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1 INTRODUCTION 

This Draft Record of Decision (ROD) documents my preliminary decision to approve the installation of a base-
to-base gondola connecting Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows (the Project). The Project will occur on private 
lands and on National Forest System lands (NFS lands) that are managed by the Tahoe National Forest 
(TNF). My decision pertains only to the NFS lands and is based on, and supported by, the Squaw Valley | 
Alpine Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) and the project record.  

Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows are separate ski resorts northwest of Lake Tahoe that are proximate to 
each other and both owned and operated by Squaw Valley Ski Holdings, LLC (SVSH). Portions of the two 
resorts are located on NFS lands administered by the TNF under a Special Use Permit (SUP). Each resort has 
its own unique SUP with differing terms and expiration dates. The Project will only occur on portions of the 
Alpine Meadows Ski Area SUP.  

The resorts are approximately two hours driving time from Sacramento, CA via Interstate 80 (I-80) east and 
Highway 89 south or approximately one hour driving time from Reno, NV via I-80 west and Highway 89 south. 
Please refer to Figure 1-1 (Regional Map of Project Area) in the Final EIS/EIR. 

It is important to note that for this Project, the Forest Service and Placer County prepared a joint 
environmental document (EIS/EIR) to satisfy the requirements of both the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). While this Project requires approvals from both 
the Forest Service and Placer County prior to its implementation, this Draft ROD documents the Forest 
Service’s preliminary decision only.  

Placer County’s decision will be made by the Placer County Board of Supervisors.  

2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

The Forest Service’s purpose for the Project is to improve developed winter recreation opportunities in the 
Scott Management Area, consistent with the TNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan). 
Desired future conditions for recreation management in the Forest Plan relevant to the alternatives direct 
the TNF to “provide a variety of opportunities for developed and dispersed recreation experiences.”1 The 
Alpine Meadows SUP, which exists within the Scott Management Area, allows for development of additional 
winter sports facilities and support services as part of the desired future condition of the management 
area.2 

The TNF needs to respond to SVSH’s land use application, which proposes amendment of its SUP to improve 
connectivity between Alpine Meadows and Squaw Valley. The need, as expressed by SVSH, for improved 
connectivity between the ski areas is based on several factors. The developed snow sports trail network at 
Squaw Valley has limited terrain suitable for beginners and teaching, whereas Alpine Meadows has 
additional intermediate and beginner terrain. Squaw Valley has more resort amenities (e.g., 
accommodations, restaurants, shopping, and entertainment); Alpine Meadows, in contrast, has limited 
amenities. Although guests can currently access both ski areas on the same lift ticket, they must drive or ride 
a shuttle bus between the two areas to access the various terrain and amenities offered at both locations.  

                                                 
1 USDA Forest Service. 1990. Tahoe National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. Pacific Southwest Region. 
2 Ibid. 
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3 DECISION 

After thoroughly considering the Project Purpose and Need, issues, alternatives, and extensive analyses 
presented in the Squaw Valley | Alpine Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Project Final EIS/EIR, as well as the 
public and agency comments submitted, I have selected Alternative 4 and it is my decision to amend the 
Alpine Meadows Ski Area SUP, consistent with that Alternative. A detailed rationale for this decision follows. 
Within the remainder of this document, Alternative 4 is referred to as the Selected Alternative. This decision 
applies to the National Forest System (NFS) lands within Alpine Meadow’s SUP area. All Resource Protection 
Measures (RPMs) included in Appendix B of the Final EIS/EIR are incorporated into the Selected Alternative 
as requirements for implementation. Approved projects will occur on private lands or within Alpine Meadow’s 
existing SUP area. The Selected Alternative is depicted in Exhibits ROD-1 through ROD-5, which are attached 
at the end of this document.  

The Selected Alternative does not include approval of the originally proposed installation of Gazex avalanche 
mitigation infrastructure. Prior to completion of the Final EIS/EIR, and preparation of this Draft ROD, SVSH 
requested that the Gazex infrastructure be omitted from the project proposal in response to public concern. 
Additional detail is provided within the Final EIS/EIR document.  

3.1 DECISION RATIONALE 

Analyses provided in the Final EIS/EIR and the public involvement process were very thorough and 
substantially guided my decision. I have carefully reviewed the Final EIS/EIR and the environmental impacts 
of the proposed project. The Final EIS/EIR discloses, using the best available science and information, the 
qualitative and quantitative effects on the human and biological environments that are anticipated to result 
with implementation of the Selected Alternative. My rationale for choosing the Selected Alternative is based 
on careful consideration of several key issues including the project Purpose and Need, forest plan 
consistency, and resource impacts.  

3.1.1 Consistency with the Project Purpose and Need and the Forest Plan 

I am approving the Selected Alternative because it meets the identified Purpose and Need to improve winter 
recreation opportunities at Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows in response to SVSH’s application for a SUP 
amendment (please refer to Section 1.3 of the Final EIS/EIR for further information). In particular, the 
Selected Alternative will improve connectivity between Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows, thereby alleviating 
the existing difficulty associated with driving or shuttling between the two resorts. This improved connectivity 
will address the needs for additional beginner- and intermediate-level terrain at Squaw Valley and additional 
resort amenities (e.g., accommodations, restaurants, and guest infrastructure) at Alpine Meadows.  

The Selected Alternative is consistent with Forest Plan’s standards, guidelines, goals, objectives and desired 
future conditions. Specific language included in the Forest Plan for the Scott Management Area identifies the 
development and expansion of ski areas as a central resource to be considered in future planning. The 
development of private sector ski area projects, including coordination on further development of improved 
mass transportation and expanded facilities is emphasized. In particular, the Forest Plan states that ski 
areas within the Scott Management Area will be encouraged “to use mass transit to support further 
expansion” and to develop “overnight facilities at the ski resorts to cut down [on] peak traffic flows.” 
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3.1.2 Resource Impacts 

I recognize that there is a constant balance that needs to be met between recreation development and 
resource protection. Throughout the entire EIS/EIR process, the Forest Service and Placer County refined 
and adjusted project designs and locations in response to identified resource concerns. Some of the key 
resource concerns, as identified in the Final EIS/EIR, are potential impacts to visual resources in/around the 
project area, the National Forest System-GCW, and Sierra Nevada Yellow Legged Frog (SNYLF). All practical 
means to avoid or minimize environmental harm are included in the Selected Alternative.  

The gondola route outlined in the Selected Alternative, in combination with the creation of numerous RPMs 
that have been incorporated as requirements of the SUP amendment under the Selected Alternative, will 
ensure that environmental impacts are minimized with project implementation. Please refer to Appendix B of 
the Final EIS/EIR for a full list of the project’s RPMs. The RPMs will be included as terms and conditions of 
the SUP amendment authorizing implementation of the project.  

The Selected Alternative, with incorporation of the required RPMs, reduces anticipated environmental 
impacts in comparison to all other action alternatives.  The Selected Alternative also achieves the project 
Purpose and Need equally or better than the other alternatives. I carefully reviewed the Final EIS/EIR and the 
environmental impacts associated with all alternatives when making my decision.  

The following discussion provides additional detail for key issues, and a summary of applicable RPMs, I 
considered in making my decision.  

3.1.2.1 EFFECTS TO VISUAL RESOURCES 
All action alternatives would increase the developed nature of the landscape surrounding the gondola 
alignment, including areas that are primarily natural as well as areas that are already heavily altered, 
resulting in either minorly adverse or adverse effects on visual character. Of all the action alternatives, 
Alternative 3 and the Selected Alternative would be the least impactful because the alignments would run 
down the lower areas of Catch Valley, meaning that there would be considerably more topographic and 
vegetative screening of infrastructure than under Alternative 2, which would traverse high along the ridgeline 
separating the National Forest System-GCW and the Caldwell property. 

The viewpoint analysis conducted for the Final EIS/EIR (please refer to Section 4.2.2, “Analysis Methods” for 
further information) indicates that under Alternative 2, gondola infrastructure would be particularly evident 
high along the ridgeline as viewed from Alpine Meadows Road and at the Alpine Meadows base area and 
would exhibit considerable contrast with existing conditions. Please refer to Appendix D of the Final EIS/EIR 
to view visual simulations of gondola infrastructure under each alternative from 21 prominent views within or 
close to the project area. Under Alternative 2, the visual prominence of gondola infrastructure along the 
ridgeline separating the National Forest System-GCW and the Caldwell property would cause Alternative 2 to 
have the most substantial negative impact on visual character among all the action alternatives.  

Near the Squaw Valley base area, visual impacts of the action alternatives would not vary appreciably 
because gondola infrastructure under all action alternatives is very similar to existing infrastructure that is 
extensively visible on the Squaw Valley side. From within the National Forest System-GCW, implementation of 
Alternatives 2 or 3 would result in more pronounced effects to the visual character of the project area than 
the Selected Alternative because of the increased distance separating the Selected Alternative and the 
National Forest System-GCW, as well as vegetative and topographic screening.  

3.1.2.2 EFFECTS TO WILDERNESS 
All action alternatives would result in the construction of gondola infrastructure that would be visible from 
certain locations within the National Forest System-GCW, resulting in adverse effects on certain wilderness 
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characteristics, including naturalness and opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation 
within the National Forest System-GCW. However, adverse effects to wilderness characteristics would be 
much more pronounced under Alternatives 2 and 3 than under the Selected Alternative because of the 
increased distance separating the planned gondola under the Selected Alternative from the National Forest 
System-GCW. This increased distance between infrastructure and the National Forest System-GCW would 
reduce wilderness impacts because the gondola’s construction and operation would be less visible and 
audible from the National Forest System-GCW.  

More specifically, under Alternative 2, the gondola would be approximately 75 feet from the National Forest 
System-GCW boundary at its closest point. Under Alternative 3, the gondola would be approximately 450 feet 
from the National Forest System-GCW boundary at its closest point. Under the Selected Alternative, the 
gondola would be approximately 1,100 feet from the National Forest System-GCW boundary at its closest 
point.  

Furthermore, under Alternative 2, the Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows mid-stations could both facilitate 
increased access to the National Forest System-GCW during the winter, transitional seasons, and periods of 
inconsistent snow cover, as gondola-users would have the potential to disembark at both mid-stations and 
enter the National Forest System-GCW. This ready access could increase visitation and subsequently 
increase the likelihood of visitor encounters within the National Forest System-GCW, thereby reducing 
opportunities for solitude and primitive or unconfined recreation. Under Alternative 3, a similar condition 
would exist as access to the National Forest System-GCW would be made easier as a result of the location of 
the Squaw Valley mid-station. Under the Selected Alternative, it would still be possible for users to disembark 
at the Squaw Valley mid-station and enter the National Forest System-GCW; however, the Squaw Valley mid-
station under the Selected Alternative would be considerably further from the National Forest System-GCW 
than under Alternatives 2 or 3, meaning that the Selected Alternative would be the least impactful to the 
National Forest System-GCW in this regard. More specifically, because of the increased distance between the 
National Forest System-GCW and the gondola under the Selected Alternative, fewer gondola users would 
disembark at the Squaw Valley mid-station and enter the National Forest System-GCW under the Selected 
Alternative, as compared with Alternatives 2 or 3. 

Lastly, implementation of Alternative 2 would introduce development to private lands within the 
congressionally mapped GCW, which would reduce the quality of the potential wilderness characteristics of 
this area. The Selected Alternative would not introduce any development to these lands. 

3.1.2.3 EFFECTS TO SIERRA NEVADA YELLOW-LEGGED FROG 
While adverse effects would be anticipated to occur to SNYLF under all action alternatives (please refer to 
Impacts 4.14-1 and 4.14-2 for all alternatives in the Final EIS/EIR for detailed discussion on this), the 
Selected Alternative will be the least adverse of all action alternatives. This is a direct result of the increased 
distance between planned infrastructure and Barstool Lake under the Selected Alternative as compared to 
Alternatives 2 and 3, which would mean that disturbance to Barstool Lake would be less likely and of a 
lesser magnitude under the Selected Alternative. 

Table 2-4 (Summary of Potential Effects [Acres] on Sierra Nevada Yellow-Legged Frog) in the Final EIS/EIR 
underscores how the Selected Alternative is the least impactful to SNYLF with a summary of disturbance that 
would occur to notable habitat types under each action alternative. In particular, of the six habitat indicators 
that were used to analyze potential impacts to SNYLF, the Selected Alternative will be substantially less 
adverse than Alternative 2 for four of them. Furthermore, for the other two indicators that are anticipated to 
be more impactful under the Selected Alternative, the difference between alternatives in disturbance that 
would occur to notable habitat types is negligible (less than half an acre difference in disturbance). The 
gondola alignment associated with the Selected Alternative is further removed from SNYLF habitat than the 
other action alternatives and as a result will be the least impactful action alternative to SNYLF. 
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A mitigation measure will also be implemented with the Selective Alternative to reduce effects to SNYLF. The 
Selected Alternative is not anticipated to affect utilized (occupied) critical habitat. All critical habitat impacts 
are anticipated to occur on unutilized (unoccupied) critical habitat.  

Habitat mitigation for temporary disturbance to SNYLF critical habitat will be accomplished through 
restoration of disturbed habitat to pre-project conditions, consistent with RPMs requiring restoration of 
temporarily disturbed habitats. More specifically, two categories of primary constituent elements (PCEs) 
could be affected by the Selected Alternative: 1.28 acre of aquatic non-breeding habitat, and 1.34 acre of 
upland areas.3 These PCE acreages temporarily disturbed by construction activities will be fully restored to 
pre-project conditions, which will provide mitigation for these temporary effects and will result in no net loss 
of habitat functions or values. There will be no construction or permanent adverse modification of critical 
habitat. These required restoration efforts will be sufficient to address these temporary effects on SNYLF 
critical habitat PCEs. Restoration of the 1.28 acre of aquatic non-breeding habitat that could be affected by 
the Selected Alternative will be conducted under the jurisdiction of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Existing RPMs require completing the CWA permitting 
process, and RPM BIO-26 specifically states that “in accordance with the USACE ‘no net loss’ policy, all 
permanent wetland impacts will be mitigated at a minimum 1:1 ratio.” Therefore, compensation for 
permanent loss of aquatic non-breeding habitat PCE will be addressed by the project applicant through the 
CWA process. Further requirements related to restoration of temporarily disturbed habitats (e.g., plan 
development, methods, success criteria, monitoring) are provided in RPMs BIO-26, BIO-30, and BIO-31 in 
Appendix B of the Final EIS/EIR. 

To compensate for the permanent loss of 0.26 acre of upland area PCE, the applicant will complete 
preservation of a minimum 0.26 acre of land that meets the characteristics of upland area PCE (e.g., within 
the designated SNYLF critical habitat area, in sufficient proximity to an aquatic habitat). Options available for 
the land preservation include: 

 Placement of a conservation easement on land currently owned by the applicant. 

 Transferring land currently owned by the applicant in fee title to an appropriate conservation agency 
(e.g., Truckee River Watershed Council, Sierra Nevada Conservancy). 

 Arranging for another landowner (e.g., Troy Caldwell) to place a conservation easement on appropriate 
land or transfer land to a conservation agency. 

 The applicant purchases suitable land from another landowner and places a conservation easement on 
the land or transfers the land to a conservation agency. 

All conservation easements will ensure that the land is preserved as habitat in perpetuity. Preservation lands 
will be identified and put under conservation easement prior to ground disturbance in SNYLF critical habitat 
PCEs. 

3.2 CONCLUSION 

My decision is a culmination of a detailed planning and analysis process; many factors have been evaluated 
throughout the process of analysis and documentation in the Final EIS/EIR. The Selected Alternative best 

                                                 
3 Designated critical habitat for SNYLF in the project area covers a much larger area than the project site itself. In the designated 
critical habitat area are locations where SNYLF would clearly not occur, such as the Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows parking lots 
and residential developments. To narrow this large designated critical habitat area down to locations that could be of potential value 
to SNYLF, US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) identifies PCEs. The PCEs are “those physical or biological features and habitat 
characteristics required to sustain the species’ life-history processes.” 
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meets the Purpose and Need of the project while minimizing resource impacts to the identified key issues 
(visual resources, wilderness and SNYLF). 

4 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

In accordance with NEPA regulations (40 CFR Section 1508.22), the Forest Service initiated the scoping 
comment period by publishing a scoping notice and Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register on April 29, 
2016, with a designated scoping period ending on May 31, 2016. In accordance with CEQA regulations (14 
CCR Section 15082), Placer County published a Notice of Preparation (NOP) with the State Clearinghouse on 
April 22, 2016, with a 30-day review period ending on May 23, 2016. The scoping notice containing a brief 
description of the project was distributed to 51 individuals and organizations that had been identified as 
interested parties.  

Two joint Forest Service and Placer County public scoping meetings were held on May 9, 2016. Both 
meetings were held at the Resort at Squaw Creek, Monument Peak Room, 400 Squaw Creek Road, Olympic 
Valley, California. Individuals were able to obtain information and submit comments at this public scoping 
meeting. Scoping comments were also accepted through mail, fax, telephone, email and through the Forest 
Service project website (http://squawalpinegondola-eis.com/). On the Forest Service project website, an 
email address and comment form were provided for submitting electronic comments. 

Key issues raised during the scoping period that determined the scope of the analysis included potential 
impacts to wilderness character, SNYLF, and visual resources. Following the close of the public scoping 
period, the Forest Service and Placer County decided to combine the NEPA and CEQA processes to produce a 
joint EIS/EIR. The Forest Service and Placer County announced this change through a press release and 
revised NOP published on September 2, 2016, and Placer County accepted additional scoping comments 
until October 3, 2016.  

A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIS/EIR was published in the Federal Register on April 27, 2018, 
initiating the 45-day public comment for the document, which ended on June 11, 2018. The Draft EIS/EIR 
was distributed to interested agencies, stakeholder organizations, and individuals to ensure that interested 
parties had an opportunity to express their views on the project and that information pertinent to permits 
and approvals was provided to relevant decision makers. Comments were accepted from the following 
sources: email, web submission, letter, fax, and phone.  

The Forest Service and Placer County received a total of 198 comment submittals in response to the Draft 
EIS/EIR. In response to these comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, the Final EIS/EIR was modified in several 
ways, including but not limited to the removal of Gazex facilities from SVSH’s proposal, and changes to the 
effect conclusions contained in Section 4.2, “Visual Resources,” Section 4.3, “Wilderness” and Section 4.6, 
“Public Safety.” 

5 CONSIDERATION OF OTHER ALTERNATIVES 

NEPA requires that a range of reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action (Alternative 2) be developed 
and analyzed. By definition, alternatives must meet the Purpose and Need while responding to issues 
identified during scoping.4 Therefore, in response to internal and external scoping, the Forest Service 
Interdisciplinary (ID) Team, in conjunction with Placer County, considered issues that would warrant the 
generation of alternatives to the Proposed Action. Both CEQ Regulations and Forest Service Handbook 

                                                 
4 USDA Forest Service. 2012. Forest Service Handbook 1909.15: National Environmental Policy Act Handbook, Chapter 10, Section 
12.33 and 14. 

http://squawalpinegondola-eis.com/
http://squawalpinegondola-eis.com/
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direction emphasize that alternatives must meet the “reasonableness” criteria in order to warrant detailed 
analysis.  

I am confident that the ID Team considered a reasonable range of alternatives early in the NEPA process, 
and that the four alternatives, including the required No Action Alternative, analyzed in the Final EIS/EIR are 
adequate for the scope and scale of this project. The full range of alternatives analyzed in detail, as well as 
those dismissed from detailed analysis, can be found in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 of the Final EIS/EIR. 

5.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO ACTION 

As required by NEPA, a No Action Alternative was included in this analysis for review alongside the action 
alternatives.5 By definition, the No Action Alternative represents a continuation of existing management 
practices without changes, additions, or upgrades to existing conditions. The No Action Alternative provides a 
baseline against which to compare the anticipated effects of the action alternatives.  

5.2 ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3 

Alternatives 2 and 3 involved the installation and operation of a gondola connecting the Squaw Valley and 
Alpine Meadows base areas following different alignments than the Selected Alternative. The differences in 
the gondola’s proposed alignment under the different action alternatives created considerable differences in 
anticipated resource impacts associated with each alternative. Apart from the varied gondola alignments 
associated with each action alternative, the project under Alternatives 2 and 3 is identical to the Selected 
Alternative.  

5.3 ALTERNATIVES DISMISSED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS 

Four alternatives were considered but not analyzed to the same degree of detail that was applied to 
Alternatives 1 through 4 in the Final EIS/EIR. These include: improvements to the existing shuttle system, 
alternative gondola alignments, a buffer zone around the National Forest System-GCW, and the use of 
alternative technologies to the gondola. Please refer to Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for further detail on 
these alternatives and why they were eliminated from detailed analysis.  

6 ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE 

In accordance with CEQ regulations, I am required to identify the alternative or alternatives that could be 
considered environmentally preferable (40 CFR § 1505.2[b]). Forest policy (FSH 1909.15, Section 05) 
defines “environmentally preferable” as: 

“…the alternative that will best promote the national environmental policy as expressed in 
NEPA’s section 101 (42 U.S.C. § 4321). Ordinarily, the environmentally preferable alternative 
is that which causes the least harm to the biological and physical environment; it also is the 
alternative which best protects and preserves historic, cultural, and natural resources. In 
some situations, there may be more than one environmentally preferable alternative.” 

Based on the review of the alternatives, Alternative 1 (the No Action Alternative) is the environmentally 
preferable alternative. Alternative 1 is identified as the environmentally preferable alternative because, by its 

                                                 
5 40 CFR § 1502.14(d). 1978. Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, as 
amended July 1, 1986. 
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nature, it is not accompanied by any of the acknowledged impacts to the human or biological environment 
associated with Alternatives 2, 3, or the Selected Alternative. However, Alternative 1 does not meet the 
Purpose and Need.  Of the action alternatives, the Selected Alternative is the environmentally preferable 
alternative. 

7 FINDINGS REQUIRED BY LAWS, REGULATIONS AND 
AGENCY POLICY 

This approval is consistent with the intent of the Forest Plan’s long-term goals and objectives. The project 
was designed in conformance with Forest Plan forest-wide management direction and incorporates 
appropriate Forest Plan guidance for the Scott Management Area and Alpine Meadows SUP. 

As Forest Supervisor for the TNF, I am required to manage the Forest in accordance with applicable laws and 
regulations. This authority, which includes approval of ski area projects, is delegated to me through agency 
policy described in FSM 1200. In reviewing the Final EIS/EIR, I have concluded that my decision is consistent 
with all relevant laws, regulations and requirements. This includes, but is not limited to: 

 Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

 American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 

 Archaeological Resource Protection Act of 1978 

 Clean Air Act of 1990, as amended 

 Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended 

 Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, including consultation resulting in a Biological Opinion 
signed April 27, 2012 

 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934, as amended 

 Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 

 Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 

 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended 

 National Forest Management Planning Act of 1976 

 National Forest Ski Area Permit Act of 1986, as amended 

 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 

 Organic Administration Act of 1897, as amended 

 Protection of Wetlands Executive Order 11990 

In addition to requisite Forest Service and Placer County approvals, consultation with the following entities, 
or permits, may be required to implement any approved projects: 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Environmental Protection Agency: Compliance with Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act 
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 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 2: Compliance with the California Endangered Species 
Act; potential permits under Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code if take of listed species 
is likely to occur; Section 1602 streambed alteration agreement if any construction activities occur 
within the bed or bank of adjacent waterways 

 California State Office of Historic Preservation: Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act 

 Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
construction stormwater permit (notice of intent to proceed under general construction permit) for 
disturbance of more than 1 acre, discharge permit for stormwater, and Clean Water Action Section 401 
water quality certification or waste discharge requirements 

 Placer County Air Pollution Control District: Authority to construct (for devices that emit air pollutants); 
permit to operate; air quality management plan consistency determination 

8 PRE-DECISIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW AND 
IMPLEMENTATION DATE 

This Draft ROD is subjection to objection pursuant to 36 CFR 218, Subparts A and B. Only those who 
submitted project-specific written comments during scoping or other designated comment periods are 
eligible to file an objection. Issues raised in objections must be based on previously submitted comments 
unless based on new information arising after the designated comment periods. 

Objections must be submitted within 45 days following the publication of the legal notice in Grass Valley’s 
The Union. The date of the legal notice is the exclusive means for calculating the time to file an objection. 
Those wishing to object should not rely upon dates or timeframes provided by any other source. It is the 
objector’s responsibility to ensure evidence of timely receipt (36 CFR 218.9). 

Objections must be submitted to the reviewing office: Regional Forester, USDA Forest Service; Attn: Base to 
Base Gondola Project Objection; 1323 Club Drive, Vallejo, CA 94592. Ph. (707) 562-8737. Objections may be 
submitted via mail, FAX ([707] 562-9229), or delivered during business hours (M-F 8:00am to 4:00pm). 
Electronic objections, in comment (.doc, .pdf, .rtf, .txt) formats, may be submitted to objections-
pacificsouthwest-regional-office@fs.fed.us with Subject: Base to Base Gondola Project. 

Objections must include the following information (36 CFR 218.8[d]): (10 objector’s name and address, with 
a telephone number, if available; (2) objector’s signature or other verification of authorship; (3) identification 
of a single lead objector when applicable; (4) project name, Responsible Official’s name and title, and name 
of affected National Forest(s) and/or Ranger District(s); (5) reasons for, and suggested remedies to resolve, 
the objection; and (6) description of the connection between the objection and the objector’s prior 
comments. Documents incorporated by reference must adhere to 36 CFR 218.8(b). 

Following completion of the pre-decisional objection process, the decision may be implemented immediately 
upon signing of the Record of Decision. 

9 CONTACT PERSON 

For additional information concerning this Record of Decision, the Final EIS/EIR, or the Forest Service 
objection process, contact: 

mailto:objections-pacificsouthwest-regional-office@fs.fed.us
mailto:objections-pacificsouthwest-regional-office@fs.fed.us
mailto:objections-pacificsouthwest-regional-office@fs.fed.us
mailto:objections-pacificsouthwest-regional-office@fs.fed.us
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Joe Flannery, Public Affairs Officer 
U.S. Forest Service, Tahoe National Forest 
631 Coyote Street, Nevada City, CA, 95959 
(530) 478-6205 
jflannery@fs.fed.us 
 

Responsible Official: 

   

ELI ILANO, FOREST SUPERVISOR 
Tahoe National Forest 

 Date 

mailto:jflannery@fs.fed.us
mailto:jflannery@fs.fed.us
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Exhibit ROD-1 Overview of Gondola Alignment and Construction Access Route under Alternative 4
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Exhibit ROD-2 Close-up of Alpine Meadows Base Terminal under Alternative 4
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Exhibit ROD-3 Close-up of Alpine Meadows Mid-Station under Alternative 4
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Exhibit ROD-4 Close-up of Squaw Valley Mid-Station under Alternative 4  
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Exhibit ROD-5 Close-up of Squaw Valley Base Terminal under Alternative 4 
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