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O12 Tahoe Residents United for Sustainable Squaw Tourism 

Rebecca L. Davis, Lozeau Drury, LLP 

July 17, 2015 

 

O12-1 The introductory comments and opinions of the commenter are noted. The referenced 

comment letters from Matthew Hagemann and Terry Watt are also noted and responses to 

those comment letters (O12a and O12b, respectively) are provided in this FEIR. 

O12-2 The comment provides a summary of the proposed project. No specific issues related to the 

content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in this comment. No further response 

is provided here. 

O12-3 The comment provides a summary of CEQA requirements as interpreted by the commenter. 

No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the DEIR are raised in 

this comment. No further response is provided here. 

O12-4 The comment states that the DEIR fails to adequately disclose, analyze, and mitigate the 

project’s impacts, and provides various summaries of CEQA case law. However, the comment 

does not provide specific reasons specifying why the DEIR is inadequate. Further, the 

comment implies that the DEIR is based on “…study or analysis presented by a project 

proponent in support of its position.” Although the project proponent prepared some of the 

technical studies that were used in the DEIR analysis, each study was peer-reviewed by 

Placer County staff or its contracted EIR consultant team and therefore reflects the 

independent judgment of staff and the County’s expert consultants. Specifically, the County’s 

review involved the participation of independent technical experts in the fields of hydrology, 

biology, traffic, geology, engineering, and other environmental disciplines. In addition to this 

review, the County’s EIR consultant team conducted various field studies (biological 

resources, land use), utilized water supply analyses prepared on this project by the Squaw 

Valley Public Service District, and prepared its own visual simulations, transportation, air 

quality, noise, greenhouse gas, and other technical studies. The EIR therefore represents 

Placer County’s independent review of the environmental impacts associated with the 

project. To the extent that the comment references attached letters from Matthew 

Hagemann and Terry Watt, see responses to those comment letters (O12a and O12b, 

respectively). 

O12-5 The comment summarizes the requirements for public agencies to ensure projects have an 

adequate water supply via preparation of a WSA. The comment then summarizes the DEIR 

conclusions related the project’s water demands, water supply infrastructure, and the WSA 

groundwater model. Finally, the comment states that “serious questions about water supply 

remain in light of a protracted drought and changing climate.” See responses to comments 

O12a-2 through O12a-11. See also the Master Response regarding water supply. 

O12-6 The comment summarizes analysis provided in an attachment to this comment letter. See 

responses to comments O12a-2 through O12a-11. See also the Master Response regarding 

water supply. 

O12-7 The comment summarizes analysis provided in an attachment to this comment letter. See 

responses to comments O12a-2 through O12a-11. See also the Master Response regarding 

water supply. 
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O12-8 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments concerning the analysis of project-

related construction emissions provided below. See responses to the detailed comments 

O12-9 through O12-12. 

O12-9 The comment asserts that the DEIR inadequately estimated the level of project-related 

construction emissions of ozone precursors and refers to a detailed comment by Mr. 

Haggeman (comment letter O12a). See the responses to comments O12a-12 through O12a-

20 for discussion about Mr. Haggeman’s comments regarding the estimation of construction 

emissions. See also the Master Response regarding construction emissions. As described in 

these responses, the DEIR properly and adequately evaluated construction-related air 

emissions. 

O12-10 The comment mentions the alternative method for estimating construction emissions that 

was provided by Mr. Haggeman. See the responses to comments O12a-12 through O12a-20 

for discussion about Mr. Haggeman’s comments regarding the estimation of construction 

emissions. See also the Master Response regarding construction emissions. As described, 

the DEIR utilized proper methods and developed foreseeable emissions estimates.  

O12-11 The comment states that additional mitigation measures are needed to mitigate construction 

emissions of ozone precursors, ROG, and NOX. See responses to comments O12a-12 through 

O12a-20 and the Master Response regarding construction emissions for discussion about 

why mitigation to address construction emissions of ROG and NOx was not required to be 

included in the DEIR (in short, because construction-generated emissions would not exceed 

applicable significance thresholds). Nonetheless, per the request of PCAPCD, Mitigation 

Measure 10-2 in the DEIR already includes measures that would reduce emissions from diesel-

powered construction equipment. See the construction measures listed on page 10-20 of the 

DEIR. Additional construction mitigation was added as described in response to comment L2-1. 

O12-12 The comment asserts that the cumulative analysis of ozone precursors (i.e., ROG and NOX) 

emitted by the project “ignored” the threshold of 10 lbs/day recommended by PCAPCD. The 

comment also asserts that the cumulative analysis of ozone precursors improperly relied on 

a borrowed threshold and refers to the rulings of three court cases. This comment is similar 

to comment L2-2 submitted by the Placer County Air Pollution Control District. See response 

to comment L2-2, which explains the changes made to the cumulative impact analysis of 

ozone precursors. 

The comment also explains that PCAPCD’s draft CEQA guidance states that any project that 

would emit more than 10 lbs/day should implement mitigation measures to reduce 

cumulative impacts. Mitigation Measure 10-2 has been amended to require the project 

applicant to implement measures and/or offsets to reduce ROG and NOX emissions to less 

than 10 lbs/day (see Section 2.3, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR).  

The comment refers to the decision in Eller Media v. Community Redevelopment Agency 

(2003) which, according to the commenter, held that, in preparing an Initial Study, a lead 

agency could not rely on a project’s conformity with a general plan and local ordinances to 

determine that a project would not have significant impacts. See response to comment L2-2 

for changes made to the cumulative impact analysis of ozone precursors.  

O12-13  The comment asserts that the DEIR inadequately estimated the level of project-related 

construction emissions of GHGs and refers to a detailed comment by Mr. Haggeman. See 

responses to comments O12a-12 through O12a-20 and O12a-35 for discussion about Mr. 

Haggeman’s comments regarding the estimation of construction-related GHG emissions. See 

also the Master Response regarding construction emissions.  
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O12-14  The comment states that the DEIR improperly omits discussion and analysis of the GHG 

reduction targets specified in Executive Order B-30-15. This executive order was released 

around the same time as the DEIR, which is why it is not discussed. See also the Master 

Response regarding the GHG analysis. 

O12-15 The comment describes CEQA requirements for evaluating growth-inducing impacts. These 

requirements are also discussed in Section 18.4, “Growth-Inducing Impacts of the Proposed 

Project,” in the DEIR. For more detailed responses to concerns that the DEIR does not 

provide a complete analysis of the project’s growth-inducing impacts, see detailed responses 

to comment letter O12b. 

O12-16 The comment summarizes analysis provided in an attachment to this comment letter. See 

responses to comments O12b-10 through O12b-11. 

O12-17 The comment summarizes analysis provided in an attachment to this comment letter. See 

responses to comments O12b-12 through O12b-14. 

O12-18 The comment summarizes analysis provided in an attachment to this comment letter. See 

responses to comments O12b-15 through O12b-16. 

O12-19 The comment summarizes analysis provided in an attachment to this comment letter. See 

responses to comments O12b-12 through O12b-16. For the reasons described in responses 

to comments O12b-2 through O12b-16, the population and employment projections are 

based on facts and reasonable assumptions. Thus, the indirect impacts associated with 

population and employment projections are adequate and no changes to the DEIR are 

necessary. 

O12-20 As noted in the comment, an EIR must be a single document that informs the public of the 

reasonably foreseeable and potentially significant adverse impacts of a project, and feasible 

mitigation measures for identified significant impacts. The organization of the DEIR is 

discussed in Section 1.8, “Organization of this DEIR.” The DEIR is consistent with CEQA 

Guidelines Sections 15000 et. seq.  

 All referenced materials used during DEIR preparation (see Chapter 20, “References and 

Persons Consulted,” in the DEIR for a complete listing) were made available at the time of 

release of the DEIR, and are available on Placer County’s website at: 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/envcoordsvcs/eir/villageats

quawvalley/references.  

Because these documents were used for the purposes of supporting the analysis, and were 

not considered to be incorporated by reference, a summary of each document is not required 

(see CEQA Guidelines Section 15150). The documents are also included as part of the 

County’s record of proceedings.  

O12-21 The comment states that because of the DEIR’s inadequacy, a recirculated and revised DEIR 

must be prepared. The commenter’s opinion is noted. See also the Master Response 

regarding recirculation. 


