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L1 County of Nevada, Board of Supervisors 

Richard Anderson, Supervisor, District 5 

June 10, 2015 

 

L1-1 The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the content, analysis, or 

conclusions in the DEIR. Placer County appreciates Nevada County’s comments and 

understands that they are not intended to imply that Nevada County has taken a position on 

the development project. Any additional response is unnecessary.  

L1-2 The commenter expresses a concern about whether or not the EIR “realistically evaluate[d] 

how the project-related workforce will be adequately and affordably housed.” In particular, 

the comment notes that there may be 464 to 550 project-related employees who will work in 

the Village and live elsewhere. This response to comment addresses two separate issues: (a) 

Placer County’s compliance with its Policy C-2 to “mitigate potential impacts to employee 

housing by housing 50 percent of the full-time equivalent employees” (see page 5-7 of the 

DEIR); and (b) the adequacy of CEQA analysis of secondary impacts related to employees 

who must travel to work from housing locations outside of the project.  

Regarding the first issue, the comment correctly explains that the project includes 

construction of onsite employee housing units for only a portion of the full time-equivalent 

(FTE) employees, which is consistent with County policy as explained below (see page 5-7 of 

the DEIR). Please note that the total number of employees is higher than the FTE number of 

employees because some of the employees work part-time (see page 9-34 of the DEIR); but 

County Policy C-2 uses the FTE number of employees, not the total number of employees.  

The DEIR explains that the project is expected to generate an additional 574 new FTE 

employees (page 5-12). The DEIR also acknowledges that, for some areas of impact analysis, 

the number of employees should be quantified as a total of 751 new employees during the 

peak winter season (page 9-34). For the purposes of discussing whether or not the project 

complies with County Policy C-2, only the 574 FTE employee figure is relevant. 

Therefore, County Policy C-2 requires the project to provide housing for 287 employees, 

which is 50 percent of the 574 new FTE employees. But, this 287 employees figure must be 

adjusted because the project involves removal of existing employee housing facilities that 

must be replaced (See page 5-13 of the DEIR). In particular, the project includes removal of 

existing structures in the main Village area (Courtside and Hostel) that provide employee 

housing for up to 99 staff. With the removal of these existing employee housing facilities, the 

project would need to provide housing for a total of 386 employees (287+99) to meet Placer 

County Policy C-2 and to replace all lost existing capacity. 

As described on page 5-13 of the DEIR, the project would provide housing for between 252 

and 300 employees, “with the range based on how many couples shared the planned studio 

units.” The DEIR proposes Mitigation Measure 5-3 (Develop VSVSP Employee/Workforce 

Housing Plan) to mitigate the potentially significant impact that results from the project 

providing less than 386 onsite employee housing units.  

The project would construct a net increase in new housing units for up to 201 new employees 

(equivalent to 35 percent of FTE), based on FTE status. Other FTE employees not directly 

housed in project-constructed employee housing would either be accommodated by payment 

of in-lieu fees, which would provide housing, in the existing housing stock in the region (i.e., 

providing rent subsidies to make a larger proportion of existing housing stock available to 
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employees), or by constructing new housing elsewhere or dedication of land needed for 

housing.  

As stated on page 18-60 of the DEIR: 

The project also includes construction of employee housing on the East Parcel to 

accommodate a maximum of 300 employees. Most of these rooms will be in 

dormitory-style housing, with some studio units. While the employee housing 

population would be less transient, overall, than the Village housing population, the 

nature of the housing suggests demands for goods and services would follow what is 

typical for a transient population versus a permanent residential population, because 

the employment would be mostly seasonal. On-site amenities, such as the proposed 

convenience store, are anticipated to serve the employee population by providing 

access to necessities and limiting the need to frequent off-site retailers. 

In relevant part, Mitigation Measure 5-3 requires the applicant to develop an employee 

housing plan that satisfies the following performance standard: “Provision of sufficient 

housing opportunities to accommodate a minimum of half of new FTEs generated by project 

operation will be assured through a combination of one or more of the following: [i] 

development of new on-site employee/workforce housing; [ii] development/renovation of off-

site employee/workforce housing; [iii] dedication of sufficient land for needed units; and/or 

[iv] payment of an in-lieu fee.” (See page 5-13 of the DEIR.) These options are taken directly 

from the language of County Policy C-2, which states in relevant part: “Employee housing 

shall be provided for in one of the following ways: [i] Construction of on-site employee 

housing; [ii] Construction of off-site employee housing; [iii] Dedication of land for needed 

units; and/or [iv] Payment of an in-lieu fee.” (See page 5-7 of the DEIR.) Therefore, with the 

implementation of Mitigation Measure 5-3, the County ensures that the project will comply 

with Policy C-2 and mitigate the impacts from displacement of existing employee housing 

(Impact 5-3). 

With respect to the second issue of how the EIR takes into account secondary impacts 

related to employees who must travel to work from housing locations outside of the project, 

as explained below, the DEIR’s trip generation calculations accounted for the travel of both 

existing and new employees to the project site from various housing locations. Using these 

trip generation figures, the DEIR properly analyzed potential secondary impacts related to 

traffic, air quality, and transportation related noise. 

The DEIR’s trip generation calculations are based, in part, on a survey of both winter and 

summer employees that collected information about employee housing locations, travel 

modes, work hours, vehicle occupancy, and other factors (see pages 9-17 and 9-37 of the 

DEIR). Table 9-18 estimates that 751 employees (462 condo employees + 245 restaurant & 

retail employees + 44 MAC employees) would generate 542 of the 2,821 total daily external 

trips generated by the project under peak winter conditions (DEIR page 9-38; see also page 9-

43 [Table 9-19 providing the estimated external trips generated under peak summer 

conditions]). This figure is higher than the estimated 574 FTE employees discussed above 

because, as the commenter notes, some employees are part-time staff (See page of the 9-34 

Of the DEIR). Table 9-13 reports that 82 percent of employees travel to work by auto, while 8 

percent take public transportation (TART) during the winter season (DEIR page 9-19; see also 

page 9-20 [Table 9-14 providing same information for summer season]). Table 9-13 also 

reports that 49 percent of employees are based in Tahoe North Shore, 20 percent in 

Truckee/Northstar, 12 percent in Squaw Valley, and 7 percent in Reno/Sparks (DEIR page 9-

19.) It is likely that employees of the project, except those housed at the East Parcel, would not 

display a different dispersal pattern based on available housing, and the DEIR evaluates this. 

Thus, the DEIR properly analyzed potential secondary traffic impacts related to employees who 
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must travel to work from housing locations outside of the project, using the total number of 

employees instead of the FTE employee figure.  

The trip generation figures in the Transportation and Circulation section (Chapter 9) were also 

used in the analysis of air quality and noise impacts (See DEIR page 10-15 [air quality impacts 

analysis was based on the estimated “2,821 trips per day” generated by the project during the 

peak winter season, which includes the 542 trips generated by employees]; page 11-31 [traffic 

noise impacts analysis was based on the modeling of “peak traffic conditions” described in 

Chapter 9, including employee trips]). Therefore, the secondary air quality and noise impacts 

related to employees who must travel to work from housing locations outside of the project 

were also properly analyzed using the total number of employees instead of the FTE employee 

figure. 

Placer County appreciates the important points raised by Nevada County with respect to 

employee housing, housing costs, and the resultant dilemma associated with where employees 

would live.  

Under CEQA, the availability of affordable housing is a social issue. Generally, social issues are 

not considered environmental impacts as defined in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

But the EIR here acknowledges that, to the extent that employees would commute to their 

housing locations, the lack of affordable housing near the project may result in secondary 

impacts related to traffic, air quality, and transportation-related noise. These secondary 

impacts have been addressed in the DEIR, as discussed above (See, e.g., DEIR page 9-35.)  

Housing prices in the region are relatively high and transient tourist-related employment does 

not typically provide sufficient wages or reliable year-round employment at a scale that would 

generate demand to construct new housing. Affordable housing projects are, themselves, 

infrequently constructed because of several factors. For example, development costs 

(building costs, infrastructure, development fees) and land costs are relatively high in Lake 

Tahoe and the greater Lake Tahoe area, including surrounding communities such as 

Truckee. This combination of factors contributes to economic challenges of constructing 

dwelling units that are affordable but provide sufficient investment return to warrant the risk 

to a developer. In addition, affordable housing projects can be difficult to entitle. Members of 

the public typically agree on the need for affordable housing, but when it is proposed “next 

door,” these projects are frequently legally challenged (typically, using CEQA) by neighbors 

who fear the housing project will erode property values or will introduce an unsavory element 

to the neighborhood. 

As indicated in DEIR Table 18-2, there are other projects planned or underway that would also 

contribute to the housing stock likely to be accessible to area employees. For example, the 

Coldstream Specific Plan includes planned affordable housing units, the Joerger Ranch 

Specific Plan includes apartment uses, and the Truckee Railyard Master Plan includes “mixed 

housing.”  

Placer County recognizes that the potential undersupply of affordable housing units creates 

housing challenges for seasonal and low-wage employees. The County has responded to this 

challenge with the requirement that projects such as the VSVSP provide housing for half their 

employees (FTE), which the County believes provides a balance between project costs and 

this important issue. As explained above, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 5-3, 

the County ensures that the project here will comply with Policy C-2. However, the County 

also recognizes that compliance with Policy C-2 by development projects in the County will 

not by itself completely solve this social challenge, and that employees will still need to 

commute, share accommodations, etc., as it is not economic to require development of all 

housing units needed for a project, especially in markets where employment and housing 
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demand fluctuate seasonally. With this as a backdrop, the Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider this issue during project deliberations.  

L1-3 See responses to comment letter L6 regarding potential traffic impacts in the Town of Truckee 

and the potential to mitigate these impacts with available traffic impact fee programs. 

The comment suggests that additional intersections and roadways within Truckee should 

have been analyzed. The facilities studied within Truckee were along the major routes most 

likely to be used by project trips. Data from overnight visitor surveys indicated that most 

overnight winter visitors came from regional locations that required travel on SR 89 and I-80. 

In fact, the Town of Truckee comment letter made no reference to needing to expand the 

study area within its jurisdiction. Therefore, the study area is considered appropriate. 

It is noted that the Placer County/Truckee Joint Traffic Impact Fee Study (LSC 2005) 

concluded that the impacts of new development in each jurisdiction would have comparable 

overall levels of impacts in the other jurisdiction. Those projections included comparable 

levels of development within the Squaw Valley General Plan area when compared to the 

proposed project. Because the cross jurisdictional impacts/costs essentially offset one 

another, the two agencies entered an agreement that each agency would retain the traffic 

fees paid within its jurisdiction because each jurisdiction’s corollary traffic impacts on the 

other, and associated costs for infrastructure improvements, would be comparable and 

would render the fee exchange moot. This agreement, the general Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) 

program, and Joint Traffic Impact Fee Study are addressed in more detail in response to 

comment L6-2.  

Also, see response to comment L6-3 regarding comments from and improvements to 

roadways in the Town of Truckee. 

L1-4 The issue of potential project effects on flow volumes in the Truckee River is addressed in 

the portion of the water supply Master Response addressing effects on the Truckee River. 

Regarding effects on water quality, and in particular sediment, see the discussion of Impact 

13-7 beginning on page 13-76 of the DEIR. As stated on page 13-79 related to the main 

Village area; 

Water quality modeling of the combined effect of the project hydrology and 

proposed stormwater system by Balance Hydrologics (2013) indicate that the 

project will have no negative impact on water quality for Squaw Creek flows 

entering the meadow and on loadings of TSS, nitrates, and phosphorus 

(compare Tables 13-7 and Table 13-15) delivered by Squaw Creek to the 

meadow. The model primarily reflects the benefits of improved flow 

management, and did not reflect the additional treatment benefits of water 

quality features or the stream restoration and floodplain enhancement. 

Considering these other factors, the actual impact on Squaw Creek water 

quality would likely be positive. 

 Therefore, if the main Village area will not have adverse effects on water quality in Squaw 

Creek, and may ultimately have beneficial effects, this portion of the project would not have 

adverse effects on water quality in the Truckee River, more than 1.75 miles downstream 

from the main Village area. 

 For the East Parcel, the DEIR states on page 13-79 that “In the proposed condition, parking 

lot runoff will be captured and treated by hydrodynamic separators, sedimentation trap storm 

drain inlets, and a storm filter before discharging into Squaw Creek.” Consequently, water 

quality effects from runoff from impervious surfaces are considered less than significant. 

Runoff from snow storage sites on the East Parcel is identified as having a potentially 
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significant impact, which is reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 13-7. With an overall less than significant water quality effect on Squaw 

Creek from the East Parcel, runoff from this facility would also have a less than significant 

effect on the Truckee River, which is approximately 0.5 mile downstream from the East 

Parcel site. 

 Note that as described on page 13-33 of the DEIR, Squaw Creek is listed as impaired by the 

Lahontan RWQCB because of sediment. There are total maximum daily load (TMDL) 

limitations that provide stringent standards for sediment discharges. Stormwater discharges 

from the VSVSP must meet these stringent standards to reach the less than significant 

impact conclusion in the DEIR. These high water quality thresholds for discharges to Squaw 

Creek further limit the potential for discharges to the creek to adversely affect the Truckee 

River downstream.  

L1-5 As identified in the Balance Hydrologics report cited in the DEIR (Balance Hydrologics 2013), 

Squaw Valley Ski Corporation recently conducted water quality monitoring of existing facilities 

(e.g., monitoring of stormwater discharges). This monitoring would continue for new facilities 

included in the proposed project. Water quality monitoring is also conducted in Squaw Creek 

in support of the 303(d) listing of Squaw Creek for sediment and the TMDL, including 

monitoring of aquatic life and ecological conditions. Placer County also has water quality 

monitoring obligations through the NPDES municipal stormwater permit. The commenter 

suggests including additional monitoring requirements via a mitigation measure in the EIR. 

However, this would overlap with the existing monitoring efforts and not would provide 

additional protections to water quality. Additional monitoring is also not required to maintain 

the less-than-significant impact conclusion for Impact 13-7.  

L1-6 The comment provides a summary of detailed comments provided above. See responses to 

the detailed comments above. 
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L2 Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

Angel Green, Associate Planner, Planning & Monitoring Section 

July 17, 2015 

 

L2-1 The Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPD) states, “the DEIR concludes that air 

quality impacts related to construction are significant and unavoidable.” This is incorrect. 

Construction-generated emissions of respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic 

diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM10) and fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic 

diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5), including fugitive particulate matter dust, are 

discussed under Impact 10-1 beginning on page 10-14 of the DEIR. The analysis estimated 

maximum daily emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 (as well as other criteria air pollutants and 

precursors) and, because total maximum daily emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 were less than 

PCAPCD’s thresholds of significance, the analysis concluded that construction-generated 

emissions would not violate or substantially contribute to a violation of the ambient air 

quality standards for PM10 and PM2.5 and, therefore, that this impact would be less than 

significant.  

PCAPCD also notes that Mitigation Measure 10-2 includes some measures that address 

construction emissions. This is because some phases of construction would occur while 

other portions of the plan area are operational. As a result of this comment, the following is 

added to Mitigation Measure 10-2 after the second bullet under “Construction Measures” on 

page 10-20: 

 Prior to approval of Grading or Improvement Plans, whichever occurs first, the 

applicant shall submit a Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan to PCAPCD. The 

applicant shall deliver approval from the PCAPCD to the Placer County Planning 

Services Division. 

L2-2 As stated in the comment letter PCAPCD submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation, 

PCAPCD recommends that the standard of 10 pounds per day (lbs/day) be used for 

mitigating the project’s cumulative impacts of its emissions of ozone precursors, reactive 

organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX).  

In order to address this comment, changes are made to three parts of the DEIR including the 

air quality thresholds presented under Section 10.3.1, “Significance Criteria”; Mitigation 

Measure 10-2 in Chapter 10, “Air Quality”; and to the analysis of cumulative emissions of 

ozone precursors under Impact 18-26 in Chapter 18, “Other CEQA Sections.” 

The following amendments are made to the bulleted items in Section 10.3.1, “Significance 

Criteria” on page 10-11 of the DEIR:  

As stated in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the significance criteria 

established by the applicable air district may be relied on to make the above 

determinations. Thus, as identified by PCAPCD, an air quality impact also is 

considered significant if implementation of the proposed project would result in: 

 a net increase in short-term construction-related or long-term operation-related 

(regional) emissions of ROG, NOX, or PM10 that exceed the project-level threshold 

of 82 pounds per day (lbs/day) (PCAPCD 2012:2-2). The thresholds of 82 lbs/day 

are based on the limit of 15 tons per year that is mandated for permitting of 

individual stationary sources of emissions (e.g., factories, industrial facilities, 

gasoline stations) by the New Source Review program (PCAPCD Rule 502). One 
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objective of the New Source Review program is to ensure that air quality is not 

significantly degraded from the addition of new and modified industrial sources 

(PCAPCD 2012:2-2 and 2-3). Therefore, Placer County considers the thresholds 

of 82 lbs/day to represent the allowable incremental contribution of a land use 

development project while still progressing toward overall attainment within 

Placer County; and/or 

 a net increase in long-term operation-related (regional) emissions of ROG or NOX 

that exceed the cumulative threshold of 10 pounds per day (lbs/day) (PCAPCD 

2012:2-3). PCAPCD established this cumulative threshold based on the 

requirement of Rule 502 (“New Source Review”) that any stationary source that 

emits more than 10 lbs per day of ROG and NOx must employ best available 

control technology (PCAPCD 2012:2-3 and 2-4). Therefore, Placer County 

considers the threshold of 10 lbs/day to represent the acceptable incremental 

contribution of a land use development project while still progressing toward 

overall attainment within Placer County; and/or 

 exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions that would exceed 10 in 1 

million for the carcinogenic risk (i.e., the risk of contracting cancer) or a 

noncarcinogenic Hazard Index of 1 for the maximally exposed individual (PCAPCD 

2012:E-3). 

The following changes are made to Mitigation Measure 10-2 on page 10-17 of the DEIR:  

Mitigation Measure 10-2: Implement an ongoing ROG and NOX emissions 

review and reduction program. 

This measure is designed to reduce the project’s operational emissions of ROG or NOx 

to less than PCAPCD’s project-level threshold of 82 lbs/day and to less than PCAPCD’s 

cumulative threshold of 10 lbs/day.  

Mitigation measures for reducing operational emissions of ozone precursors were 

developed using PCAPCD guidance (PCAPCD 2012:C-1 through C-2) and mitigation 

guidance published by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA 

2010) and the California Attorney General’s Office (2010). The Lake Tahoe 

Sustainability Collaborative’s Sustainability Action Plan was also reviewed for 

mitigation options as it includes multiple emission reduction measures that are well-

suited to the climate and development patterns in the Sierra Nevada (Lake Tahoe 

Sustainability Collaborative 2013:4-1 through 4-37). 

Prior to recordation of each Small Lot Final Map, the project applicant shall prepare, to 

the satisfaction of Placer County Planning Services Division and PCAPCD, a chart or 

table with supporting analysis, which demonstrates that construction and operation of 

the proposed phase, combined with emissions from all past approved phases, will not 

result in ROG or NOX emissions in excess of 82 10 lbs/day. Compliance with this 

threshold may be achieved through project design and/or other “on-site” measures, 

which may include any of the project-level reduction measures listed below. 

Alternatively, the project applicant may demonstrate compliance with this mitigation 

measure, partially or wholly, through off-site measures (i.e., emission reductions not 

directly associated with the proposed project but funded/implemented by the 

applicant, such as reducing emissions associated with ski operations) and/or purchase 

of offset credits identified below. 
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Placer County Planning Services Division shall maintain a file for the charts to provide 

future applicants with the historical emissions record and approved tracking 

methodology. 

The project applicant shall be responsible for the funding and implementation of all 

identified reduction measures. The ROG and NOX reduction benefits achieved by all 

measures must occur during the ozone season (May through October). The method 

used to quantify the reduction or offset amount achieved by each measure must be 

approved by the County and PCAPCD.  

Subsequent to the implementation of all selected reduction measures, the project 

applicant shall evaluate and report the effectiveness of the measures annually to the 

County and PCAPCD to verify that the suite of measures result in the combined 

reduction in ROG and NOX that was expected. This annual reporting shall be completed 

and submitted to the County and PCAPCD within 30 days of the end of each ozone 

season. If it is determined that the effectiveness of reduction measures has been 

overestimated, then additional reduction measures must be implemented. Similarly, if 

it can be verified that reduction measures achieve better than anticipated results, or 

previous emission estimates were above actual emission levels, the overall emission 

reduction approach can be adjusted accordingly.  

Types of reduction and offset measures implemented by the project applicant may 

include, but are not limited to, the measures listed below, so long as the combination 

of selected measures results in calculated emissions below the target threshold. Note 

that not all of these measures need to be implemented; rather, the project applicant 

will be required to implement a combination of those measures needed to reduce ROG 

and NOX emissions below the 82 10 lbs/day threshold:  

The analysis of cumulative ozone precursor emissions is amended as follows, starting on 

page 18-30 of the DEIR:  

Impact 18-26: Cumulative emissions of ozone precursors.  
The nonattainment designation of Placer County with respect to ozone is the result of 

the emissions of ozone precursors, reactive organic gasses (ROG), and oxides of 

nitrogen (NOX), generated by cumulative development projects in the region, as well 

as from transport of these same pollutants from outside the region. When all sources 

of ROG and NOX throughout the region are combined they can result in a severe 

ozone problem, as expressed by the nonattainment status with respect to the 

California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and/or National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS) for ozone, which is considered to be a significant cumulative 

impact.  

In its CEQA Air Quality Handbook, which has not been formally adopted by its Board 

of Directors, the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) offers mixed 

guidance about how to determine whether an individual project’s emissions of ozone 

precursors are cumulatively significant. On the one hand, PCAPCD recommends the 

use of 10 pounds per day (lb/day) as the cumulative level at which a project should 

mitigate for operational emissions of ROG and NOX (PCAPCD 2012:2-3). PCAPCD’s 

recommendation to use 10 lb/day is based on its New Source Review rule (Rule 502) 

that applies to stationary sources and requires Best Available Control Technology 

(BACT) to be implemented on any stationary source that emits more than 10 lb/day 

of ROG and NOX (PCAPCD 2012:2-3 and 2-4). On this basis, PCAPCD recommends 

that any project that emits more than 10 lb/day should implement mitigation 

measures to reduce cumulative impacts (PCAPCD 2012:2-4). On the other hand, also 
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in its CEQA guide, PCAPCD states that it does not recommend the use of this 

cumulative threshold to determine the need for an EIR. Rather, this threshold is used 

by [PCAPCD] to recommend mitigation measures to offset the project’s cumulative air 

quality impacts. Local governments acting as lead agencies have the responsibility to 

determine the type of environmental document that should be prepared and should 

determine when a project’s impacts, even after complying with the [PCAPCD’s] offsite 

and/or fee programs, are potentially significant as defined under CEQA. (PCAPCD 

2012:2-4).PCAPCD provides no guidance about what level of mitigation is sufficient 

for a land use development project that exceeds 10 lb/day or whether a project that 

reduces its emissions to less than 82 lbs/day would result in a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to the nonattainment ozone status of the region. PCAPCD 

leaves decisions on this matter to the discretion of the lead agency (PCAPCD 2012:1-

3 and 1-4). (Furthermore, PCAPCD’s guide does not include any discussion about 

cumulative emissions from construction activity.) 

For this analysis, the County exercises this discretion and employs the approach 

recommended by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

(SMAQMD) and presented in its CEQA Guide to Air Quality (SMAQMD 2014). This 

guidance is the same as employed among air districts throughout California, 

including the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and the San Joaquin Valley Air 

Pollution Control District. Like these other districts, SMAQMD recognizes that 

nonattainment of the CAAQS and NAAQS is based on cumulative development that 

has affected air quality. The project impact threshold is the same as the cumulative 

impact threshold, recognizing the cumulative nature of the impact. Invariably, if a 

project complies with the project threshold, the cumulative impact is also less than 

significant. In large part, this assumption is based on overall inputs to the air quality 

attainment plans for the various air districts, which consider general plans of the 

jurisdictions within their boundaries and how well-planned development, coupled 

with improving emissions standards and mitigation, can result in long-term 

attainment of air quality standards. 

SMAQMD’s guidance about how to address potential cumulative impacts of ozone 

precursors is also relevant to the proposed project because SMAQMD also has 

jurisdiction over portions of the Sacramento federal nonattainment area for ozone 

and is one of the key agencies that developed, adopted, and is now implementing the 

Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress 

Plan (Ozone Attainment Plan) (Sacramento Region Air Districts 2013:1-5), as 

discussed in Chapter 10, “Air Quality.” In its approach, SMAQMD considers a 

project’s individual emissions that do not exceed its Board-adopted project-level, 

mass emission thresholds (i.e., 85 lbs/day for construction emissions of NOX, 65 

lb/day for operational emissions of NOX, and 65 lbs/day for operational emissions of 

ROG) to not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 

cumulative impact (SMAQMD 2014:8-1). As explained above, the mass emission 

thresholds SMAQMD uses for project-level analysis are also used to determine 

whether a project would be cumulatively significant.  

Herein, the County applies the same reasoning in its evaluation of ozone precursors 

generated by the proposed Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan. As described in 

Impacts 10-1 and 10-2, project construction emissions would not exceed significance 

thresholds for any pollutants, but operational emissions of ozone precursors, ROG, 

and NOX, would be substantially higher than PCAPCD’s cumulative threshold 

established for ROG and NOX. The significance PCAPCD’s cumulative threshold for 

operational emissions of ROG and NOX is 82 10 lbs/day; at buildout, project 

operation would emit 181.7 lbs/day of ROG and 86.5 lbs/day of NOX during the 
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summer ozone season. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-2, 

construction and operation of land uses and facilities developed under the Specific 

Plan would not generate emission of ozone precursors that exceed PCAPCD’s mass 

emission thresholds. Furthermore, total development allowable under the Specific 

Plan would be within (and substantially less) than overall development allowable by 

current zoning and the land use designations established in the County General Plan 

and the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance. This is noteworthy 

because, as with other air districts, the amount of development anticipated by the 

County General Plan, as well as the general plans of other counties and cities located 

in the region, is used to inform air quality planning efforts including the Ozone 

Attainment Plan. Thus, this impact would be cumulatively significant. Because 

Mitigation Measure 10-2 includes a menu of actions that, in combination, would 

reduce the project’s net emissions of ROG and NOX to less than 82 10 lbs/day, this 

cumulative impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

L2-3 PCAPCD notes that its current rate for the off-site mitigation fee calculation is $18,030 per 

ton of ROG or NOX. As a result on this comment, the second bullet under “Offset Measures” 

on page 10-20 of the DEIR is revised as follows: 

 Participate in PCAPCD’s Off-site Mitigation Program by paying the equivalent 

amount of fees for the project’s contribution of ROG and NOX that exceeds the 82 

lbs/day. The applicable fee rates changes over time. At the time of writing this EIR, 

the fee rate is $17,720 $18,030 per ton emitted during the ozone season. The 

actual amount to be paid shall be determined, and satisfied per current California 

Air Resource Board guidelines, at the time of recordation of the Final Map 

(residential projects), or issuance of a Building Permit (non-residential projects). 

PCAPCD also recommends that implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-2 occur prior to 

final map issuance for each phase of the project. On page 10-17 of the DEIR, Mitigation 

Measure 10-2 states that it shall be implemented “prior to recordation of each Small Lot 

Final Map… to the satisfaction of Placer County Planning Services Division and PCAPCD…”  
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