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VILLAGE AT PALISADES TAHOE PROJECT 
 
DATE:    January 31, 2023 
 
TO:  District Board Members 
 
FROM:  Mike Geary, General Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan ‐ Project Update & Status – Informational 

Only 
 
BACKGROUND:  The discussion section below provides information on the Village at Palisades 

Tahoe Project.  It is included in the District’s monthly agenda to allow discussion 
of the project without violating the Brown Act’s requirement that there be no 
discussion undertaken on any item not on the agenda.  This report is prepared to 
provide new information and recent progress on issues that are not the subject 
of a separate report.  This item is informational only and there is no action 
requested of the Board.    

 
DISCUSSION:  For the status of the Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan, refer to the 

Introduction and a portion of the Executive Summary from the Partially Revised 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (PRDEIR), attached. 

 
Water 

  Refer to the District’s letter submitted to Placer County in response to the 
PRDEIR, attached. 

 
  Sewer 
  Refer to the Tahoe‐Truckee Sanitation Agency’s letter submitted to Placer 

County in response to the PRDEIR, attached. 
 

Fire / EMS 
  Refer to the District’s letter submitted to Placer County in response to the 

PRDEIR, attached. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  ●  Amended Notice of Availability of a Partially Revised Draft EIR for Public 

Review (2 pages). 
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A PARTIALLY REVISED DRAFT EIR FOR PUBLIC REVIEW 
Placer County has released a Partially Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project listed below: 

 
PROPOSED PROJECT: Village at Palisades Tahoe (formerly, Squaw Valley) Specific Plan (PSPA 20110385) 
 (State Clearinghouse No. 2012102023) 
 
PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT PERIOD:  November 30, 2022, to January 30, 2023 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: The Specific Plan area (plan area) is located within the 4,700-acre Olympic Valley in northeastern 
Placer County and within the Sierra Nevada. Portions of the plan area are located in both the west and east sides of 
Olympic Valley. The valley is located west of State Route (SR) 89, approximately nine miles south of the Town of 
Truckee, and seven miles northwest of Tahoe City and Lake Tahoe, but outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin. The plan area 
encompasses a total of approximately 94 acres. The approximately 85-acre main Village area is located on the west 
side of the valley at the base of the Palisades Tahoe Ski Resort; the approximately 8.8-acre area referred to as the 
East Parcel is located approximately 1.3 miles east of the main Village area and 0.3 mile west of the intersection of 
SR 89 and Olympic Valley Road.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Palisades Tahoe Development Company (formerly Squaw Valley Real Estate, LLC) requests 
approval of a mixed-use development that includes resort residential, commercial, and recreation uses, as well as 
parking and other visitor amenities, and employee housing. The project applicant has requested the County 
concurrently process and approve the employee housing proposed on the East Parcel site under the Specific Plan. No 
changes to the project description have occurred since the project was approved in November 2016. The 85-acre 
main Village area proposes up to 1,493 bedrooms in up to 850 units, including a mixture of hotel, condo hotel, 
fractional ownership, and timeshare units. Approximately 297,733 square feet (206,211 square feet net new 
commercial) of commercial space is proposed for the entire plan area. The 8.8-acre East Parcel proposes employee 
housing for a maximum of 300 employees, off-site parking, shipping and receiving, and a small retail market. A 
conservation corridor is proposed for the length of Washeshu (formerly,  Squaw) Creek through the plan area to 
support improvement of terrestrial and aquatic habitat conditions, improved water quality and sediment 
management, and increased flood conveyance capacity. Other improvements include circulation improvements, 
emergency vehicle access routes, bicycle facilities, a transit center, new/extended utility infrastructure, 
new/improvements to existing recreational facilities and amenities, and a Village open space network. The Specific 
Plan would be developed over an estimated 25-year buildout period.   

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF PARTIALLY REVISED DRAFT EIR: An EIR was prepared for the project and certified 
by the County in November 2016. A lawsuit challenging the adequacy of the EIR was subsequently filed, challenging 
the County’s approvals, including the County’s certification of the EIR, and asserting that the EIR analysis was 
inadequate for several reasons. The Placer County Superior Court rejected all of the plaintiff’s arguments and upheld 
the adequacy of the EIR; the plaintiff appealed the decision. In August 2021, the Third District Court of Appeal partially 
reversed the trial court’s decision. The ruling directed the trial court to enter a new judgment granting a petition for 
writ of mandate and specifying the actions the County must take to comply with CEQA consistent with the Court of 
Appeal’s ruling (Ruling). In July 2022, the Placer County Superior Court entered judgment in favor of the plaintiff and 
issued a peremptory writ of mandate requiring that the County vacate its 2016 project approvals and not readopt 
the project approvals or certify a revised EIR unless and until the County complies with CEQA by correcting the 
deficiencies in the EIR found by the Court of Appeal.  

The County has prepared the Partially Revised Draft EIR to address the CEQA adequacy issues in accordance with 
the direction provided by the Court, which is limited to the project’s potential impacts on the following resources: 



 

  
2 

transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, hydrology and water quality, and hazardous materials and hazards 
(wildfire). 

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: The Revised Draft EIR identifies potentially significant project impacts with 
respect to transportation and circulation, air quality (cumulative), noise, and hazardous materials and hazards 
(wildfire). Most of these potentially significant adverse impacts would be mitigable to less-than-significant levels.  The 
project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to construction noise. 
 
PUBLIC MEETINGS:  A public meeting will be held on January 19, 2023, to receive comments on the Revised Draft EIR. 
Public comment   will   be   offered   in-person   and   virtually   through   a   Zoom meeting webinar: 

 North Tahoe Event Center, 8318 N. Lake Boulevard, Kings Beach, California 
 Zoom Webinar, https://us06web.zoom.us/j/84463664666, Webinar ID #844 6366 4666. Use ‘raise hand’ 

function to comment. 
 
The Placer County Planning Commission meeting will begin at 10:00 a.m.; however, consideration of the proposed 
project is not time certain. Please refer to the meeting agendas at the following link up to one week prior to the 
meeting for updated information: https://www.placer.ca.gov/AgendaCenter/Planning-Commission-53   
 
WHERE DRAFT EIR MAY BE REVIEWED:  The Revised Draft EIR is available for review during normal business hours at 
the Tahoe City Library (740 North Lake Boulevard in Tahoe City), the Truckee Library (10031 Levon Avenue in Truckee), 
the Olympic Valley Public Service District (305 Olympic Valley Road in Olympic Valley), the Placer County Community 
Development Resource Agency offices in Auburn (3091 County Center Drive, Auburn) and Tahoe (775 N. Lake 
Boulevard, Tahoe City), and the County Clerk’s Office (2954 Richardson Drive, Auburn). The Revised Draft EIR is also 
available online at: https://www.placer.ca.gov/8213/Village-at-Palisades-Tahoe-Specific-Plan. 
 
SEND COMMENTS TO: Placer County Community Development Resource Agency, Environmental Coordination 
Services, 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190, Auburn, CA 95603; or email cdraecs@placer.ca.gov  no later than 5:00 
p.m. on January 30, 2023. Pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 15088.5(f)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
reviewers are directed to limit their comments to the information contained in the Revised Draft EIR. Specifically, 
comments should be limited to the revised discussion of the project’s potential impacts related to transportation and 
circulation, air quality, noise, hydrology and water quality, and hazardous materials and hazards (wildfire). 
 
For more information on the project, please contact the senior planner, Patrick Dobbs, at (530) 745-3060. 

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/84463664666
https://www.placer.ca.gov/AgendaCenter/Planning-Commission-53
mailto:cdraecs@placer.ca.gov
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 INTRODUCTION 

 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE DRAFT PARTIALLY REVISED 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  

In May 2015, Placer County published the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Village at 
Squaw Valley Specific Plan Project, now named the Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan Project, which 
assessed the potential environmental impacts of implementing the proposed Specific Plan, as required by 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project is a proposed mixed-use development that 
includes resort residential, commercial, and recreation uses, as well as parking and other visitor 
amenities, and employee housing on a total of approximately 94 acres within Olympic Valley in 
northeastern Placer County and within the Sierra Nevada. The Specific Plan area (plan area) is located 
west of State Route (SR) 89, approximately nine miles south of the Town of Truckee, and seven miles 
northwest of Tahoe City and Lake Tahoe. 

The project includes up to 1,493 bedrooms associated with hotel and resort residential uses (condo hotel, 
timeshare, and fractional units) provided in up to 850 units, employee housing sufficient to accommodate 
up to 300 employees in a mix of dormitory and studio units, up to a maximum of approximately 297,733 
square feet of commercial uses (this square footage includes hotel common areas and various “back of 
house” uses), a Village Core, restoration of Squaw Creek, forest recreation uses, conservation preserve uses, 
a Mountain Adventure Camp (indoor recreation facility), a transit center and parking facilities, and shipping 
and receiving facilities. The project will also involve extension of some infrastructure. The Specific Plan would 
be developed over an estimated 25-year buildout period. 

The Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2012102023) was circulated for public review and comment for a 
period of 60 days that began on May 18, 2015 and ended on July 17, 2015. Additionally, a public meeting 
was held on June 25, 2015 to receive input from agencies and the public on the Draft EIR. During the review 
period, written and oral comments were received on the Draft EIR. The County reviewed those comments to 
identify specific environmental concerns and determine whether any additional environmental analysis 
would be required to respond to issues raised in the comments. Responses to all comments received on the 
Draft EIR were prepared and included in the Final EIR. The Final EIR was certified, and the project was 
approved by the Placer County Board of Supervisors on November 15, 2016.  

After the project was approved in 2016, Sierra Watch challenged the County’s approvals, including the 
County’s certification of the EIR, asserting that the EIR analysis was inadequate for numerous reasons. The 
Placer County Superior Court rejected all of Sierra Watch’s arguments and upheld the adequacy of EIR. 
Sierra Watch appealed the decision. On August 24, 2021, the Third District Court of Appeal partially reversed 
the trial court’s decision. The ruling directed the trial court to enter a new judgment granting a petition for 
writ of mandate and specifying the actions the County must take to comply with CEQA consistent with the 
Court of Appeal’s ruling (Ruling). See Sierra Watch v. Placer County et al., 69 Cal.App.5th 1 (2021). The 
Ruling is included in Appendix A of this document. Relevant text of the Ruling is also included in this Partially 
Revised EIR (REIR), within the analyses related to the Ruling. 

In July 2022, the Placer County Superior Court entered judgment in favor of Sierra Watch and issued a 
peremptory writ of mandate requiring that the County vacate its 2016 project approvals and not readopt the 
project approvals or certify a revised EIR unless and until the County complies with CEQA by correcting the 
deficiencies in the EIR found by the Court of Appeal.  

The County has prepared this REIR to address the CEQA adequacy issues in accordance with the direction 
provided by the Court, which is limited to the project’s potential impacts on the following resources: 
transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, hydrology and water quality, and hazardous materials and 
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hazards (wildfire). Within each of these resource areas, the Court identified specific issues or impacts that that 
the County needed to address before recertifying the EIR. This REIR specifically addresses the impacts and 
issues identified in the Ruling and provides supplemental information and new analysis as needed to comply 
with CEQA and address the Ruling. Impacts that were found by the Court to be adequately addressed, and/or 
that were not subject to the lawsuit, are not included. For example, Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” 
only addresses impacts on the Lake Tahoe basin because the Court did not overturn the analyses of 
hydrological and water quality impacts in Olympic Valley or other areas outside of the Tahoe basin. The analysis 
provides sufficient detail and clarity such that the revised analysis is disclosed to the public, and decision 
makers can make an informed  decision regarding the adequacy of the REIR analysis.  

As discussed below, the County will consider comments received on the contents of this REIR within the 
public comment period and prepare written responses as required by CEQA. Based on CEQA and legal 
requirements, including res judicata, the County need not address comments on issues that were covered in 
the 2016 Final EIR and that were not overturned by the court. The Final EIR will consist of the 2016 EIR, 
REIR, the existing written responses to comments on the 2016 EIR, comments and written responses to 
comments on the REIR, and any text changes to the REIR. The County will then consider whether to certify 
the EIR, as revised by the REIR, and whether to reapprove the project. 

 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The full project description of the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan is provided in the 2016 EIR, which is 
available online at https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8180/Chapter-3---Project-Description-
PDF and is also provided in Appendix B of this document. 

No changes to the project description have occurred since the project was approved in November 2016 
other than the change of the project name to the Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan. Therefore, a full 
project description chapter is not provided in this REIR. See Appendix B of this document for a copy of the 
full project description as it appeared in the 2016 Draft EIR as well as the revisions made as part of the 
2016 Final EIR. The following provides a summary of the proposed project. 

Squaw Valley Real Estate, LLC, now named Palisades Tahoe Development Company, (project applicant) is 
requesting approval of various discretionary entitlements in support of a mixed-use development, located in 
Olympic Valley, that includes resort residential, commercial, and recreation uses, as well as parking and 
other visitor amenities, and employee housing. The project applicant has requested the County concurrently 
process and approve the employee housing proposed on the East Parcel site under the Specific Plan. 

1.2.1 Change from Squaw Valley to Olympic Valley 

In recent years, there has been increased awareness that the term “squaw” has been used as a sexist and 
racist reference to Native American people, including in its use as a geographic name place. Table 1-1 
identifies some of the name changes that have occurred since certification of the EIR in 2016. In general, 
“Squaw Valley” is now known as “Olympic Valley,” a term that was already in use. Not all local and regional 
names have changed (e.g., Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance and Squaw Creek), but 
some or all of these may change in the future. For example, the County recently voted to rename three 
county-maintained roads that contained the word “Squaw” to alternative names (see Table 1-1); however, 
there are some private roads that contain the word “Squaw” that could be renamed in the future (these 
include Squaw Creek Road, Squaw Loop, and Squaw Summit Road). In September 2021, the Squaw Valley 
Alpine Meadows resort changed its name to Palisades Tahoe. Accordingly, the “Village at Squaw Valley” and 
“Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan” are now known as the “Village at Palisades Tahoe” and “Village at 
Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan,” respectively. This REIR attempts to use updated names wherever possible. 
Any errors are unintentional, and the term “Squaw” is only used when necessary to reference a current place 
name or document title.  
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Table 1-1 Recent Name Changes 
Former Name New Name  

Local and Regional  

Squaw Valley Olympic Valley 

Squaw Valley Public Service District Olympic Valley Public Service District 

Squaw Valley Fire Department Olympic Valley Fire Department 

Squaw Valley Road Olympic Valley Road 

Squaw Peak Road Shirley Canyon Road 

Squaw Peak Way Marmot Way 

Squaw Valley Academy Lake Tahoe Preparatory School 
Resort  

Squaw Valley Alpine Meadows resort Palisades Tahoe 

Village at Squaw Valley Village at Palisades Tahoe 

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan 
Source: Compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2022. 

1.2.2 Background 

The proposed Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan (Specific Plan) is the first specific plan proposed 
under the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance (SVGPLUO), which was adopted by Placer 
County in 1983. The proposed Specific Plan project would amend the permissible land uses previously 
approved for the plan area in the SVGPLUO.  

The proposed Specific Plan was first submitted to Placer County in December 2011. It was subsequently 
revised several times to address County and public concerns and was last revised in April 2016. It was 
approved by the County in November 2016 (see Section 1.1). The November 2016 approval was set aside 
as a result of the Court Ruling.  

Other than its name, the Specific Plan has not changed, and it includes an 85-acre Village area and the 
separate 8.8-acre East Parcel site described in the 2016 EIR and summarized below.  

1.2.3 Project Location 

The plan area is located within the 4,700-acre Olympic Valley in northeastern Placer County and within the 
Sierra Nevada. 

Portions of the plan area are located in both the west and east sides of Olympic Valley. The valley is located 
west of State Route (SR) 89, approximately nine miles south of the Town of Truckee, and seven miles 
northwest of Tahoe City and Lake Tahoe, but outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin. The plan area encompasses a 
total of approximately 94 acres. The approximately 85-acre main Village area is located on the west side of 
the valley at the base of the Palisades Tahoe Ski Resort; the approximately 8.8-acre area referred to as the 
East Parcel is located approximately 1.3 miles east of the main Village area and 0.3 mile west of the 
intersection of SR 89 and Olympic Valley Road. 
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1.2.4 Project Characteristics 

The Specific Plan would allow for development of resort hotel, residential, commercial, retail, and 
recreational uses similar to uses currently allowed under the SVGPLUO, including lodging, skier services, 
retail shopping, restaurants and bars, entertainment, and public and private recreational facilities.  

The plan area would consist of two main zones within the main Village area: the Village Core, consisting of a 
wide mix of uses and activities concentrated in close proximity to the ski slopes and the existing Village, with 
higher density lodging, the Mountain Adventure Camp (described below), and a variety of retail and restaurant 
spaces along with pedestrian-friendly paths and gathering spaces; and the Village Neighborhoods, consisting of 
medium-density resort residential neighborhoods and smaller-scale neighborhood-serving commercial uses. In 
addition, the plan area would include the approximately 8.8-acre East Parcel, which is planned for employee 
housing, off-site parking, shipping and receiving, and a small retail market.  

Exhibit 1-1 presents the proposed land use plan. Table 1-2 identifies the development types that would be 
permitted in the plan area by land use designation.  

The following project components are proposed: 

Main Village Area 
 Resort Residential: Up to 1,493 bedrooms provided in up to 850 units, including a mixture of hotel, 

condo hotel, fractional ownership, and timeshare units. 

 Commercial: Approximately 297,733 square feet of tourist-serving commercial space, including hotel 
common areas, conference rooms, retail, restaurant, and similar commercial uses, all of which are 
included in this square footage total. 

 Commercial (Removed): Approximately 91,522 square feet of existing commercial space would be 
removed. 

 Employee Housing (Removed): Two existing structures (Courtside and Hostel) that currently provide 
seasonal employee housing for up to 99 staff would be removed. 

 Mountain Adventure Camp: The 90,000-square-foot Mountain Adventure Camp would offer an extensive 
indoor pool system including water slides and other water-based recreation. The facility would provide 
additional entertainment options that could include indoor rock climbing, a movie theater (maximum 
300 seats), a bowling alley (maximum 30 lanes), and a multi-generational arcade. 

 Parking: 3,297 parking spaces would be provided in separate parking structures at full project buildout. 
Up to approximately 1,800 additional spaces would be provided in podium parking under new buildings 
in the plan area.  

 Restoration of Squaw Creek: A 150- to 200-foot-wide conservation corridor would be provided for the 
length of the creek through the plan area. The creek restoration program would support improvement of 
terrestrial and aquatic habitat conditions, improved water quality and sediment management, and 
increased flood conveyance capacity. 
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East Parcel 
 Up to 50 employee housing units (dormitory and studio units), accommodating a maximum of 300 

employees; 

 Employee recreational facilities (e.g., barbeque areas, picnic tables, a passive park setting, and/or 
horseshoe pits); 

 Employee parking; and  

 Approximately 20,000 square feet of commercial space, including a 15,000-square-foot shipping and 
receiving facility and a 5,000-square-foot market. 

Other related improvements are proposed and include circulation improvements, emergency vehicle access 
routes, bicycle facilities, a transit center, new/extended utility infrastructure, new/improvements to existing 
recreational facilities and amenities, and a Village open space network. These improvements are described 
in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the 2016 EIR, which is included in Appendix B of this document.  

The Specific Plan would be developed over an estimated 25-year buildout period. 

 CONTENT AND SUMMARY OF THE REIR 

CEQA consists of a legislatively created statute, embodied in Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 21000-
21189, and guidelines, which are created by the California Natural Resources Agency as a means to 
interpret and provide guidance on implementation of the PRC. The State CEQA Guidelines are included in the 
California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387. While the CCR 
addresses the vast majority of circumstances outlined in the PRC, some procedures are not specified. This is 
the case in which a lead agency is required to address a court ruling, and in this instance a degree of 
interpretation is required. 

Consistent with the requirements of PRC Section 21168.9(b), which address court rulings, revised EIRs need 
only address those issues specified in the Ruling. Where a court finds that CEQA violations have occurred, 
judicial remedies must be fashioned so as to include only the mandates needed to comply with CEQA. 
(Public Resources Code Section 21168.9[b].) This focus is consistent with the principle that CEQA’s litigation 
provisions should be interpreted in light of legislative policies favoring the prompt resolution of CEQA 
litigation. (Board of Supervisors v. Superior Court (1994) 23 Cal.App.4th 830, 836.) Where a project 
requiring an EIR is approved and no CEQA litigation is filed, the law gives rise to a presumption that the EIR is 
legally adequate. As the California Supreme Court has explained, Public Resources Code section 21167.2 
(from CEQA) “mandates that the EIR be conclusively presumed valid unless a lawsuit has been timely 
brought to contest the validity of the EIR. This presumption acts to preclude reopening of the CEQA process 
even if the initial EIR is discovered to have been fundamentally inaccurate and misleading in the description 
of a significant effect or the severity of its consequences. After certification, the interests of finality are 
favored over the policy of encouraging public comment.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of 
University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1130.)  

Another relevant and related legal concept is res judicata, which “prevents relitigation of the same cause of 
action in a second suit between the same parties or parties in privity with them” (California Supreme Court in 
Mycogen v. Monsanto Company (2002) 28 Cal.4th 888, 896; see also Ione Valley Land, Air, & Water 
Defense Alliance, LLC v. County of Amador (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 165, 170-173). As the Court of Appeal 
explained in Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2020) 57 Cal.App.5th 979 (Friant Ranch II), “[b]ased on the 
principle set forth in Ione Valley, new challenges to the parts of the EIR that have been upheld are not 
allowed in proceedings on remand.” (57 Cal.App.5th at p. 990.)  
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Further, consistent with the requirements of PRC (Section 21166) and CCR (Section 15162), a lead agency 
shall not address any other issues (outside those specified in the Ruling) considered in a certified EIR unless 
substantial evidence demonstrates that (1) substantial changes would occur to the proposed project leading 
to new or substantially more severe significant effects; (2) substantial changes with respect to the 
circumstances under which a project is undertaken would result in new or substantially more severe 
significant effects; or (3) new information which was not or could not have been known with the exercise of 
reasonable diligence at the time the EIR was certified shows that new or substantially more severe 
significant impacts would occur. 

There have been no changes to the project (other than the name) since certification of the EIR in 2016. 
Further, there are no known substantial changes with regard to the circumstances under which the project 
would be undertaken that would lead to new or substantially more severe environmental impacts. Finally, 
there is no known new information that would result in new or substantially more severe environmental 
impacts since certification of the EIR 6 years ago. Therefore, this REIR addresses only those issues raised in 
the Ruling. No other chapters or portions of the 2016 EIR are addressed in this REIR as no new information 
or new circumstances exist that would warrant revision of these other chapters or portions.  

This document consists of the following chapters. All chapter numbering is consistent with the chapter and 
section numbering outline in the Draft EIR (released May 2015).  

Chapter 1, “Introduction.” This chapter describes the purpose and organization of the REIR. A brief summary 
of the project description is also provided. No changes to the project description have occurred since the 
project was approved in November 2016. 

Chapter 2, “Executive Summary.” This chapter introduces the project and lists significant environmental 
impacts and mitigation measures—addressed in this REIR—to reduce significant impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Finally, areas of controversy as well as issues to be resolved are described.  

Chapter 9, “Transportation and Circulation.” This chapter includes an expanded analysis of the project’s 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts related to transit. Additionally, this chapter includes updated 
information regarding available transit services and capacity as well as an updated discussion of the 
project’s potential impacts to transit. This chapter is not a complete reprinting of the 2016 EIR chapter with 
modifications, but instead provides sufficient information to address the issues identified in the Ruling and 
sufficient background information and context for the lay reader to understand the analysis. 

Chapter 10, “Air Quality.” This chapter includes a new discussion of Lake Tahoe in the environmental setting 
and impact analysis. Revisions to the 2016 EIR focus on the potential effects of increased vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) on the Lake Tahoe Basin’s air quality. Additionally, this chapter includes an expanded 
discussion of Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) thresholds for assessing air quality impacts. This 
chapter is not a complete reprinting of the 2016 EIR chapter with modifications, but instead provides 
sufficient information to address the issues identified in the Ruling and sufficient background information 
and context for the lay reader to understand the analysis. 

Chapter 11, “Noise.” This chapter includes an expanded discussion of the thresholds of significance used for 
assessing noise impacts (i.e., sensitive receptors affected by construction activities). An expanded 
discussion of potential construction noise impacts is also provided, more clearly showing the totality of 
sensitive receptors that may be affected by construction activities in order to address the Ruling in relation 
to the concern that only sensitive receptors within 50 feet of construction activities were considered. 
Additionally, construction noise mitigation measures are revised and/or clarified consistent with direction in 
the Ruling. This chapter is not a complete reprinting of the 2016 EIR chapter with modifications, but instead 
provides sufficient information to address the issues identified in the Ruling and sufficient background 
information and context for the lay reader to understand the analysis.  

Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” This chapter includes a new discussion of Lake Tahoe in the 
environmental setting and impact analysis. Revisions to the 2016 EIR focus on the potential effects of 
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increased VMT on lake clarity because increased VMT could result in an increase in the amount of pollutants 
entering Lake Tahoe. This chapter is not a complete reprinting of the 2016 EIR chapter with modifications, 
but instead provides sufficient information to address the issues identified in the Ruling and sufficient 
background information and context for the lay reader to understand the analysis. 

Chapter 15, “Hazardous Materials and Hazards (Wildfire).” This chapter includes an expanded analysis of 
the project’s potential impacts related to emergency evacuation (Impact 15-4), including estimated 
evacuation times and availability of emergency responders to provide traffic control at key intersections. This 
chapter is not a complete reprinting of the 2016 chapter with modifications, but instead provides sufficient 
information to address the emergency evacuation issue identified in the Ruling and sufficient background 
information and context for the lay reader to understand the analysis. 

Chapter 19, “Report Preparers.” This chapter identifies the REIR authors and consultants that contributed to 
preparation of the REIR. 

Chapter 20, “References and Persons Consulted.” This chapter identifies documents referenced in this REIR 
as well as the organizations and persons consulted during preparation of this REIR. 

Appendices. Appendices contain additional materials used during preparation of the REIR or that support the 
analysis provided in this REIR. 

 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

The following provides a summary of the environmental review process conducted to date and then 
describes the environmental review process for the REIR. The 2012 notice of preparation (NOP) and 2014 
revised NOP are available online at https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7905/Notice-of-
Preparation-PDF and https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7906/Revised-Notice-of-
Preparation-PDF, respectively. 

1.4.1 Environmental Review Process Conducted to Date 

The County used several methods to solicit input on the Draft EIR, including distribution of a notice of 
preparation (NOP) on October 10, 2012 to inform agencies and the general public that an EIR was being 
prepared and to invite comments on the scope and content of the document. A scoping meeting for the EIR 
occurred on November 1, 2012 at The Resort at Squaw Creek. In response to public and agency comments 
received during the scoping process as well as changing market conditions and other factors, the project 
was subsequently revised by the applicant and the County distributed a revised NOP on February 21, 2014. 

On May 18, 2015, the Draft EIR was released for a 60-day public review and comment period that ended on 
July 17, 2015. The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse; posted on the County’s website; and 
was made available at the Tahoe City and Truckee libraries as well as the Olympic Valley Public Service 
District. In addition, the Draft EIR was distributed directly to public agencies (including potential responsible 
and trustee agencies), interested parties, and organizations.  

A public hearing was held on June 25, 2015 to receive input from agencies and the public on the Draft EIR.  

The Final EIR was circulated for a 10-day public agency review period from April 7, 2016 to April 18, 2016.  

The County received several comment letters about the project after release of the Final EIR but prior to 
project approval. Although the CEQA regulations do not require response to comments received following the 
release of the Final EIR, the County prepared responses to a subset of the comment letters to add 
clarification to the analysis and information presented in the EIR and to provide context for the Board of 

https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7906/Revised-Notice-of-Preparation-PDF
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7906/Revised-Notice-of-Preparation-PDF
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Supervisors as they considered EIR certification. The responses were provided as Attachment B to the Staff 
Report for the November 15, 2016 Board of Supervisors meeting (available online at: 
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/27740/bosa161115-HTML).  

The following public hearings were conducted to receive input from agencies and the public on the Final EIR: 

 August 11, 2016 as part of the Placer County Planning Commission meeting. At the conclusion of the 
public hearing, the Planning Commission recommended certification of the EIR and approval of the 
project. 

 November 15, 2016 as part of the Board of Supervisors meeting. At the conclusion of the public hearing, 
the Final EIR was certified and the project was approved. 

1.4.2 Environmental Review Process for the REIR 

Consistent with the requirements of Sections 15087 and 15088.5(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this 
REIR is being made available on November 30, 2022, for public review for a period of 60 days. The public 
review period will end on January 30, 2023. During this period, the general public, agencies, and 
organizations may submit written comments on the content of the REIR to the County. Pursuant to 
procedures set forth in Section 15088.5(f)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, reviewers are directed to limit 
their comments to the information contained in the REIR. Specifically, comments should be limited to the 
revised discussion of the project’s potential impacts related to transportation and circulation (Chapter 9), air 
quality (Chapter 10), noise (Chapter 11), hydrology and water quality (Chapter 13), and hazardous materials 
and hazards (wildfire) (Chapter 15).  

Written comments on this REIR should be provided no later than 5:00 p.m. on January 30, 2023 and should 
be addressed to: 

Placer County, Environmental Coordination Services   
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 
Attention: Shirlee Herrington, Environmental Coordination Services 
Email: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov 

Copies of the REIR are available for public review during normal business hours at the following locations:  

Community Development 
Resource Agency - Tahoe 
775 North Lake Boulevard 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 

Community Development 
Resource Agency - Auburn 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

 

Tahoe City Library  
740 N. Lake Blvd  
Tahoe City, CA 96145 

Truckee Library 
10031 Levon Avenue 
Truckee, CA 96161 

Olympic Valley Public Service District 
305 Olympic Valley Road 
Olympic Valley, CA 96146 

The REIR is also available for public review online at: https://www.placer.ca.gov/8213/Village-at-Palisades-
Tahoe-Specific-Plan. 

A public hearing will be held on the REIR on January 19, 2023. 

After the close of the comment period, the County will consider comments received on this REIR within the 
comment period and prepare written responses as required. The Final EIR will consist of the 2016 EIR, REIR, 
existing comments and written responses to comments on the 2016 EIR, comments and written responses 
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to comments on the REIR, and any text changes to the REIR. The Final EIR will be considered anew by the 
County for certification. If it is certified, the County will then consider the proposed project for approval.  

Before considering approval of the project, the lead agency, the Placer County Board of Supervisors, is 
required to certify that the EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, that the decision-making body 
has reviewed and considered the information in the EIR, and that the EIR reflects the independent judgment 
of the lead agency. 
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This summary is provided in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
Section 15123. As stated in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(a), “[a]n environmental impact report 
(EIR) shall contain a brief summary of the proposed actions and its consequences. The language of the 
summary should be as clear and simple as reasonably practical.” State CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b) 
states, “[t]he summary shall identify: (1) each significant effect with proposed mitigation measures and 
alternatives that would reduce or avoid that effect; (2) areas of controversy known to the Lead Agency, 
including issues raised by agencies and the public; and (3) issues to be resolved including the choice among 
alternatives and whether or how to mitigate the significant effects.” Accordingly, this chapter includes a brief 
synopsis of the proposed project and lists the significant environmental impacts and mitigation measures—
addressed in this Partially Revised Draft EIR (REIR)—to reduce significant impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. Finally, areas of controversy as well as issues to be resolved are described.  

2.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE PARTIALLY REVISED DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

In May 2015, Placer County published the Draft EIR for the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan Project, now 
named the Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan Project, which assessed the potential environmental 
impacts of implementing the proposed Specific Plan. During the review period for the Draft EIR, written and 
oral comments were received on the Draft EIR. Responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR were 
prepared and included in the Final EIR. The Final EIR was certified, and the project was approved on 
November 15, 2016.  

After the project was approved in 2016, Sierra Watch challenged the County’s approvals, including the 
County’s certification of the EIR, asserting that the EIR analysis was inadequate for numerous reasons. The 
Placer County Superior Court rejected all of Sierra Watch’s arguments and upheld the adequacy of EIR. 
Sierra Watch appealed the decision. On August 24, 2021, the Third District Court of Appeal partially reversed 
the trial court’s decision. The ruling directed the trial court to enter a new judgment granting a petition for 
writ of mandate and specifying the actions the County must take to comply with CEQA consistent with the 
Court of Appeal’s ruling (Ruling). See Sierra Watch v. Placer County et al., 69 Cal.App.5th 1 (2021). The 
Ruling is included in Appendix A of this document. 

In July 2022, the Placer County Superior Court entered judgment in favor of Sierra Watch and issued a 
peremptory writ of mandate requiring that the County vacate its 2016 project approvals and not readopt the 
project approvals or certify a revised EIR unless and until the County complies with CEQA by correcting the 
deficiencies in the EIR found by the Court of Appeal. 

The County has prepared this REIR to address the CEQA adequacy issues in accordance with the direction 
provided by the Court, which is limited to the project’s potential impacts on the following resources: 
transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, hydrology and water quality, and hazardous materials and 
hazards (wildfire). Within each of these resource areas, the Court identified specific issues or impacts that the 
County needed to address before recertifying the EIR). This REIR specifically addresses the impacts and issues 
identified in the Ruling and provides supplemental information and new analysis as needed to comply with 
CEQA and address the Ruling. Impacts that were found by the Court to be adequately addressed, and/or that 
were not subject to the lawsuit, are not included. For example, Chapter 13, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” only 
addresses impacts on the Lake Tahoe basin only because the Court did not overturn the analyses of 
hydrological and water quality impacts in Olympic Valley or other areas outside of the Tahoe basin. The analysis 
provides sufficient detail and clarity such that the revised analysis is disclosed to the public, and decision 
makers can make an informed decision regarding the adequacy of the revised EIR analysis. 
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2.2 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The full project description of the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan is provided in the 2016 EIR, which is 
available online at https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8180/Chapter-3---Project-Description-
PDF, and is also provided in Appendix B of this document.  

No changes to the project description have occurred since the project was approved in November 2016 
other than the change of the project name to the Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan. The following 
provides a summary of the proposed project. 

Squaw Valley Real Estate, LLC, now named Palisades Tahoe Development Company (project applicant), is 
requesting approval of various discretionary entitlements in support of a mixed-use development, located in 
Olympic Valley, that includes resort residential, commercial, and recreation uses, as well as parking and 
other visitor amenities, and employee housing.  

The proposed Specific Plan is the first specific plan proposed under the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land 
Use Ordinance (SVGPLUO), which was adopted by Placer County in 1983. The Specific Plan would allow for 
development of resort hotel, residential, commercial, retail, and recreational uses similar to uses currently 
allowed under the SVGPLUO, including lodging, skier services, retail shopping, restaurants and bars, 
entertainment, and public and private recreational facilities.  

The plan area would consist of two main zones within the main Village area: the Village Core, consisting of a 
wide mix of uses and activities concentrated in close proximity to the ski slopes and the existing Village, with 
higher density lodging, the Mountain Adventure Camp, and a variety of retail and restaurant spaces along 
with pedestrian-friendly paths and gathering spaces; and the Village Neighborhoods, consisting of medium-
density resort residential neighborhoods and smaller-scale neighborhood-serving commercial uses. In 
addition, the plan area would include the approximately 8.8-acre East Parcel, which is planned for employee 
housing, off-site parking, shipping and receiving, and a small retail market. The project applicant has 
requested the County concurrently process and approve the employee housing proposed on the East Parcel 
site under the Specific Plan. 

Other related improvements are proposed and include circulation improvements, emergency vehicle access 
routes, bicycle facilities, a transit center, new/extended utility infrastructure, new/improvements to existing 
recreational facilities and amenities, and a Village open space network.  

The Specific Plan would be developed over an estimated 25-year buildout period. 

2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND PROPOSED AND RECOMMENDED 
MITIGATION 

Table 2-2 in Chapter 2, “Executive Summary,” of the 2016 Draft EIR, provides a full listing of the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project, the level of significance of the impact before mitigation, 
recommended mitigation measures, and the level of significance of the impact after the implementation of 
the mitigation measures. This table is available online at 
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8174/Chapter-2---Executive-Summary-PDF. 

As described above and in Chapter 1,” Introduction,” the County has prepared this REIR to address the CEQA 
adequacy issues provided in the Ruling, which include the project’s potential impacts on the following 
resources: transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, hydrology and water quality, and hazardous 
materials and hazards (wildfire). Therefore, a full impact summary table is not provided in this REIR. Table 2-
1, at the end of this chapter, identifies only those new or modified environmental impacts and mitigation 
measures included in this REIR.  

https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8180/Chapter-3---Project-Description-PDF
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8180/Chapter-3---Project-Description-PDF
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8174/Chapter-2---Executive-Summary-PDF
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Consistent with the Ruling, this REIR addresses the following environmental impacts:  

Transportation and Circulation 
 Impact 9-7: Impacts to transit 

Air Quality 
 Impact 10-6: Project generated VMT effects on air quality in the Lake Tahoe Basin 

Noise 
 Impact 11-1: Construction noise impacts 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
 Impact 13-9: Project generated VMT effects on Lake Tahoe water quality and lake clarity 

Hazardous Materials and Hazards 
 Impact 15-4: Interference with an adopted emergency evacuation plan 

2.4 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

Chapter 2, “Executive Summary,” of the Draft EIR, describes the areas of controversy associated with the 
project at the time the Draft EIR was released in May 2015. See Section 2.4, “Areas of Controversy,” in the 
Draft EIR, which is available online at https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8174/Chapter-2---
Executive-Summary-PDF.  

As described above and in Chapter 1,” Introduction,” the County has prepared this REIR to address the CEQA 
adequacy issues provided in the Ruling, which include the project’s potential impacts on the following 
resources:  

 transportation and circulation,  
 air quality,  
 noise,  
 hydrology and water quality, and  
 hazardous materials and hazards (wildfire).  

These could be considered the major areas of controversy associated with the project since certification of 
the EIR in 2016. The County and the project applicant have and will continue to respond to these issues, 
including most recently in this REIR.  

2.5 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

The County will consider whether or not to certify the REIR and approve the project. Other actions and 
planning entitlements requested by the project applicant from the County are listed in Section 3.5.1, 
“Planning Entitlements and Approvals from Placer County,” in the 2016 EIR, which is available online at 
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8180/Chapter-3---Project-Description-PDF, and is also 
provided in Appendix B of this document. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) will consider verification of the project wetland delineations. Other 
federal, state, and local agencies may also need to grant permits or approvals for the project; these are 
listed in Section 3.5.2, “Other Agencies Using the EIR and Consultation Requirements,” in the 2016 EIR, 
which is available online at https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8180/Chapter-3---Project-
Description-PDF, and is also provided in Appendix B of this document. 

https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8174/Chapter-2---Executive-Summary-PDF
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8174/Chapter-2---Executive-Summary-PDF
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8180/Chapter-3---Project-Description-PDF
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8180/Chapter-3---Project-Description-PDF
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8180/Chapter-3---Project-Description-PDF
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OLYMPIC VALLEY 

PUBLIC SERVICE DISTRICT 

January 29, 2023   

Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
Environmental Coordination Services 
attn: Shirlee Herrington 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 
Also sent via email: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov 

RE:  Comments on Partially Revised Draft EIR ‐ Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan –    
Section 13 (Hydrology and Water Quality) 

Dear Ms. Herrington, 

The Olympic Valley Public Service District (PSD or District) received the Notice of Availability of 
a Partially Revised Draft EIR (PRDEIR) for Public Review on November 30, 2022 and reviewed 
the PRDEIR for the Proposed Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan (State Clearinghouse 
#2012102023).  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project’s 
environmental impacts. 

As you know, the District provides fire protection and emergency medical services (EMS), 
drinking water, sewer collection, and garbage collection services for the community in Olympic 
Valley and along the Truckee River corridor.  We also perform snow removal on public bike 
trails in the valley.  The PSD has been requested by the project applicant to provide services to 
the proposed project. 

Staff and consultants of the PSD have worked cooperatively with the project applicant, 
Palisades Tahoe Development Company (formerly, Squaw Valley Real Estate) and Placer County 
(County), since early 2011 to assess impacts from the proposed project on the District’s levels 
of service, its infrastructure and facilities, staffing, as well as impacts to the natural 
environment – most notably the valley’s aquifer relied upon by the community for its primary 
and only source of domestic water supply.   

The 2016 Final EIR for the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan (now Village at Palisades Tahoe 
Specific Plan, or VPTSP), relied upon the Water Supply Assessment 2015 Update (WSA) 
prepared by the PSD in partnership with the County.  In 2018, the California Department of 
Water Resources (DWR) developed and issued datasets and technical guidance for use in 
numerical groundwater models to predict impacts from climate change on groundwater basins 
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in California.1 These climate change resources provide assistance to Groundwater Sustainability 
Agencies (GSAs) to develop Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) in compliance with the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) of 2014.  More broadly, however, these 
resources support the development and implementation of best practices for the sustainable 
management of groundwater.   

DWR’s Climate Change Data and Guidance document is particularly appropriate for 
incorporating climate change assumptions in the preparation of a WSA.2  Although the Olympic 
Valley Basin is designated by DWR as a very low priority basin for purposes of SGMA and is, 
therefore not required to form a GSA and develop and implement a GSP, DWR’s Climate 
Change Data and Guidance document are, nevertheless, relevant to assessing projects and 
long‐term management of groundwater basin sustainability—as explicitly stated on page 1 of 
the document.  DWR’s datasets and technical guidance provide a means to quantitatively 
assess potential climate change implications for future management of groundwater resources 
in Olympic Valley.   

The District respectfully requests the County to direct the District to prepare Climate Change 
modeling to supplement information contained in the WSA for the VPTSP consistent with the 
attached scope of work proposed by Dwight Smith, PG, CHg, and Principal Hydrogeologist at 
McGinley & Associates.   We acknowledge that the County requested comments on the PRDEIR 
narrowly tailored to specified portions of the document—which includes hydrology and water 
quality, but not specifically the WSA.  Nevertheless, the County has a responsibility to obtain 
comments from local public entities with authority over resources that may be affected by the 
proposed project.  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21153; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15086(a)(3).)  As a 
water provider in the proposed project area, the District submits these comments to request that 
the County investigate, discuss, and respond to the potential need to supplement the WSA to 
ensure the Final EIR considers the full environmental context of the proposed project.  (See Cal. 
Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15125, subds. (a), (c).)3  

The District offers DWR’s Climate Change data and Guidance document and its proposal to 
supplement the WSA in the spirit of leveraging the best available science to assess the impacts of 

 
1 DWR’s Climate Change Data and Guidance document is available at <https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-
Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Sustainable-Groundwater-Management/Best-
Management-Practices-and-Guidance-Documents/Files/Resource-Guide-Climate-Change-
Guidance_v8_ay_19.pdf> (as of Jan. 25, 2023). 
2 See also Wat. Code, § 10910 (requiring inclusion of SGMA-related information in determinations of water 
demand associated with evaluations of proposed projects under CEQA).  
3 There is currently no certified EIR for the proposed project.  The July 2022 Judgement Following Appeal 
issued by Placer County Superior Court vacated and set aside the County’s certification of the EIR.  
Accordingly, the appropriate standard for consideration and response to comments is contained in California 
Code of Regulations, title 14, sections 15088 and 15088.5.  (Cf. Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 15162, 15163 
[stating the applicable standards for subsequent and supplemental EIRs “[w]hen an EIR has been certified”].)  
To undertake the requested supplement of the WSA, the District need not prove, and the County need not 
find, on the basis of substantial evidence that the DWR Climate Change Data and Guidance document or its 
application to the PRDEIR is “new information of substantial importance” pursuant to California Code 
Regulations, title 14, section 15162, subdivision (3). 
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climate change on the aquifer’s capacity to meet the proposed project’s water demand.  The 
District’s goal is to evaluate how the aquifer will perform under longer annual dry seasons and 
extended periods of drought spurred by future climate‐driven changes to the Valley’s 
hydrology, including increasing average annual temperatures, as opposed to how the aquifer 
has performed historically as evaluated in a backwards‐looking WSA.   

In the Water Supply Assessment 2015 Update, in section 7 (Water Supply Reliability), on page  
7‐1, it states: 

“It is unclear exactly when or how climate change may affect groundwater supply in 
the Olympic Valley, as few studies suggest quantitative values that are directly 
relatable to the components of recharge to the Basin.” 

In the Final EIR approved in November 2016, in section 3.1.1 (Responses to Comments on the 
Draft EIR; Master Response: Water Supply), in the section titled, “Climate Change Effects on 
Water Supply”, on page 3‐17, it states: 

“Any more detailed quantitative analysis of the specific effects of climate change on 
Olympic Valley groundwater conditions without specific information on how climate 
change will affect specific precipitation patterns in Squaw Valley would be 
speculative, unsubstantiated, and uncertain.” 

The quantitative data available from DWR include specific values for watersheds tributary to 
the Truckee River from Lake Tahoe to the CA‐NV Stateline, which includes the Olympic Valley 
aquifer and watershed. This quantitative data provides climate change information specific to 
components of recharge, such as precipitation patterns, in the Olympic Valley Basin. 

The District does not have a secondary source of water supply and relies on the aquifer under 
the ski resort’s parking lot as its sole source of water supply. The existing water system remains 
unconnected to, and isolated from, our neighbors’ drinking water infrastructure that could 
potentially provide an emergency inter‐tie.  

As such, the long‐term water supply reliability continues to concern the District’s Board of 
Directors and its residents, particularly its resilience to the uncertain impacts caused by climate 
change. The absence of a back‐up water supply compels the District to utilize almost all 
available long‐term water planning tools to insure we do not overcommit our limited water 
resources. The District’s continuing work preparing and implementing the Olympic Valley 
Groundwater Management Plan, Olympic Valley Creek / Aquifer Interaction Study, Water 
Management Action Plan (e.g., Drought Response Plan), Capacity & Reliability Studies, 
Maximum Supply Analysis, Redundant Water Supply / Preferred Alternative Evaluation, 
Emergency Inter‐Tie with the Squaw Valley Mutual Water Company, and a Groundwater 
Sustainability Evaluation and Policy are testament to this. 



 

305 Olympic Valley Road  P.O. Box 2026  Olympic Valley, CA 96146 

www.ovpsd.org  p. 4 of 4  (530) 583‐4692 

Given the potential vulnerability of the community’s sole source of water supply to predicted 
climate change scenarios, the District respectfully requests reevaluation of the current WSA for 
the project with the publicly available resources and guidance issued by DWR.  

Thank you, again, for the opportunity to provide comment on the PRDEIR for the project.  If you 
have any questions or require additional information, please contact me at (530) 583‐4692. 

Sincerely,  

Mike Geary, PE 

General Manager 

 

Enclosures:  Work Plan Proposal for Climate Change Modeling for the Water Supply Assessment for the 
Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan by McGinley & Associates dated January 24, 2023 

 

 

cc:  Olympic Valley Public Service District Board of Directors 

  Allen Riley, Fire Chief; Olympic Valley Fire Department 

  Dave Hunt, District Engineer; Olympic Valley PSD 

  Alex Fisch, Supervising Planner; Placer County Planning Services Division 

  Patrick Dobbs, Senior Planner; Placer County Planning Services Division 

  Bryan Elliott, Chief Development Officer; Alterra Mountain Company 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

McGinley & Associates, Inc. (McGinley) is pleased to submit this work plan proposal to the Olympic  
Valley Public Service District (OVPSD) for preparation of Climate Change Modeling to supplement 
information contained in the 2015 Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan Water Supply Assessment 
(WSA) (Farr West et al, 2015) and Sufficiency of Supply Assessment (Todd Groundwater, et al, 2015).  
In 2018, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) published a Guidance Document and 
Resource Guide along with datasets to facilitate evaluation of climate change groundwater 
sustainability plans (DWR 2018a, 2018b).  The datasets and guidance documents provide a means to 
more rigorously assess potential climate change implications for future management of groundwater 
resources in Olympic Valley. 
As recommended by the Olympic Valley Groundwater Management Plan Implementation Group, the 
recently completed Six-year Review and Report (SRR) for Olympic Valley (McGinley, 2023) 
identifies consideration of climate change for long-term water planning reviews as a high priority 
recommendation.  The SRR recommendation is specifically as follows: 

Complete a climate change assessment for water supply planning and long-term aquifer 
management considerations.  CA DWR has developed guidance documents, tools, and climatic and 
hydrologic datasets to facilitate making climate change assessments for projected aquifer water 
budget determinations (DWR, 2018). These resources include monthly streamflow change factors 
that can be applied to historical data and used to estimate future water budgets and climate 
conditions by 2070. Data available from DWR include specific values for unimpaired streamflow 
(up-stream of dams) for watersheds tributary to the Truckee River from Lake Tahoe to the CA-NV 
Stateline (HUC8 Watershed #16050102), which includes the Olympic Valley aquifer and 
watershed. Climate datasets also include future (2030 and 2070) projections of precipitation and 
reference evapotranspiration. The climate change datasets include a central tendency developed 
as an ensemble of 20 climate change predictive models for the west coast, and two extreme 
scenarios (one drier-warmer, and one wetter-moderately warmer) for 2070.  A climate change 
analysis could be completed using the numerical flow model for Olympic Valley, using change 
factors applied to Washeshu Creek flows input to the model.  A focus on the predicted 2070 central 
tendency projection is recommended, although the climate extremes could be run in the model also 
for general knowledge. 

 
Warming temperatures associated with climate change are represented in the modeling outputs of 
streamflow change factors, and evapotranspiration (vegetation water use) change factors.  
 

2. SCOPE OF WORK 

The following scope of work is proposed for conducting an assessment of climate change to 
supplement and compare with information contained in the  WSA 2015 Update and Updated 
Sufficiency of Supply Assessment prepared for the Village at Olympic Valley project (Todd 
Groundwater, et al, 2015).  The climate change analysis will be conducted using the numerical flow 
model for the valley, most recently updated in 2015 (Hydrometrics WRI, in Farr West, et al, 2015), 
along with the guidance and datasets provided by DWR in 2018.  The general approach to 
implementing the climate change analysis into the model is to apply DWR change factors to Washeshu 
Creek flow input in the model.  Historical conditions are represented in the model, with the change 
factors applied to historical conditions to represent future conditions.   In general, winter runoff scaling 
factors increase winter runoff volumes, and spring scaling factors decrease spring and early summer 
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runoff.   
 
One additional consideration is needed to adequately represent Washeshu Creek runoff, being the 
intermittent nature of the stream (at the western edge of Olympic Valley, the stream goes dry in mid 
to late summer, with the timing depending on the water-year condition).  DWR scaling factors do  not 
specifically represent a shift in no-flow conditions for an intermittent stream.  The approach that 
McGinley recommends is to apply a 1 to 2 month shift in the cessation of stream flow to represent the 
intermittent conditions and an earlier end to seasonal active flow in western Washeshu Creek. This 
condition will result in a potentially longer summer no-flow condition in Washeshu Creek.  Once flow 
in stream resumes in Washeshu Creek in the fall or early winter, the aquifer has historically refilled, as 
summarized in the recently completed SRR (McGinley 2023).  No change to the timing of resumption 
of flow in Washeshu Creek is recommended for the climate change analysis.     
 
Additionally, recharge from direct precipitation falling on the land surface of the basin is represented 
in the model, with a lag application for precipitation in the winter months (Farr West, et al, 2015).  
DWR precipitation change factors can be applied to the precipitation recharge applied in the model. 
Under the 2070 central tendency climate condition, precipitation totals are predicted to increase over 
historical conditions.    
 
The 2070 central tendency climate scenario will be used as the most likely climate change scenario 
and to gage the sufficiency of supply.  The two climate extremes will be modeled for information 
purposes, to inform the OVPSD and water resources stakeholders to the range of uncertainty reflected 
amongst the differing climate change models.     
 
Proposed tasks for the climate change analysis are summarized below.  
 
Task 1 – Modeling of Climate Change Scenarios  

• Develop climate change input datasets for streamflow and precipitation recharge for the 2070 
central tendency, and the two climate extremes.  

o Washeshu Creek monthly average stream flow multipliers from DWR. 
o Precipitation Recharge monthly recharge multipliers from DWR. 
o 1 and 2 month earlier seasonal end to Washeshu Creek run-off .  Note:  DWR multipliers 

do cease flow for intermittent streams earlier in the season.  Multipliers address to some 
degree, but do not completely end runoff in any month.  In climate change modeling 
specific to Washeshu Creek, need to assume a seasonally earlier cessation of flow by 1 to 
2 months.    

• Run model scenarios (1 and 2 month early end to runoff, with runoff factors applied to all other 
months, and precipitation factors utilized for all months).  

   
Task 2 – Processing of modeling data and development of a Technical Memorandum  
 

• Process model output for simulated aquifer water levels at all pumping wells. 
• Draft a Technical Memorandum to include: 

o Methods used and references 
o Modeling results, focused on updated plots of simulated percent aquifer thickness 

saturation maintained at pumping wells 
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o Review of saturated thickness and aquifer transmissivity assumptions at the new 
PlumpJack and RSC 18-4 well locations, which was drilled and tested in 2017 and are now 
known conditions.  Compare known conditions with those used in the model.  

• Preliminary presentation of modeling results to OVPSD staff, Placer County staff, and the Village 
representatives.  

• If needed, discussion of recommendations and potential mitigation.  
 
Task 3 – Presentation of the Draft Results to OVPSD Village Ad-Hoc Committee and Placer 
County 

• Assume two (2) in-person presentation of results 
• Discussion and receipt of comments 

 
Task 4 – Technical Memorandum Finalization 

• Finalize Modeling and Technical Memorandum  
• Present Final to OVPSD Board 
• Present Final to Olympic Valley Municipal Advisory Committee 

3. ESTIMATED COST AND SCHEDULE 

Estimated costs to conduct the climatic change modeling outline in this scope of work total $24,868.00, 
as are outlined below and presented in detail in the attached project cost estimate table.  Professional 
services will be billed on a time and expenses basis in accordance our OVPSD Professional Services 
Agreement.     
 

Task 
No. 

Task Description Estimated Cost Proposed 
Timeframe for 

Task Completion* 
1 Modeling of Climate Change Scenarios  $13,236.00 February 24, 2023 
2 Processing of modeling data, and 

development of a Technical Memorandum to 
summarize results, and potential 
recommendations 

$13,736.00 March 10, 2023 

3 Presentation of the Draft results to OVPSD 
Board and Placer County 

$3,958.00 March 21, 20231 

4 Technical Memorandum Finalization, and 
Presentation to OVPSD Board and OVMAC 

$3,958.00 April 4, 2023 

 Estimated Total $34,888.00  
* Assumes a start date of February 6, 2023 

4. EXCLUSIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

• The numerical flow model used in 2015 to conduct WSA Update modeling will be used to 
conduct all climate change analysis, utilizing the same time-frame represented in the model, 
and the same pump distribution and rates for full-built out water demands of Olympic Valley 
and the Village project (Farr West, et al, 2015).  No change in water demands or alternative 
pumping distributions will be made in the climate change modeling.  
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• No updating of the model will be conducted.  Data used for the 2015 model version (Farr West 
et al, 2015) is from the 1992-2014 timeframe.  
 

• The DWR 2070 Central Tendency climate change factors will be modeled for Olympic Valley.  
The 2030 central tendency is insufficient to assume for full-build out conditions for the Village 
project.  The 2070 climate extremes represent the outer bounds, and are significantly less probable 
as compared with the central tendency. The 2070 climate extremes will be run to provide 
information on the range of uncertainty reflected in the climate change models.   
 

• DWR climate change datasets (change factors) are developed for application to historical monthly 
average dataset from 1915 to 2011.  For years 2012 to 2014 in the WSA model, average monthly 
factors will be selected based on similar water-year conditions from the available DWR timeframe.     
 

• In development of the scope of work budget and schedule, we have assumed that the numerical 
flow modeling input files for the final version of the WSA 2015 Update can be made available 
to McGinley (Groundwater Vistas file, plus initial heads and multi-node well files for the full-
development wellfield pumping).  
 

• In development of the scope of work budget and schedule, we have assumed that the excel 
spreadsheets used to process model output into plots of model predicted aquifer percent of 
saturation, and saturated thickness at all water supply wells will be provided to McGinley for 
development of similar plots for the climate change scenarios.  The plots referenced are  
contained in the Sufficiency of Supply Assessment (Todd Groundwater, et al, 2015).  
 

• Finalization of Technical Memorandum assumes that the OVPSD Board and Placer County 
do not request additional modeling, such as variations in climate change scenarios or 
simulated pumping distributions. If additional modeling is requested, then additional budget 
will need to be authorized.    

5. CLOSING 

I appreciate the opportunity to submit this work plan proposal to OVPSD and we look forward to 
assisting the climate change assessment for the WSA for the Village at Olympic Valley.  Should you 
have any questions regarding this proposal, please contact  me at (775) 829-2245.    

 
Respectfully submitted, 
McGinley and Associates, Inc. 
 

 
Dwight L. Smith, PG, CHg   
Principal Hydrogeologist 
CA Certified Hydrogeologist No. 194 
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ATTACHMENT A 
Detailed Budget Estimate  



OVPSD Cost Estimate 
Hydrogeologic Services for Climate Change Modeling

January 27, 2023

Description
Project 

Principal
Project 

Professional
Staff 

Professional
Admin

Subtotal 
Professional 

Services 

Equipment, 
Laboratory, 

and Misc 
Expenses

Travel 
Vehicle

Lodging / per 
diem

Task Unit Cost

Rate $210.00 $150.00 $130.00 $78.00 0.63/ mi
$150 per 
day/man

Coordination and Start-up 8 0 4 1 $2,278.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,278.00

Development of Input Datasets 16 0 24 1 $6,558.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $6,558.00

Run Model Scenarios 16 0 8 0 $4,400.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,400.00

Task Subtotal 40 0 36 2 $13,236.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $13,236.00

Data Processing, Plot Updates, PlumpJack and 18-
4 Well Comparison with Model Results

12 0 24 1 $5,718.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,718.00

Draft Technical Memo 16 2 16 1 $5,818.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,818.00

Prelimnary Results Review and Coordniation 8 0 4 0 $2,200.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,200.00

Task Subtotal 36 2 44 2 $13,736.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $13,736.00

Presentations to OVPSD Board and Village Ad-
Hoc Committee 

16 0 4 1 $3,958.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,958.00

Task Subtotal 16 0 4 1 $3,958.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,958.00

Finalize Tech Memo, Present Final Results to 
OVPSD Board and OVMAC

16 0 4 1 $3,958.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,958.00

Task Subtotal 16 0 4 1 $3,958.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,958.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED 108 2 88 6 $34,888.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $34,888.00

Tasks 2 - Process Modeling Output

Task 3 - Presentation to Board and County

Task 1 - Modeling

Task 4 - Tech Memo Finalization 

McGinley Associates  



 

 

 
ATTACHMENT B 
2023 Professional Fee Schedule 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Reno, NV | Las Vegas, NV 
p. 775.829.2245 | f. 775.829.2213 

mcgin.com | universalengineering.com 
 
 

 
Air Quality Permitting | Biological Services | Brownfields Redevelopment | Closure Optimization 

Due Diligence & Corrective Action | Environmental Site Assessments | Geochemistry 
Geographic Information Systems | Hydrology/Hydrogeology | NEPA Services | Permitting & Compliance Site 

Remediation | Soil & Groundwater Investigations | SPCC Plans | UST Services 

2023 SCHEDULE OF FEES FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICE 
 
Professional Fees 
Staff     Rate (per hour) 
Subject Matter Expert   $275.00 
Sr. 3rd Party Review   $230.00 
Principal     $210.00 
Sr. Associate    $190.00 
Project Manager    $180.00 
Senior Professional    $165.00 
Project Professional   $150.00 
GIS Analyst    $150.00 
Staff Professional II   $140.00   
Staff Professional I    $130.00 
GIS Specialist    $130.00 
Environmental Scientist                                         $120.00  
Technician                   $105.00 
Drafting                    $105.00 
Engineering Intern                   $90.00 
Administration    $76.00 
Note: Expert Witness Rate: 2 times normal billing rate 
 
Equipment      Reimbursable 
Description    Rate   Description   Rate 
Oil/water interface probe   $75/day  Mileage    per federal rates 
Multi-Meter w/Flow Through (Base)  $115/day  Per diem (excluding lodging)  $69/man-day 
 - Each probe/sensor used  $25/day  Vehicle onsite   $15/hour  
Water level meter    $45/day  Utility trailer   $65/day 
PH/Conductivity/Temp. meter  $25/day  Subcontractors   cost + 15% 
Dissolved Oxygen (DO) meter  $25/day   
Data logger/Transducer   $125/day 
PID/OVM    $125/day 
Generator    $60/day 
HazCat kit    $15/sample 
PetroFlag® kit    $20/sample 
Bailers     $10 each 
Level B PPE    $500/day 
Level C PPE Set    $75 each 
Level D Tyvex coveralls   $12 each 
Sampling tubes, brass   $7 each 
Submersible/Peristaltic pump   $50/day 
Variable flow purge pump   $100/day 
Air sample pump & vacuum chamber  $25/day 
Air sample bag    $15/each 
Anemometer    $35/day 
Portable Bladder Pump + Controller  $130/day 
Powered Hand Auger   $50/day 
Mercury Respirator Cartridge   $60/set 
Sampling kit    $15 each 
Trimble GPS unit    $100/day 
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OLYMPIC VALLEY 

PUBLIC SERVICE DISTRICT 

January 30, 2023 
 
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
Environmental Coordination Services 
attn: Shirlee Herrington 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 
Also sent via email: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov 
 
Re:   Comments on the Partially Revised Draft EIR – Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan – 

Section 15 (Hazardous Materials and Hazards) 
 
Dear Ms. Herrington, 

The Olympic Valley Public Service District (PSD or District) received the Notice of Availability of 
a Partially Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (PRDEIR) for Public Review on November 
30, 2022 and reviewed the PRDEIR for the Proposed Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan 
(State Clearinghouse #2012102023).  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 
proposed project’s environmental impacts. 

As you know, the District provides fire protection and emergency medical services (EMS), 
drinking water, sewer collection, and garbage collection services for the community in Olympic 
Valley and along the Truckee River corridor.  We also perform snow removal on public bike 
trails in the valley.  The PSD has been requested by the project applicant to provide services to 
the proposed project. 

Chapter 15: Hazardous Materials and Hazards; 15.2: Regulatory Setting; 15.3.4: Impact Analysis 
 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 4290.5 requires the California Board of Forestry 
and Fire Protection, in consultation with the State Fire Marshal and the local 
jurisdiction, to identify existing subdivisions with more than 30 dwelling units 
located in the SRA or Local Responsibility Area (LRA) Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone without a secondary means of egress that are at significant fire risk. To date, 
CAL FIRE has not prepared recommendations concerning Olympic Valley; the Office 
of the State Fire Marshall’s Subdivision Review Program website indicates “Report 
Forthcoming” for Olympic Valley (CAL FIRE 2022a). [Page 15‐5] 
 
Placer County General Plan Policy 8.C.1.7. The County shall require all new 
development projects with land classified as state responsibility areas (Public 
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Resources Code Section 4102), land classified as very high fire hazard severity zones 
(VHFHSZs; Section 51177), or within areas defined as a “wildland urban interface” 
(WUI), to prepare a long‐term comprehensive fuel reduction and management 
program, including provisions for multiple points of ingress and egress to improve 
evacuation and emergency response access and adequate water infrastructure for 
water supply and fire flow, and fire equipment access.  [Page 15‐6] 

 
For events like wildfires, the fires are tracked from the moment of discovery, and 
risk to nearby development is assessed on a regular basis. Days of lead time are 
often available to assess risk and make evacuation determinations. During these 
periods, peak occupancy conditions typically do not occur as drifting smoke, 
awareness of the risk, or other factors result in people avoiding the area. The 
cancellation of the 2014 Iron Man event at Palisades Tahoe in response to poor air 
quality from the King Fire is an example of this phenomenon. [Page 15‐13] 

 
The District continues to have concerns about the evacuation time and the lead time available in 
order to conduct an orderly evacuation. The OVFD submitted comments on the Final EIR on May 6, 
2016 which read, “Even with early discovery, constant tracking and lead time (when it is available) 
to establish the correct trigger‐point(s) and appropriate time to call for evacuation, to assume that 
such an order will be followed in a timely, orderly, manner is foolish.” In June 2016, Squaw Valley 
Real Estate noted agreement that people often deny risk and ignore early suggestions to evacuate 
and that the Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation Plan would be updated where applicable. 
 
The introduction to the Placer Operational Area Eastside Emergency Evacuation Plan states 
“During fire season, the combination of dense forests, heavy fuel loads, low humidity, potential for 
high winds and the steep terrain in the Sierra Nevada can rapidly turn even small fires into lethal, 
major disasters. Despite a record of very successful evacuations in the past, the limited number of 
roads in the area always makes evacuations problematic.”  
 
As provided in the 2022 Olympic Valley CWPP, improving emergency vehicle access throughout 
the Valley is a priority. The District recommends making improvements to the following existing 
roads and constructing a new Jitney Road on the west side of the Valley. These roads and paths 
can be used as evacuation routes and / or ingress for emergency vehicles from neighboring Fire 
Departments and other emergency responders:  

1. Jitney Road connecting the Village to the Resort at Squaw Creek (south side of the 
meadow / golf course) 

2. Bike Trail between Squaw Creek Road and Hwy 89 (south of Olympic Valley Road) 
3. Dirt road between Painted Rock Court and Hwy 89 (north of Washeshu Creek)  
4. Dirt road between Creeks End Court and Hwy 89 (south of Washeshu Creek)  

 
Additionally, to alleviate traffic congestion on Olympic Valley Road during busy ski days, the 
Jitney Road can serve as a “carpool lane” for high‐occupancy vehicles (HOVs), Mountaineer 
micro‐transit, TART busses, and shuttle busses and vans and is strongly supported by the OVPSD.  
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These improvements require work on property not owned by the developer but are critical 
components to the Valley’s wildfire evacuation system. The development or enhancement of 
these roads could help mitigate the additional time for all vehicles to exit the Valley during a 
wildfire evacuation under the future development conditions.  
 
In June 2016 Squaw Valley Real Estate agreed to fully support advancements in an alternative EVA 
route should other property owners or agencies take steps towards its fruition. The District 
recommends requiring the applicant make financial contributions to fund improvements 
including tree thinning, road grading, drainage swales, surface improvements, gate upgrades, 
and periodic maintenance. The District agrees to coordinate and work with the underlying 
property owners to secure approvals and emergency vehicle access easements on behalf of the 
applicant. 
 
Chapter 15: Hazardous Materials and Hazards; 15.1.1 Regional Setting‐ Wildland Fire Hazards 
 

Olympic Valley is located in an SRA for management of wildland fire hazards. Most 
of the project site and surrounding lands are designated as very high fire hazard 
severity zone, with smaller portions of the project site and land to the south 
designated as moderate fire hazard severity zone. [Page 15‐3] 
 

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) is currently in the public 
comment period of the regulatory adoption process to update the existing map that captures Fire 
Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ). In the 2022 mapping, all State Responsibility Areas within Olympic 
Valley are rated as Very High Fire Hazard.  
 
Chapter 15: Hazardous Materials and Hazards; 15.1.1 Regional Setting‐ Wildland Fire Hazards; 
15.1.2 Existing Site Evacuation Conditions  

 
Chief Bansen (former chief of the Squaw Valley Fire Department at the time) has 
stated that, specific to Olympic Valley, the area “is pretty favorable in terms of fuels 
and topography and the unlikely host event for a large wildfire” (Bansen 2016). 
Given the distance between more heavily forested fuel sources and development on 
the valley floor and the presence of ski runs and areas of exposed granite where fire 
fuels are limited or non‐existent, the site‐specific wildfire risk may not be as severe 
as the CAL FIRE maps indicate. [Page 15‐4] 
 
Chief Bansen (chief of the Squaw Valley Fire Department at the time) reinforced this 
approach during the August 11, 2016 Placer County Planning Commission Meeting 
(Bansen 2016). As described above, Chief Bansen said that Olympic Valley was 
unlikely to support a large wildfire because of the fuels, topography, location of 
development and other factors. Therefore, Chief Bansen expressed that “a mass 
evacuation of Squaw Valley is a very, very, very unlikely event. It’s much more likely 
that it would be a smaller, targeted evacuation with specific portions of a 
subdivision because of slope, the fuel load, the density of structures and the 
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proximity of structures to fuel. Sheltering in place is going to be a much more likely 
scenario at Squaw Valley, or a blend of evacuating parts of the residential 
subdivisions and sheltering employees in the larger commercial core of the Valley.” 
[Page 15‐4] 
 

While the Olympic Valley Fire Department (OVFD) works hard to prevent a destructive wildfire and 
avoid evacuation of the area, to say that Olympic Valley is unlikely to host a large wildfire or 
require mass evacuation is not accurate and is not consistent with recent reports or District 
preparedness. Over the past six years, since the OVFD’s former Fire Chief Bansen made the above 
quoted comments regarding probability of evacuation and site‐specific wildfire risk, California has 
experienced the eight largest wildfires in modern state history. Specifically, the Caldor Fire in 2021 
demonstrated that wildfires indeed can burn upslope into the Tahoe Basin. The District now 
understands that Olympic Valley, in sharp contrast to Chief Bansen’s opinion in 2016, could in fact 
be host to catastrophic wildfire. 
 
The District has been proactively addressing wildfire risk within the region and recently adopted a 
Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) which identifies and prioritizes fuels reduction and 
wildfire prevention strategies within OVFD’s service area. The District also worked with community 
members to form a Firewise Community recognized by the National Fire Protection Association. 
We have secured over $620,000 in grant funding for fuels reduction projects over the past two 
years and continue to apply for additional funding for projects prioritized in the CWPP. The OVFD 
performs annual defensible space inspections of 100% of the properties in its service area to 
improve wildfire resiliency throughout the community. These actions showcase the strong support 
for the Fuels Management Program from staff and the Board and demonstrate the proactive 
approach the District is taking for a community mapped as a very high fire severity zone.  
In addition to the state rating the area as very high fire hazard severity zone, aerially collected 
LiDAR data from 2021 and field visits by OVFD’s consultant, Deer Creek Resources in 2022 confirm 
high wildfire hazard conditions and ladder fuels in many areas within the Olympic Valley 
community. The CWPP states “the Olympic Valley community has very high exposure to 
catastrophic wildfire loss.” 
 
Chapter 9 Transportation and Circulation; 9.3 Impacts; 9.3.2 Methods and Assumptions 
 

POLICIES PROPOSED IN THE SPECIFIC PLAN THAT COULD AFFECT PROJECT TRANSIT 
IMPACTS 
Policy CP‐3: Accommodate regional transit access at a Village Transit Center that 
encourages mass transit use by providing convenient and efficient transit routing, 
minimizes congestion between mass transit vehicles and other traffic, provides 
convenient walking access to ski portals, and enhances the environment for 
passengers waiting at the Transit Center. [Page 9‐13] 
 
PROPOSED CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS  
According to the Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan, the proposed project 
would enhance support of transit within the Village Area with implementation of 
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the following improvements:  A transit center would be constructed within the 
Village Area to provide a convenient transit hub for both public and private transit 
services traveling within, to, and from the Village Area. It would be designed as a 
drop‐off/pick‐up facility with the capacity to accommodate two buses at a time. It 
would be centrally located within the Village Core and accessed from the most 
westerly bridge across Squaw Creek. [Page 9‐14] 
 
PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN  
The proposed project would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP), 
which would contain the following elements directly related to public transit:  
Transit Center and Services – The Transit Center would be centrally located to 
provide a convenient transit hub for both public and private transit services 
traveling within, to, and from the Village Area… [Page 9‐14] 
 

Traffic and circulation currently impact emergency response to Palisades Tahoe. 
Loading/unloading from public shuttles, buses, and personal vehicles regularly blocks emergency 
lanes. The OVFD feels strongly that the Transportation Management Plan should be developed 
now, and that the centrally located Transit Center should be developed in the first phase of 
project development.    
 
Appendix B1‐ 2016 Draft EIR Project Description; Chapter 3 Project Description; 3.4.2 Circulation 
and Parking; Emergency Vehicle Access  
 

Exhibit 3‐9 shows that all buildings would be within 300 feet of an emergency 
vehicle all weather access route.  [Appendix B1‐ 2016 Draft EIR Project Description, 
Page 3‐19] 

 
The Project must comply with all applicable building and fire codes. Per section 503.1.1 of the 2022 
California Fire Code, “the fire apparatus access road shall comply with the requirements of this 
section and shall extend to within 150 feet of all portions of the facility and all portions of the 
exterior walls of the first story of the building as measured by an approved route around the 
exterior of the building or facility.” Per Section D106.2 of the same, "Multiple‐family residential 
projects having more than 200 dwelling units shall be provided with two separate and approved 
fire apparatus access roads regardless of whether they are equipped with an approved automatic 
sprinkler system." 
 
Thank you, again, for the opportunity to provide comment on the PRDEIR for the project.  If you 
have any questions or require additional information, please contact me at (530) 583‐6111. 

 

 

 



 

305 Olympic Valley Road  P.O. Box 2026  Olympic Valley, CA 96146 

www.ovpsd.org  p. 6 of 6  (530) 583‐4692 

Sincerely,  

Allen Riley 

Fire Chief, OVFD 

 

cc:  Olympic Valley Public Service District Board of Directors 

  Mike Geary, General Manager; Olympic Valley Public Service District  

  Dave Hunt, District Engineer; Olympic Valley PSD 

  Alex Fisch, Supervising Planner; Placer County Planning Services Division 

  Patrick Dobbs, Senior Planner; Placer County Planning Services Division 

  Bryan Elliott, Chief Development Officer; Alterra Mountain Company 
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VIA U.S. MAIL AND E-MAIL 
 
January 30, 2023 
 
Mr. Steve Buelna 
Placer County, Environmental Coordination Services 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 
cdraecs@placer.ca.gov  
 
RE: Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan Project\ PRDEIR Comments 
 
Dear Mr. Buelna: 
 
The Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency (T-TSA) has received the Partially Revised Draft Environment Impact 
Report (PRDEIR) for the Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan (VPTSP). T-TSA staff has reviewed these 
materials and offers the following comments: 

1. General comment: Remove all instances that reference the amount of remaining capacity in the 
following facilities: T-TSA’s Truckee River Interceptor (TRI); T-TSA’s wastewater treatment plant; and 
any other T-TSA facility.  

2. General comment: The TRI currently has sufficient flow capacity to accommodate additional 
wastewater flow. T-TSA’s wastewater treatment plant currently has sufficient flow and constituent 
capacity to treat additional wastewater flow that meets applicable T-TSA ordinances. Only, when the 
project applicant provides T-TSA with information it requested, will T-TSA be able to determine what 
upgrades, if any, will be needed to accommodate the proposed wastewater flow and/or constituents from 
the project.   

3. General comment: Facilities that are designed to hold wastewater flow and discharge them at certain 
discrete and/or planned times are not allowed. For instances that are not consistent with this statement, 
they shall be revised to be consistent with this statement.  

4. General comment: T-TSA will use its own means and methods to determine the wastewater flow and 
constituents from the project and determine what upgrades to its facilities will be required prior to the 
project connecting to the sewer collection system. For instances that are not consistent with this 
statement, they shall be revised to be consistent with this statement. 

5. General comment: Sewer collection systems shall be sized such that, when installation of said upgrades 
are complete, wastewater flows will be of sufficient velocity in said upgrades to keep particulate matter 
from settling out. For instances that are not consistent with this statement, they shall be revised to be 
consistent with this statement. 

6. Acronyms and Abbreviations (PDF pg. 9): Add the following text: “T-TSA  Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation 
Agency”.  
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7. Section 3.4.3, Wastewater (PDF pg. 246): States: “The T-TSA is currently studying the capacity of the 
Truckee River Interceptor to confirm whether it could accommodate peak flows from the VSVSP along 
with other development and flows. If the study concludes that the Interceptor cannot accommodate peak 
flows, wastewater detention facilities would be incorporated into the Specific Plan, such as enlarged 
pipes, vaults, or tanks. These facilities would be located in the plan area and will be underground or 
otherwise incorporated into project’s development footprint (e.g., incorporated into a building podium). 
They would temporarily hold wastewater during peak generation periods (e.g., parts of the day during 
regional high occupancy weekends) and release the wastewater during lower flow, non-peak periods, 
when there is available capacity in the Truckee River Interceptor.” Revise as follows: “The Truckee 
River Interceptor (TRI) currently has sufficient flow capacity to accommodate additional wastewater 
flows. Once specific requested information is provided to and analyzed by T-TSA, T-TSA will 
determine which of its facilities will need to be upgraded to accommodate proposed wastewater from the 
project.” 

8. Appendix B2, 2.3 Revisions to the DEIR, Impact 14-2 (PDF pg. 290): States: “Increased demand for 
wastewater collection, conveyance, and treatment. The project would be served by existing and 
upgraded (as part of the project) sewer facilities that have sufficient capacity to collect, and convey 
wastewater through the project area. Further, T- TSA has sufficient capacity to treat wastewater at its 
treatment plant outside of Truckee. However, there may not be sufficient capacity in the Truckee River 
Interceptor during peak flow periods to serve existing plus project flows. The impact would be 
potentially significant.” Revise as follows: “Increased demand for wastewater collection, conveyance, 
and treatment. The project would be served by existing and upgraded (as part of the project) Olympic 
Valley Public Service District sewer facilities that have sufficient capacity to collect, and convey 
wastewater through the project area and discharge into T-TSA’s Truckee River Interceptor (TRI). The 
TRI currently has sufficient flow capacity to accommodate additional wastewater flows. T-TSA’s 
wastewater treatment plant currently has sufficient flow and/or constituent capacity to treat additional 
wastewater flow that meets applicable T-TSA ordinances. T-TSA will request specific information 
regarding the project, including but not limited to plans and applications. Said information will be used 
to determine the proposed “billing units” as defined by applicable T-TSA ordinances. Once T-TSA has 
determined the total proposed “billing units” for the project, T-TSA will be able to determine if the 
excess flow capacity and/or constituent capacity in our facilities can accommodate the proposed 
wastewater discharges from the project. If T-TSA determines any one part, or other combination of its 
facilities cannot accommodate additional wastewater flow and/or constituents from the project, T-TSA 
will determine what upgrades to its applicable facilities will be required to accommodate proposed 
wastewater flow and/or constituents from the project. The project will be allowed to connect to the 
sewer collection system after said upgrades are completed.”   

9. Appendix B2, 2.3 Revisions to the DEIR, Impact 14-2a (PDF pg. 290): States: “Provide sufficient on-
site wastewater storage. In the event that T-TSA finds that project-generated peak wastewater flows may 
exceed the capacity of the TRI, wastewater detention facilities, such as enlarged pipes, vaults, or tanks, 
shall be incorporated into the Specific Plan to time wastewater flows to off-peak conditions when the 
TRI has sufficient capacity. These facilities will be located within the plan area and will be underground 
or otherwise incorporated into project’s development footprint (e.g., incorporated into a building 
podium). All facilities will be designed and maintained according to applicable design standards such 
that effluent would be fully contained. The project applicant shall work directly with T-TSA to 
determine a sufficient volume of detention capacity for the project and to define the methodology for 
determining when wastewater detention facilities should be used, and timing for releases from these 
facilities. The capacity of the on-site storage shall only be sufficient to meet the peak capacity needs 
associated with the project. A SVPSD representative’s signature from T-TSA shall be provided on the 
Improvement Plans.” Revise as follows: “T-TSA will not permit the use of detention facilities that will 
release wastewater at certain discrete and/or planned times. As such, if T-TSA facilities cannot 
accommodate the entire unabated proposed wastewater flow from the project at the time when 
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determining the proposed project “billing units” and any other relevant factors T-TSA sees fit, T-TSA 
shall determine which of its facilities will be required to be upgraded to accommodate the entire 
unabated proposed wastewater flow from the project, and to what standards said upgrades shall meet. 
All costs associated with upgrading the required T-TSA facilities shall be borne solely by the project 
applicant. Said costs shall include but are not limited to the following: all T-TSA’s costs associated with 
the required upgrades to T-TSA facilities; all consultant costs associated with the performance and 
review of any work related to the study, design, construction, and inspection of the required upgrades to 
T-TSA’s facilities; the construction, inspection, commissioning, training, and dedication of the required 
upgrades to T-TSA facilities; and any and all deposits required by T-TSA and/or any other applicable 
entity.”   
 

10. Appendix B2, 2.3 Revisions to the DEIR, Impact 14-2b (PDF pg. 291): States: “Obtain will-serve 
requirements letter from the public service district. Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the project 
applicant shall submit to Environmental Health Services a “will-serve” letter from the SVPSD indicating 
that the district can and will provide sewer service to the project. Connection of each lot in this project to 
a public sanitary sewer is required.” Revise as follows: “Consistent with state law, OVPSD & T-TSA 
has a “first come, first served” policy for collection system and treatment process. Therefore, OVPSD & 
T-TSA cannot guarantee we can serve the project until the following conditions are met: 

a. The proposed wastewater discharge into the sewer collection system from the project will meet 
all applicable OVPSD & T-TSA ordinances. 

b. Provide T-TSA with the total proposed “billing units”, as defined by applicable T-TSA 
ordinances. T-TSA will use “billing units” to determine the wastewater flow from the project.   

c. For applicable instances that will discharge to the sewer collection system, fill out T-TSA’s 
“Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit Application,” and obtain approval from T-TSA for 
said instances to discharge to the sewer collection system.  

d. OVPSD & T-TSA shall determine if each of their respective sewer collection systems have 
additional flow capacity for the proposed wastewater discharge from the project. 

e. T-TSA shall determine if its treatment process has additional flow and/or constituent capacity 
to accommodate the proposed wastewater flow from the project.    

f. For instances where OVPSD & T-TSA determine upgrades to their sewer collection system 
and/or treatment process are needed to be able to serve the project, said upgrades shall be made 
prior to the project connecting to the sewer collection system. All costs related to the needed 
upgrades shall be borne solely by the project applicant.      

g. All OVPSD & T-TSA Sewer Connection Charges have been paid. 
h. All OVPSD & T-TSA permits have been issued.  
i. Connection to the sewer collection system has been made.”     

 
11. Section 2.3.14, Revisions to Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities” (PDF pg. 334): States: “The 

current average dry weather flows (ADWF) generated by the plan area are 0.632173 million gallons 
per day (MGD) while current peak wet weather flows (PWWF) are 0.4505 2.007 MGD (MacKay & 
Somps 2012b Farr West Engineering 2014: 4). Revise as follows: “However, T-TSA will use its own 
means and methods to determine the wastewater flow and constituents from the project and use this to 
determine what upgrades to its facilities will be required prior to the project connecting to the sewer 
collection system.”  
 

12. 2.3.14 Revision to Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities” (PDF pg. 334): States: “The 17-mile 
TRI sewer line transports wastewater flows to the wastewater treatment facility located east of 
Truckee in the Martis Valley, which is also operated by T-TSA. The capacity of the treatment facility 
is 9.6 MGD on a seven day dry weather average flow basis and the capacity at the upstream end of the 
TRI is 6.0 MGD. Both the treatment plant and TRI are operating at approximately 80 percent of 
capacity. Based on this information, In 2012, the remaining available capacities at the treatment plant 



  
 

4 
 

and in the TRI are were estimated to be 1.92 MGD and 1.20 MGD, respectively (MacKay & Somps 
2012b). Therefore, the treatment plant is operating at approximately 80 percent of capacity. The 
capacity of the TRI is limited by existing bottlenecks, and T-TSA is currently studying the possibility 
of upsizing and replacing sections of the TRI.” Revise as follows: “T-TSA’s 17-mile TRI sewer line 
transports wastewater flows to T-TSA’s wastewater treatment facility located east of Truckee in the 
Martis Valley. From June 21 through September 21 of any year, the flow of wastewater to treatment 
plant and disposal facilities during any seven (7) consecutive days shall not exceed an arithmetic 
average of 9.6 MGD. The maximum instantaneous flow rate of wastewater through the treatment 
facilities shall not exceed 15.4 MGD. T-TSA will request specific information regarding the project, 
including but not limited to plans, applications, and any other needed information. Said information 
will be used to determine the proposed “billing units”, as defined by applicable T-TSA ordinances.    
T-TSA will determine what upgrades to its facilities will be required to accommodate the additional 
wastewater flows and/or constituents from the project.   
 

13. Section 2.3.14, Revision to Chapter 14, “Public Services and Utilities” (PDF pg. 335): States: “The 
plant, which has a capacity of 9.6 MGD, provides primary and secondary treatment, phosphorus 
removal, biological nitrogen removal, disinfection, and effluent filtration (T-TSA 2012). The project 
could generate 0.350 MGD of ADWF and 0.852 of PWWF at buildout (MacKay & Somps 2014d). In 
2012, the The remaining capacity at the treatment plant is was estimated to be 1.92 MGD. Therefore, 
the treatment plant has sufficient capacity to serve the project at buildout, even at peak wet weather 
flows. As of 2012, the treatment plant was operating at 80 percent of capacity (7.68/9.60 MGD) 
(MacKay & Somps 2012b). The WRP currently has sufficient capacity to serve a development as large 
as the proposed project. However, capacity allocations for customers and projects in T-TSA’s service 
areas are made in the order that applications are received. As specific elements of the The project are 
proposed, they would be required to obtain a Will Serve letter from SVPSD T-TSA and a SVPSD T-
TSA representative’s signature shall be provided on the Improvement Plans.” Revise as follows: 
“From June 21 through September 21 of any year, the flow of wastewater to the treatment plant and 
disposal facilities during any seven (7) consecutive days shall not exceed an arithmetic average of 9.6 
million gallons per day (MGD). The maximum instantaneous flow rate of wastewater through the 
treatment facilities shall not exceed 15.4 MGD. The TRI currently has sufficient flow capacity to 
accommodate additional wastewater flow. T-TSA’s wastewater treatment plant currently has sufficient 
flow and constituent capacity to treat additional wastewater flow that meets applicable T-TSA 
ordinances. Only, when the project applicant provides T-TSA with information it requested, will T-
TSA be able to determine what upgrades, if any, will be needed to accommodate the proposed 
wastewater flow and/or constituents from the project.   
 

14. Mitigation Measure 14-2a (PDF pg. 335):  States: “Provide sufficient on-site wastewater storage. In 
the event that T-TSA finds that project-generated peak wastewater flows may exceed the capacity of 
the TRI during peak flows, wastewater detention facilities, such as enlarged pipes, vaults, or tanks, 
shall be incorporated into the Specific Plan to time wastewater flows to off-peak conditions when the 
TRI has sufficient capacity. These facilities will be located within the plan area and will be 
underground or otherwise incorporated into project’s development footprint (e.g., incorporated into a 
building podium). All facilities will be designed and maintained according to applicable design 
standards such that effluent would be fully contained. The project applicant shall work directly with T-
TSA to determine a sufficient volume of detention capacity for the project and to define the 
methodology for determining when wastewater detention facilities should be used, and timing for 
releases from these facilities. The capacity of the on-site storage shall only be sufficient to meet the 
peak capacity needs associated with the project. A SVPSD representative’s signature from T-TSA 
shall be provided on the Improvement Plans.” Revise as follows: “In the event T-TSA determines the 
wastewater flow and/or constituent(s) from the project will exceed the capacity of its sewer collection 
system and/or the treatment process (facilities), upgrades to said facilities shall be of sufficient nature, 
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as determined by T-TSA, to accommodate the proposed wastewater flow and/or constituent(s) from 
the project that exceed capacity of specified facilities. All costs related to upgrading the required T-
TSA facilities shall be borne solely by the project applicant.” 
 

15. “In response to comment O12b-2 and to clarify the growth-inducing analysis, the first, second, and 
third full paragraphs on page 18-61 of the DEIR are revised as follows” (PDF pg. 356): States:  “It is 
anticipated that the upgrade of the sewer trunk line implemented to support the proposed project would 
be sized to also accommodate full estimated build out of the SVGPLUO so as to avoid the need for 
future upgrades to the line, or installation of new lines to provide capacity for future development.” 
Revise as follows: “It is anticipated that the upgrade of the sewer trunk line implemented to support 
the proposed project would be sized to also accommodate full estimated build out of the SVGPLUO to 
avoid the need for future upgrades to the line, or installation of new lines to provide capacity for future 
development. Installation of upgraded sewer trunk line, other new lines, or facilities shall be sized 
such that, when installation of said upgrades are complete, wastewater flows will be of sufficient 
velocity in said upgrades to keep particulate matter from settling out in said facilities.” 
 

16. Table 1, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (PDF pg. 464): States: “Provide sufficient on-
site wastewater storage. In the event that T-TSA finds that project-generated peak wastewater flows 
may exceed the capacity of the TRI, wastewater detention facilities, such as enlarged pipes, vaults, or 
tanks, shall be incorporated into the Specific Plan to time wastewater flows to off-peak conditions 
when the TRI has sufficient capacity. These facilities will be located within the plan area and will be 
underground or otherwise incorporated into project’s development footprint (e.g., incorporated into a 
building podium). All facilities will be designed and maintained according to applicable design 
standards such that effluent would be fully contained. The project applicant shall work directly with T-
TSA to determine a sufficient volume of detention capacity for the project and to define the 
methodology for determining when wastewater detention facilities should be used, and timing for 
releases from these facilities. The capacity of the on-site storage shall only be sufficient to meet the 
peak capacity needs associated with the project. A OVPSD representative’s signature shall be 
provided on the Improvement Plans.” Revise as follows: “If required, provide upgrades to specified T-
TSA facilities. T-TSA will not permit the use of detention facilities that will store and then release 
wastewater at discrete and/or specific planned times. As such, if T-TSA facilities, at the time of the 
determination of the proposed project “billing units,” cannot accommodate the entire unabated 
proposed wastewater flow from the project, T-TSA shall determine the required upgrades needed to its 
facilities to accommodate said wastewater flow and/or constituents. All costs associated with 
upgrading the required T-TSA facilities shall be borne solely by the project applicant. Said costs shall 
include but are not limited to the following: all T-TSA costs associated with the needed improvements; 
all consultant costs associated with the performance and review of any work related to the study, 
design, and construction of the required improvements to T-TSA’s facilities; the construction, 
inspection, commissioning, training, and dedication of the required improvements to T-TSA; and any 
and all required deposits from T-TSA and all other applicable entities.” 
 

17. Table 1, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Mitigation Measure 14-2b: Obtain will-serve 
requirements letter from the public service district. (PDF pg. 464): States: “Prior to Improvement Plan 
approval, the project applicant shall submit to Environmental Health Services a “will-serve” letter 
from the OVPSD indicating that the district can and will provide sewer service to the project. 
Connection of each lot in this project to a public sanitary sewer is required.” Add the following text 
after this statement: “The project applicant shall submit to Environmental Health Services a letter 
stating that T-TSA cannot guarantee they can serve the project until the following conditions are met: 

a. The proposed wastewater discharge into the sewer collection system from the project will meet 
all applicable OVPSD & T-TSA ordinances. 

b. Provide T-TSA with the total proposed “billing units”, as defined by applicable T-TSA 
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ordinances. T-TSA will use “billing units” to determine the wastewater flow from the project.   
c. For applicable instances that will discharge to the sewer collection system, fill out T-TSA’s 

“Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit Application,” and obtain approval from T-TSA for 
said instances to discharge to the sewer collection system.  

d. OVPSD & T-TSA shall determine if each of their respective sewer collection systems have 
additional flow capacity for the proposed wastewater discharge from the project. 

e. T-TSA shall determine if its treatment process has additional flow and/or constituent capacity 
to accommodate the proposed wastewater flow from the project.    

f. For instances where OVPSD & T-TSA determine upgrades to their sewer collection system 
and/or treatment process are needed to be able to serve the project, said upgrades shall be made 
prior to the project connecting to the sewer collection system. All costs related to the needed 
upgrades shall be borne solely by the project applicant.      

g. All OVPSD & T-TSA Sewer Connection Charges have been paid. 
h. All OVPSD & T-TSA permits have been issued. 
i. Connection to the sewer collection system has been made.”     

 
T-TSA would like to thank Placer County for the opportunity to provide these comments. If you have any 
questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me at (530) 587-2525. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Aaron Carlsson 
Senior Engineer 
T-TSA 
 
cc: Dave Hunt, OVPSD 

Jay Parker, T-TSA 
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