
P a g e  1 | 2 

 

Environmental Coordination Services, Community Development Resource Agency 

 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190, Auburn, CA 95603. 

 (530) 745-3132, Fax: (530) 745- 3080, cdraecs@placer.ca.gov.  

Attn: Shirlee Herrington       05/23/2016 

   

 

COMMENTS – PROPOSED SQUAW VALLEY-ALPINE MEADOWS BASE-TO-BASE GONDOLA 

PROJECT (B2B) 

 

Authority to Comment 

I am submitting the following comments to the County of Placer (County) in your role as Lead Agency 

for CEQA for the B2B projects. These comments are submitted to the County, and shall become part 

of the environmental review record for the proposed B2B project. 

 

Scoping Meeting 

One has to ask why the County would conduct one Scoping Meeting for this B2B project without 

adequate notification to the general public, and then hold the meeting on a Monday during the early 

afternoon hours and then another in the early afternoon. This date/time is completely inappropriate 

for residents that work, and second homeowners who live in Alpine Meadows that are generally not 

in the area.  Additionally, residents that actually live in Alpine Meadows were not notified, nor were 

they made aware of this project. However, this project would directly affect their properties and lives.   

 

I am requesting that additional notification of residents be conducted by the County, and that more 

scoping meetings are held so that people can actually participate in this project. 

 

Project Segmentation | Nexus between the Squaw Valley SP EIR and B2B 

The B2B Project is clearly an attempt by Placer County to segment one project from another.  The 

B2B project would not proceed on its own merit without the development projects being proposed 

within the context of the Squaw Valley Specific Plan. Clearly, there is a nexus between the two 

projects that either the consultants don’t understand or the County is burying it head in the snow 

about. Therefore, this component the B2B project should have been discussed within the context of 

the overall Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR project.  Both are highly inter-related, and dependent upon 

one another. 

 

I am requesting that the EIR for the Squaw Valley Specific Plan and EIR be set-aside, and then re-

circulated to include any, and all discussions being planned for the B2B project, so that the general 

public can fully grasp the ULTIMATE planned buildout of the Squaw Valley Specific Plan project, 

including this gondola project between two locations. 

 
Does the County really believe that one project would proceed without the other? If so, then the full 

burden of proof in on the County – a clear economic assessment needs to be developed, as part of this 

project that demonstrates to the general public that one project is not necessary for the other to move 

forward.   
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The timing of both projects is high suspect – and, generally creates another NEXUS for the gondola 

project being tied to the planned development that could potentially occur as part of the Squaw Valley 

Specific Plan.  One has to ponder who would rationally develop a project of this magnitude (in terms 

of project costs and eventual operation) to have a gondola that connects Squaw Valley to Alpine 

Meadows if there is not adequate skiers to ride it.  If the plan for Squaw Valley does not proceed 

forward will the gondola proceed forward?  Clearly, the Project Applicant needs to clearly 

demonstrate to the general public that point (economics and ridership).   

 

County Continues to Utilize an Outdated General Plan for Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows 

As I’ve mentioned to the County previously, the Squaw Valley General Plan was prepared by 

Placer County in 1983, or over 33-YEARS AGO.  The changes that have occurred within both the 

Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows Valley have been dramatic over the last 33 years.  I am again 

respectfully requesting that this required Plan and Land Use Ordinances be updated first, under the 

full scrutiny of public review; then, projects like the Squaw Valley Specific Plan and the B2B (which 

should be part of the Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR) can then proceed forward by the Project 

Applicant(s). 

Placer County continues to utilize outdate and antiquated documents, and a Land Use Ordinance to 

“the shoe-horn” in a new Specific Plan for Squaw Valley area, along with a manufactured DEIR. 

Procedurally, and legally this is not the correct way to proceed, and given the fact that the general 

public had limited access into that Specific Plan that will affect their lives and potentially their 

livelihoods. It should also be noted, the Specific Plan itself further divorces itself away from 

addressing the fact that the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance was prepared in 

1983, for example: “The Plan Area lies within the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance 

(SVGPLUO) area. This Specific Plan builds upon the goals and policies set out in the SVGPLUO as well 

as the 1994 Placer County General Plan (General Plan) to provide a coherent road map and an 

implementation strategy to direct growth within the Plan Area consistent with environmental, 

physical, social, and economic constraints.” It’s very difficult to build upon the SVGPLO, when the 

Squaw Valley General Plan is 33 years old, and is inherently out of date guidance document for the 

Squaw Valley community. Alternatively, since project implementation will necessitate adoption of 

General Plan Amendments and Zone Changes, the document as currently drafted fails to fulfill the 

stated intent of a specific plan, as defined in the CGC. 

Use of the Same Environmental Consultants – From Sacramento Area 

Is there some reason that Placer County continues to use the same consultants from Sacramento?  It 

is very apparent, that most of these technical writers know relatively nothing about the local Tahoe 

area or region.  Additionally, it seems highly inappropriate and very suspicious to the public that the 

same firm is being used over and over again to craft these EIRs for the County.   The Squaw Valley 

Specific Plan EIR was a terrible representation of professional technical skills, based on the 

significant amount of comments received and generally comments received in the same subject 

matters.  I would suggest that the County save taxpayers time and money, and use other consultants 

that have a far better understanding and technical gasp of the subject matter for these projects. 

 

Mary Bennett, Resident 

PO Box 3757| Olympic Valley, CA 96146  

T: 530/583.9363 E‐mail: bennett1280@gmail.com 
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