse water
consequences."

» The primary local water provider, tisguaw Valley Public Service District
expressed concern for the future of the valley¥sweriting “Dense development
of the land overlying the aquifer poses uniquesigkthe District’s ability to
access the aquifer to rehabilitate and replacdiegiand proposed production
wells.”

= Sierra Watchengaged an expert hydrologist to review the CEHR, its Water
Supply Assessment, and additional data, concluitiagthe Draft EIR " misleads
the public with false annual precipitation datdhe DEIR estimates average
precipitation at 263 inches per year in snow-negtiivalent in Squaw Valley; the
actual amount is only 80.6 inches per year — leas & third of what the DEIR
claims. ;" it "overestimates existing supplies amtierestimates likely demand;"

= Many letters echoeflierra Watch'goint that the Draft EIR "makes almost no
mention of the current drought — or futuleoughts; instead it relies, incredibly, on
precipitation data through onl®011. And it dismisses impacts of future drought
by claiming, despit®verwhelming contradictory scientific evidence tttiaught
events “areexpected to be limited.”

= TheTown of Truckeeeminded Placer County that the primary water jglew
in Squaw Valley seeks to import water from anothetevshed, Martis Valley,
in order to service development in Squasquaw Valley Public Services
District has stated a desire to acquire a backupngaurce for Olympic Valley,
identifying the Martis Valley aquifer as a poteh8aurce. The build out of the
Squaw Valley Specific Plan will likely increase theed for this backup source.
Town of Truckee citizens, through the Truckee Darihgblic Utility District,



receive their water from the Martis Valley aquifadditional demand placed on
this aquifer could have regional water impacts, simould be studied as part of the
review of the specific plan.”

Tahoe Residents United for Sustainable Squaw TafiRUSST) slammed the
Draft EIR for failing "to incorporate data into tgeoundwater model from ongoing
drought and severe ' megadroughts';" pointing cait 'thailure to model droughts
places the reliability of the model as a tool fecidion-making about a
sustainable Project water supply into serious dbubt

And Kevin Starrwrote, "I'd like to know how KSL plans to sourtetwater
needed for the project as a whole (water park, [adipa increase) without
stealing it from the Martis Valley watershed."

Water Quality/Water sheds

Water is not only important in terms of its availdyp for human consumption; water
guality and the health of local watersheds are &nmehtal to the natural health of our
Sierra Nevada. Many comment letters, however,tpdiout the Draft EIR downplayed
the project's direct impacts on surface water tgahd quantity, notably the impact of
drawing water from Squaw Creek and how that woffiecathe health of wildlife habitat
and the Truckee River watershed. For example:

ThelLahontan Regional Water Quality Control BogtdRWQCB), the state
agency responsible for regulating water qualitys eiear in its opinion of the

Draft EIR, “Water Board staff disagrees with therent DEIR assessment.
Improper management of groundwater extraction cdeldater Squaw Creek,
adversely affecting riparian vegetation resultingnicreased creek erosion,
increased creek temperatures, decreased aquatieragstrial wildlife habitat. It

is unclear how the stated mitigation measurespsizent or reduce these impacts
to levels that are not potentially significant.”

LRWQCBalso expressed concern for inadequate wetland imappd
delineation, writing “The failure to complete thethands delineations and the
constraints maps for the entire project site pr&svemen a preliminary analysis
and disclosure of environmental impacts assocwattdtdwetlands, 100-year
floodplains, and riparian areas.”

And LRWQCBpointed to "insufficient information about watarality protection
measures" from potential damage from constructisiting that “no details or
explanation regarding how potentially significaffeets to water quality
associated with constructing a replacement sewerdcross Squaw Creek and the



Truckee River will be avoided, minimized, or mitigd are discussed in the
DEIR.”

* Richard Anderson, Supervisor 5th District of Nev&itainty wrote in defense of
the broader Truckee River watershed, "AlthoughB& SP DEIR discusses the
project’s potential negative impact to Squaw Creealduatic habitat and trout, it
largely ignores the Truckee River, to which SquaweR is a notable tributary."

= Sierra Watclpointed to inadequate review of the potential iotman Squaw
Creek and, also, the role the state of Califoroiald play in asserting jurisdiction
over local water rights, "The DEIR fails to revéa extent that the groundwater in
the Basin isconnected to Squaw Creek or that it flows in asuwhhean stream.
The use of surface waters and subterranean streamsa@gier rights withirthe
purview of the State Water Resources Control Boa&hould the statassert their
jurisdiction over the water in Squaw Valley, thg@kgant wouldneed to 'get in
line' for a water rights permit; the project woulot beguaranteed access to the
water it would need."

= Center for Biological Diversitgeconded concerns regarding draw down of local
water resources, "This DEIR does not sufficientgctibe or analyze the
Project’s expected water extraction activitiesm8amf the information offered is
confusing, contradictory, or misleading... Neittie¥ DEIR nor the WSA describe
in sufficient detail how the fractured bedrock gndwater is replenished, or how
this replenishment may be affected by the currefitore drought, or by climate
change."

= TheUnited States Army Corps of Enginesezks to protect the integrity of
"jurisdictional wetlands and other waters". Inithetter, they ask for a revised
"wetland delineation map"; a broader range of alives. And the letter reminds
Placer County that "the Corps must balance theept@urpose against the public
interest” and that "no DA (Development Agreemetnpit can be granted if the
project is found to be contrary to the public ietsr"

» CalTransexpressed concern for how diminished water quadityarm its
infrastructure, "anticipated runoff discharge ratedumes and distribution of
flows within the Village...resulting from the propasamprovements under this
project must be quantified to determine potentigdacts on the discharges that
cross beneath...Squaw Creek Bridge and the othegi®valy drainage facilities.”

Wildlife
Squaw Valley provides important habitat to a widege of animal and plant species.
Many comment letters pointed out inadequacies @itaft EIR's analysis of impacts on
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on biological resources. For example:

= TheCenter for Biological Diversityrote in defense of the Sierra Nevada Yellow
Legged Frog (SNYLF), an endangered species, pgimatirt that "the portion of
the Project site within the SNYLF's proposed caiticabitat is an area that the
FWS identifies as 'essential for the conservatiath® species';" but that "Lacking
reliable information about SNYLF presence on thgdut site, it is impossible for
the public or decision-makers to assess the immdidcte Project on the species
and determine if the proposed mitigation measuresjppropriate or sufficient to
protect the endangered frog and its critical habita

» Sierra Watchconveyed a similar conclusion, writing that the DEAR's "analysis
of impacts on the endangered Sierra Nevada YekmgddFrog and its habitat is
inadequate. The Project is within proposed critizdditat of the Sierra Nevada
Yellow-legged Frog, which is listed as endangenedien thefederal Endangered
Species Act. The DEIR recognizes this fact andloses thathe Project’s
construction may kill or injure individual frogs @mnesult in the los®f its habitat.
But its analysis is deficient because it fails tantify the amount ohabitat that
may be lost; nor does it provide mitigation for thes of frog habitat."”

= Sierra Watchalso pointed to ways that the insufficient analgdieydrological
impacts downplayed the project's potential effectwddlife, writing that the Draft
EIR "fails to adequately analyze and mitigate thaggqet’'s impact on ripariaareas
and in-stream water flows. For example, it failatalyze the impacts oany
sensitive habitat more than just 12 inches froma8gGreek. And it ignoresr
downplays the fact that increased groundwater pogwould draw dowrwater
levels in Squaw Creek" and that its "flawed hydgotal assessment minimizes the
impacts to plants, fishand wildlife that depend on a high water tablested pools,
meadows, andhallow root systems during the dry summer months."

Public Safety

Environmental review touches on important issugsutlic safety. However, according
to the comment letters, the Draft EIR for Mdlage at Squaw Valley Specific Pléadls
short:

» TheCalifornia Highway Patrolsummarized, "After review, we have concerns
with this project,” pointing to more crowds andre@sed congestion. “These
impacts and an increase to congestion increasegem®y response times for first
responders including CHP Truckee Area personnel.”

= Sierra Watchexpressed similar concern, noting that the DraR Elargely
ignores the Project’s effects on emergency acoassthough,if approved, the
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Project would choke numerous highways in the anéalvwevel of Service 'F' —
gridlock."

And Sierra Watchpointed to the Draft EIR's failure to "properlyadyre the
Project's role in exacerbating the risk amgpacts of catastrophic wildfire,

avoiding adequate discussion of the challengevatuating an area with only one
egress that would, if the project were approwgdfer gridlock under normal
circumstances. It simply kicks the can of emergeexycuation further down the
road, claiming that “the Placer County DepartmdniPablic Works would be
involved in implementing measures to ensure acbéptaaffic flow and reduce

the risk of impairment to emergency evacuationes!it

Local residents pointed to the potential risk frtha project's dependence on
propane.Judy Carinj for example, wrote that the Draft EIR "did noegdately
address the impacts from the proposed placemehB86f000 gallon propane tanks
at the proposed Heavy Commercial location. Evetyn the Specific Plan will
need propane, requiring a massive network of pipimth numerous connections,
elbows, etc. This will create a high likelihoodtheaks will develop. The leaks
will not only contaminate the aquifer and SquaweRréout could potentially
cause a massive propane explosion. This is atttrélae immediate area and the
entire Valley should a leak develop either at Hrektsite or somewhere along the
pipeline."

Sewage Capacity
In addition to concerns about water and transgortabfrastructure, there is not enough
capacity to handle sewage that the project wouldgee:

TheTahoe Truckee Sanitation Agemmyinted out that they do "not currently have
capacity in the Truckee River Interceptor to sdrgth existing customers and the
expected wastewater flows generated by the propgasgelct during peak wet
weather flow periods."

Workforce Housing

Big residential development projects should plgpsitive role in providing workforce
housing. The proposadllage at Squaw Valley Specific Plamowever, would
exacerbate the region's ongoing affordable housiists.

Richard Anderson, Supervisor 5th District of Nev&itainty asked that the
County "realistically evaluate how the project-tethworkforce will be adequate
and affordably housed. Having hundreds of serviage employees compete for
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affordable housing in a supply-constrained regi@ubl seem a situation that will
lead only to heartbreak.”

= TheTown of Truckeg@ointed out that, according to the Draft EIR, pineject's
"employee housing would only accommodate 27% ohiwe peak winter
employees"; and that “The town continues to be eored with this project, and
reiterates that a clear and implementable workfbmesing plan must be
developed and analyzed concurrent with the Spelfia.”

= Mountain Area Preservatioagreed, The Squaw Valley Specific Plan fails to
sufficiently proposexdequate development of workforce housing for the
proposed development project;" and that the prajectld "likely push the
employee housing burden onto adjacemtnmunities such as Truckee and
North Lake Tahoe, whicburrently have a very limited stock of affordable o
market rateentals available for the local workforce."

Climate Change

Climate change is an issue of global importance alsd, state law. But, according to
numerous comments, the Draft EIR failed to adedyatealuate the proposed Village at
Squaw Valley Specific Plan's contribution to climahange. For example:

= Sierra Watchpointed out that the Draft EIR's "emissiestimates are dramatically
reduced by underestimating auto emissions fRnoject-generated vehicle trips
and completely ignoring increased air travel."

= Center for BiologicaDiversity reached a similar conclusion, writingttkize Draft
EIR's analysis was flawed because, "rather thasulzding the emissions impact
by taking into account a greater number of annahlale trips as a result of the
Project, the GHG emissions model assumed thabthertumber of annual
vehicle trips would be the same before and aftergtetion of the Project.”

» Sierra Watchalso called into question, given the context ofest&ounty, and
regional policy, the Draft EIR's conclusion thag firoposed project's generation
of greenhouse gases would be insignificant. " Tlae&tlCounty AirPollution
Control District coordinates with the Sacramentanddgolitan Air Quality
Management District, which sets a clear operatitdmaishold ofsignificance:
1,100 metric tons of CO2 per year. According ®EEIR, theProject would
generate (a grossly underestimated) 45,403 meticdf CO2 pewear. But that
amount is somehow dismissed as insignificant."

Cultural Resources
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One of Squaw Valley's greatest assets is its deleyral values, rooted in Native
American history and including the 1960 Winter Opios. But, according to comments,
the Draft EIR failed to adequately analyze impéaatsultural and historic resources.

Sierra Watchpointed out that the Draft EIR failed by failingitdentify, for
example, that the Project site includes CalifoHhistorical Landmark No. 724
(Pioneer Ski Area of America, Squaw Valley).

Friends of Squaw Valleggreed, writing that "though the DEIR recognizes t
importance of the Olympic era buildings to Squavil&a it neglects to note that
the entire area has been designated Californiattidtandmark 724 relative to
the importance of Squaw Valley and its Olympic erahe expansion of the ski
industry in California. This designation adds &iddial impetus to preservation
of the remaining Olympic era buildings."

Visual Resour ces

Squaw Valley is most world-famous for its iconipiak scenery. Comment letters
expressed deep concern for how the proposed deweltpand its highrises could impact
visual resources.

Friends of Squaw Vallegointed out that "Visual impact on a scenic vista
visitor groups is under estimated;" and took issitk Draft EIR's twisted logic
that no one would really mind: "The analysis saefes the groups that frequent
Squaw Valley into two: residents and occasionatanis. By doing this the DEIR
contends that the visual impact of the project ballless than significant to the
occasional visitor group, who have no expectationtmt was there before and
who constitute the majority of viewers. On theesthand, the DEIR does concede
that the visual impact will be significant and utigatable for the permanent
population and part-time residents of adjacentdhmaee and hotel condominium
projects, but rationalizes that they are very sinalélation to the occasional
visitors, and therefore the impact on them canghered. Therefore, though
impacts to residents is considered significantwamal/oidable, the DEIR contends
that, because the occasional visitors will be &t majority of viewers, the
overall impact is lessened.

Sierra Watchwrote that the Draft EIR "fails to adequately azal or mitigate the
Project’s effects on Squawalley's iconic scenery; its simulations downplag t
severity and extent of thBroject’s ten-story tall highrises."

Melissa Buroughspelled it out in personal terms, "l love Tahoetfa place that
it is — a natural, rustic, beautiful beyond wordsctuary. Not a corporate-
worshipping, greedy, make a man richer at any cgatteland;" adding her
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particular concern about highrises, "10, 100-fatitduildings? You have got to
be kidding me. The only skyline | want to see ah®e is the majestic peaks at
the top of Siberia, the spine down KT-22, the rilgeGranite Chief."

Indoor Amusement Park

At least 60 of the individuals who submitted comirietters took issue with the
proposed indoor amusement park, or "Mountain Adwen€enter (MAC)", as
inappropriate for Squaw and Tahoe:

Luca Adrianiwrote, "the thought of a Mountain Adventure Certgrusement
park in Squaw is one of the most ludicrous thingave heard. We have the
number one outdoor activity area in the world. Wiguld anyone want to go
indoors to do what can be done under the sun? Spaka great water slide park
that people can go and enjoy if they can’t find finfahoe."

David Kahnagreed, "The water park feature is absolutelypnajriate for our
area; akin to building a ski hill at Sea World ianiego. It is glaringly out of
step with local character and furthers the imaga s#lfenclosed resort that takes
much and gives little to the local community."

Carl Thomsemwrote that "bowling alleys, arcades, water slidesye rides, etc.
are so opposite of the real outdoors that is avigilen North Lake Tahoe and
Squaw Valley in particular that | can’t even beédt/s being proposed.”

Erik and Deborah Rogingrofessed that "the real adventure center is dleyw
itself."

Emily Kesslemrote, "The public is missing the point of headiodgrahoe if they
need an amusement park and fake H20 slides whehaxmiworld class
mountains, Lake Tahoe, and the Truckee Rivertetglay in."

And Katharine Shiomotof Santa Clara urged the County to "support outdoo
experiences, creative learning while doing, angeuphe wider Tahoe
community and do not allow the MAC to be built."

Lake Tahoe
Many commenters focused on a glaring inadequadlyeoDraft EIR: its assessment of
impacts on Lake Tahoe.

ThelLeague to Save Lake Tahwas clear in its assessment of the Draft EIR's
consideration of Tahoe, writing that "consequenodke Lake Tahodasin were
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disregarded in the DEIR;" and that the "Lake TaBasin is a delicate ecosystem
that has been completely ignored through the Spelian environmental review
process."

= Friends of the West Shopeinted to "a general failure of the documentdseas
and consider specific impacts to the Lake TahoénB&specifically, failing to
assess the Proposed Project’s impacts within the Oa@ahoe Basin, including
but not limited to traffic congestion on all affedt roadways, increased
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), air, water, and noipellution (primarily from
increased VMT and vehicle trips), and impacts ofe@ased traffic and visitation
on Tahoe’s recreational areas, including Emeraly, Bdiss S.P., Lake Tahoe’s
beaches, and other recreational facilities thareotiiand future Squaw Valley
guests utilize."

» Sierra Watchreached the same conclusion, "The DEIR fails txjadtely describe
the regional setting and Squaw Valley's roléhe broader Tahoe Sierra; it
therefore downplays impacts on noise, traffic, glt pollution on the Tahoe
Basin."

» As didFriends of Squaw ValleyThe DEIR does not adequately discuss impacts
to the Lake Tahoe Basin."

» And theNorth Tahoe Preservation AlliancéThe EIR failed to adequately
analyze the environmental impacts associated wilptbposed Squaw Valley
project on the entire Lake Tahoe basin specifically

CEQA Requirements/L egal Adequacy

Many of the comment letters included scathing assests of the Draft EIR's adequacy
under the California Environmental Quality Act. éBe arguments tend to be legalistic
and, often, are written to form the basis for fatlitigation— should it be necessary.
Many were coupled with requests to Placer Counsittoer deny the project or pursue
additional review. For example:

= Squaw Valley Mutual Water Compaagserted, "Despite recent revisions, the
DEIR lacks crucial details necessaryuttderstand the project and its
environmental consequences."

» Sierra Watcthstated clearly that the Draft EIR "fails to meet thost basic goal of
CEQA: to inform the public andecision-makers;" it "fails to assess the range of
alternatives required by CEQA;" it "improperly segmis linked projects. For
example, it ignores th@roject's potential relationship to the propongmitgposed
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Gondola connection tAlpine Meadows and the local water district's pregddo
import water fromMartis Valley (Project 60) and their associatedacts."

Center for Biological Diversityirged Placer County, "In light of many significant
unavoidable environmental impacts that will refudtn the Project, we strongly
urge you to deny this Project in its current form."

Friends of Squaw Valleyrote that they "do not believe the DEIR is legall
adequate."

Sierra Clubstated that "the County must deny the projectrapgsed and reject
any claim of overriding considerations."

Squaw Valley Lodge Owners Associatmminted to the "omission of the Squaw
Valley Road/Squaw Peak Road intersection” as al'f@w in the DEIR, which
must be remedied by recirculation to allow for magful public review and
comment."

Tahoe Residents United for Sustainable Squaw T fiRUSST) also found the
Draft EIR inadequate, "As a result of these inadecgs, the DEIR fails as an
informational document and fails to impose feasihlggation measures to reduce
the Project’s impacts.”

Village Inn Owners Associatipagoncerned for how neighboring highrises would
impact their viewsheds, wrote that the Draft EIRifiadequate in its evaluation of
the scenic impact on OVI due to the limited visaahlysis conducted from OVI's

property."

Region/Sense of Place/Size and Scope

Many of the comments expressed deep, general asnfmrwhat might be the most
important, if not easily quantified, value of Squand Tahoe: sense of place. According
to scores of letters, the project is just too leigifs location, and threatens what makes
Squaw Valley a unique and special place.

Louise B. Jonewrote about what she appreciates about Squaw Valléye
fragile bowl-shaped ecosystem's peace and quitd #ginvitation to real
adventure, not stimulated, indoor adventure - dratwnake this place what it is."

Timothy Lordwrote, "Squaw Valley is also called home by maaglidated people

and families who love and respect their backyaaygiound. More than
anything, this community has created a culture ihahique and valuable. It's
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this community character that is being jeopardizgthe development plans
proposed by KSL."

» Greg Archbaldcommented that the proposed development "desciilbesnstrous
development that is completely out of scale wigheibtvironment. It is such a
monster that the current application, for all kpense and length, should be
rejected out of hand."

= Chris Ottenweller and Barbara Lovend Squaw Valley wrote that the proposed
project "is simply too large, too overwhelming, dod intrusive for the unique
character of Olympic Valley."

» From the federal perspective, thehoe National Forestrote of the proposed
project as part of the broader region, with its amigue resources, “We are also
very concerned with the potential impacts to thar@e Chief Wilderness,
especially to the Five Lakes Basin and to the RaCifest National Scenic Trail"
and with "significant impacts to National Forestresational experiences as well
as wilderness character;” expressing their commmtrteeensure that the project
does not have a "negative effect on the wild lamitthe NationaForest, that are
often a big part of why so many people will comeeh® recreate.”

Conclusion

All told, the 338 comment letters are a great eXarp CEQA doing its job. The letters
effectively convey to decision-makers the sharedtien to an individual development
proposal.

They tap a deep appreciation for the values of ®q¢alley, Lake Tahoe, and the Sierra
Nevada; they draw on experts in key issues likedipdy, wildlife biology, public

safety, and transportation; and they demonstrateedhvigilance over the land-use
decision making process in the region.

Most of all, they communicate clear oppositionHe propose®illage at Squaw Valley
Specific Plan

About Sierra Watch

Sierra Watch works to protect great places in teee&Nevada. Founded in 2001, the
Nevada City based non-profit has built a remark#idlek record in land preservation in
Tahoe’s Martis Valley, on Donner Summit, and fdresttreasured Sierra landscapes. For
more information, visit www.sierrawatch.org.
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