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TRUCKEE RAILYARD DRAFT MASTER PLAN EIR
III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER B4
Friends of Truckee
January 5, 2009
Master Response:

Much of the commenter’s letter focuses on the concern that the
Railyard Master Plan will have economic effects, and that these
economic effects will result in physical decay and deterioration
elsewhere in the Town. Individual responses to the commenter are
provided below. This master response provides a discussion of the
relevance of economics in the CEQA process.
As the commenter acknowledges, economic impacts are generally not
relevant to the CEQA process. “Evidence of economic and social
impacts that do not contribute or are not caused by physical changes
in the environment is not substantial evidence that the project may
have a significant effect on the environment.” (CEQA Guidelines, §
15064, subd. (f)(6); see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21080, subd.
(e).)
An agency may include economic or social information in an EIR. The
agency is not required to do so, however. (CEQA Guidelines, §
15131.) “An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a
proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or
social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused
in turn by the economic or social changes.” (CEQA Guidelines, §
15131, subd. (a).) “There must be a physical change resulting from
the project directly or indirectly before CEQA will apply.” (Discussion
following CEQA Guidelines, § 15131; see also CEQA Guidelines, §
15131, subd. (a) (“[e]conomic and social changes resulting from a
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment.”); Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21060.5 (“environment”
means “physical conditions” potentially affected by the project),
21151, subd. (b) (EIR focuses on “adverse changes in physical
conditions”).)
The commenter suggests that, if the agency has reason to believe
that a proposed commercial project may drain the economic vitality
from an existing Downtown, and this economic effect could in turn
result in physical deterioration or blight of the Downtown area, then
the agency should analyze this potential physical effect. The courts
have variously referred to this potential impact as “blight” or “urban
decay.” “Blight” is a term of art under the California Redevelopment
Law, which may or may not be relevant to this issue for CEQA
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purposes. For purposes of clarity, this response will use the term
“urban decay” to signify potential physical deterioration of the urban
environment caused by the economic effects of a project.
There are five leading cases on point with respect to urban decay
impacts in the context of CEQA.
First, in Citizens Association for Sensible Development of Bishop Area
v. County of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, the County adopted two
negative declarations in connection with amending its general plan,
rezoning a parcel, and granting other entitlements to authorize a
suburban shopping mall on the outskirts of Downtown Bishop. The
court invalidated the negative declarations. On remand, the court
directed the County to “consider physical deterioration of the
downtown area to the extent that potential is demonstrated to be an
indirect effect of the proposed shopping center.” (Id. at p. 171.)
Second, in Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta (1988)
198 Cal.App.3d 433, the City amended its general plan and rezoned a
35-acre tract of land located near an interstate highway to authorize a
development including both commercial and manufacturing uses. (Id.
at p. 438.) The EIR noted that the project might inflict economic
harm on existing businesses, but did not consider how that harm
might translate into physical changes in the environment. On
remand, the court ordered that the City “consider these problems to
the extent that potential is demonstrated to be an indirect
environmental effect of the proposed project.” (Id. at p. 446.)
In both Citizens Assn. and Citizens for Quality Growth, the agencies
approved commercial development on the outskirts of town, at a
location that was removed from an existing downtown that was
already struggling to keep its head above water. (Citizens Assn.,
supra, 172 Cal.App.3d3d at pp. 170-171; Citizens for Quality Growth,
supra, 198 Cal.App.3d at pp. 445-446.) In both cases, the agencies
ignored the economic effects those projects could have on downtown
districts, or the physical impacts that could result from such
economic effects. (Citizens Assn., supra, 172 Cal.App.3d at p. 170
[agency concluded economic impacts were beyond the scope of
CEQA, even if physical impacts could result]; Citizens for Quality
Growth, supra, 198 Cal.App.3d at pp. 445-446 [EIR noted project
might harm downtown market, but did not consider physical effects].)
In the third case, Friends of Davis v. City of Davis (2000) 83
Cal.App.4th 1004, the petitioners argued the City had a duty to
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perform supplemental environmental review prior to approving the
design for a shopping complex. According to the petitioners, the
change in the project requiring this review was the identification of
Borders Books as a prospective anchor tenant. The petitioners argued
the competitive pressures exerted by Borders would drive existing,
independent bookstores out of business, which in turn would lead to
physical deterioration of the City’s downtown core. (Id. at p. 1019.)
The court rejected this argument. First, it distinguished the facts in
Citizens Assn. and in Citizens for Quality Growth decisions:
In [Citizens Assn.], the county’s actions with respect to
approval of a regional shopping center had to be set aside
for other reasons, and the court undertook to address
issues to be considered on remand. ([172 Cal.App.3d] at
p. 169.) The court held that on remand the lead agency
should consider physical deterioration of the downtown
area to the extent such a potential is demonstrated to be
an indirect environmental effect of the proposed shopping
center. (Id. at p. 171.) The court did not hold that, as a
matter of law, physical change must be presumed from the
establishment of a retail business.
Likewise, in [Citizens for Quality Growth], the city’s actions
had to be set aside for other reasons, and the issue was
addressed for guidance of the city and trial court. ([198
Cal.App.3d] at p. 443.) In that case, an EIR had been
prepared and it noted the project could pose a significant
economic problem for existing businesses, but did not
address those effects because, it was asserted, they were
beyond the scope of CEQA. (Id. at p. 445.) The court held
that the city was required to consider business closures
and physical deterioration of the downtown area to the
extent they were demonstrated to be an indirect
environmental effect of the proposed project. (Id. at p.
446.) The court did not hold that such effects must be
anticipated as a matter of law.
(Friends of Davis, supra, 83 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1020-1021.)
Thus, these cases “do not establish . . . a conclusive
presumption that the establishment of a particular retail
business requires environmental review.” (Id. at p. 1021.) The
Friends of Davis court concluded the petitioner’s claim was
based on speculation and conjecture about how existing
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businesses would respond to the presence of a new
competitor. (Id. at pp. 1021-1022.)
Since Friends of Davis, two other cases have been decided that
address economic effects potentially leading to urban decay.
In the first case, Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City
of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, the City
simultaneously approved two supercenters less than four
miles apart. Project opponents submitted evidence that
locating two Wal-Mart anchored centers so close to one
another, in an urban area that was already struggling, would
cause urban decay. The EIR responded that economic effects
were beyond the purview of CEQA. The court held that the
EIR’s handling of this issue was inadequate. The court noted
that this case could be distinguished from Friends of Davis
because, among other things, in Friends of Davis, the
petitioners had offered nothing more than speculation and
unsubstantiated opinion that the social and economic effects
of the project would lead to physical changes. (Id. at p. 1207.)
The Petitioners in Bakersfield, by contrast, submitted expert
evidence that the projects would lead to urban decay and
deterioration. (Id. at pp. 1209-1210.) This evidence consisted
in part of studies that looked at specific stores that would be
impacted, and studies indicating that supercenters impose
distinct economic impacts on their surroundings. Neither EIR
considered these effects. (Id. at p. 1212.)
Finally, in Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005)
130 Cal.App.4th 1173, the City of Anderson certified an EIR
and approved a shopping center anchored by a Wal-Mart
supercenter. The EIR included an analysis of the potential of
the project to create urban decay. The analysis stated that
Wal-Mart would not compete with the downtown business
area; rather, it would compete with other “big box” retailers.
The EIR also discussed methods of revitalizing the downtown
area. (Id. at pp. 1183-1184.) The City concluded that the
viability of the downtown area was more affected by planning
efforts, marketing strategies, infrastructure improvements,
building preservation, and incentives to business owners to
locate in the downtown area than the project. The City
concluded the project would not cause urban decay. The
court upheld this analysis, stating: “[a]lthough some
competition would be expected between the Project and
existing businesses in the City, the Project is more likely to
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compete directly with City’s existing outlying (satellite)
shopping areas rather than its [Central Business Core]”;
moreover, evidence in the record indicated that “stores that do
not compete directly with Wal-mart tend to show an increase
in sales due to increase local traffic.” (Id. at p. 1183.) The
Petitioners cited two studies suggesting that the downtown
area would experience urban decay. The court found,
however, that substantial evidence supported the City’s
finding that the project would not have a significant economic
impact (and thus no physical impact) on the downtown area.
In the case of the Railyard Master Plan, the Town of Truckee
has devoted considerable time and effort to ascertaining the
economic effects of the project. This evidence includes the
draft economic study released by the Town in January 2009.
This evidence also includes the discussion of urban decay in
the Draft EIR for the Railyard Master Plan. This analysis
concludes the Railyard Master Plan will not cause economic
effects leading to urban decay.
The Railyard Master Plan and the current record differ in four
significant respects from the circumstances at issue in the
Bakersfield Citizens case and in the other cases in which EIRs
have been found to be inadequate in this respect. First, the
Bakersfield Citizens case, and the other cases in that line of
authority, involves peripheral shopping centers located
outside of struggling downtown core areas. Those
circumstances typify situations in which urban decay concerns
are most acute. The Railyard Master Plan is unlike those sorts
of projects. The Railyard Master Plan is located directly
adjacent to, and represents an extension of, the existing
Downtown grid. In addition, the Railyard Master Plan will not
contain “big box” retailers, such as a Wal-Mart supercenter,
that have given rise to most of the cases in which EIRs have
been found to be inadequate. In this respect, the Railyard
Master Plan resembles the shopping center in Downtown Davis
at issue in the Friends of Davis decision.
Second, in all of cases like Bakersfield Citizens, evidence in the
record indicated that existing downtown retail areas were
under duress. In this case, the draft economic study indicates
that the Town of Truckee Downtown core area is economically
vibrant with a distinct niche and home for small, locally-owned
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shops and restaurants. Again, the current circumstances are
analogous to those in the Friends of Davis decision.
Third, in the Bakersfield Citizens case, the lead agency, when
faced with concerns regarding economic effects and the
potential for urban decay, took the position that CEQA did not
need to consider this issue. That is not true here. In this
case, the Draft EIR considers the potential for urban decay.
The draft economic study provides further evidence on this
issue. The Town has not taken the position that economic
issues are irrelevant to the CEQA process.
Substantial evidence supports the conclusion that Downtown
Truckee would benefit economically from the project. The
Executive Summary of the Economic Impact Analysis says:
The Railyard Master Plan has the potential to improve the
cultural and retail experience in Downtown Truckee,
provide an economic boost to existing businesses and
draw more locals to the historic core. New shops and
restaurants in the Railyard development can bring critical
mass to the Downtown and increase visibility, foot traffic
and sales for existing businesses. The introduction of
continuous sidewalks, ample parking and a stronger
community presence will also benefit local merchants,
particularly those that have already found success in the
Downtown. Although the Downtown may never return to
its roots as a full-service retail center, it has the potential
to serve both residents and visitors alike as a destination
for restaurants, shopping, entertainment and cultural
opportunities. The shift to an entertainment-oriented
Downtown is in line with national retail trends, as many
traditional downtowns, like those in Bend and Telluride,
develop new economic identities in response to big box
and formula retailers. The biggest threat to the Railyard
Master Plan and the existing Downtown is an oversupply of
retail outside of the Downtown, and the Town must take a
conservative approach when approving new retail outside
of the Downtown to help deter this threat.
Thus, substantial evidence in the record supports the conclusion that
the Railyard Master Plan project will not involve the unique economic
impacts posed by a supercenter. This record includes the draft
economic analysis and the discussion of this issue in the Draft EIR.
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As the commenter notes, “substantial evidence” is defined as a “fact, a
reasonable assumption predicated upon fact, or expert opinion
supported by fact.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21080, subd. (e)(1).)
“Substantial evidence does not include ‘argument, speculation,
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly
erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on
the environment.’” (Mani Bros. Real Estate Group v. City of Los
Angeles (2007) 153 Cal.App.4th 1385, 1397, quoting CEQA
Guidelines, § 15384, subd. (a).) “To the extent there are questions
about whether substantial evidence exists, ‘[t]he agency is the finder
of fact and a court must indulge all reasonable inferences from the
evidence that would support the agency’s determinations and resolve
all conflicts in the evidence in favor of the agency’s decision.’” (Mani
Bros., supra, 153 Cal.App.4th at p. 1397, quoting Gilroy Citizens for
Responsible Planning v. City of Gilroy (2006) 140 Cal.App.4th 911,
918; see also Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 393.) The substantial
evidence test applies to challenges to the scope of, or methodologies
used to perform, the agency’s analysis. (Barthelemy v. Chino Basin
Municipal Water Dist. (1995) 38 Cal.App.4th 1609, 1620.)
The Town believes that the Draft EIR contains substantial evidence in
support of the EIR’s findings and conclusions, and does not consist of
bare conclusions. The analyses set forth in the EIR were prepared by,
and reflect the considered judgment of, consultants and staff with
expertise in the various disciplines addressed in the EIR. The EIR
identifies the professionals responsible for each area of analysis.
Additional information in response to this general comment appears
below, in Response to the Comments B4-2 through B4-39.

Response B4-2:

The commenter is correct in stating that economic effects are not
considered effects on the environment. The commenter is further
correct in stating that CEQA does require the economics of a
proposed project to be considered when such economic effects could
cause a significant physical impact, or when physical changes
resulting for the proposed project could cause economic impacts that
lead to physical impacts.
The commenter is not correct in stating that implementation of the
proposed project would lead to oversaturation of retail uses that
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would compete with Downtown businesses and lead to store closures
Downtown and inability to re-lease vacant spaces Downtown
ultimately leading to deterioration of historic Downtown. The
commenter uses excerpts of the Economic Impact Analysis 6 to backup their comment on economic effects of the proposed project
leading to deterioration of Downtown; however, these excerpts are
used out of context to support the view of the commenter and do not
accurately reflect the conclusions of that analysis. The Economic
Impact Analysis clearly states that existing businesses are expected to
benefit from the critical mass provided by new shops and restaurants
in the railyard development. In addition, and more specific to the
notion of over saturation of retail uses, the Economic Impact Analysis
also finds unmet demand for retail businesses such as restaurants,
book stores, jewelry stores, gift shops, sporting goods and specialty
grocery. The Economic Impact Analysis states that these kinds of
businesses are a good fit for the character of the Downtown and will
contribute to the success of the proposed project, draw more locals
and visitors to the area and provide a boost for the entire Downtown
and Truckee as a whole. In addition, the analysis finds that the office,
housing and hotel uses included in the Master Plan will generate
additional demand for retail in the Downtown.
The potential physical changes that could be caused by the economic
effects of implementing the Master Plan are not ignored by the Draft
EIR. Section IV.A, Land Use and Planning Policy, page 79, includes an
impact discussion of the proposed project’s compatibility with
surrounding land uses, Section IV.I, Cultural and Paleontological
Resources, pages 338 to 340, includes an impact discussion of the
proposed project’s effects on nearby architectural resources, and
pages 340 to 343, includes an impact discussion of the proposed
project’s effects on the economic viability of Commercial Row. The
Draft EIR relies on the expertise of the professionals that prepared the
analysis. The Economic Impact Analysis was released for public review
on January 2, 2009, and contains detailed analysis on the potential
economic impacts that may result from implementation of the Master
Plan. As previously stated, findings of this analysis support the lessthan-significant impact conclusions in the Draft EIR.
The Town of Truckee staff’s position on economic impacts of the
proposed development is not correctly portrayed by the commenter.

2009, Strategic Economics. Truckee Railyard Master Plan Draft Economic Impact Analysis.
January 2.
6
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To understand the economic implications of the proposed project,
and to comply with Town policy, the Town hired Strategic Economics
to prepare an Economic Impact Analysis to evaluate the potential
economic impacts of the proposed project on the Downtown and the
community as a whole. The Economic Impact Analysis includes
detailed analysis of the economic effects of the proposed project and
found that the proposed project, if implemented as set forth in the
Master Plan, would result in positive impacts upon existing Downtown
businesses.
Response B4-3:

The Economic Impact Analysis will be added to this EIR as Appendix A
to this Response to Comments Document. The Economic Impact
Analysis includes detailed analysis of potential economic impacts that
could lead to physical changes to the existing Downtown, as well as
physical changes resulting from the proposed project that could lead
to economic impacts to the existing Downtown. The Draft Economic
Impact Analysis was published for review by the general public on
January 2, 2009 and the Town held a public workshop on the findings
of the Economic Impact Analysis on January 20, 2009. Written
comments and verbal comments from the workshop were
incorporated into a final Economic Impact Analysis dated March 20,
2009. Additionally, the project’s potential impacts on the vitality of
Commercial Row were addressed in the Draft EIR (see pages 340-343).
For these reasons, the commenter’s request for an expanded version
of the Economic Impact Analysis with additional public comment is
not warranted. Inclusion of the Economic Impact Analysis does not
require recirculation of the Draft EIR. The Economic Impact Analysis
provides additional information with regard to of the project; it does
not change (but rather supports) the findings and conclusions of this
EIR. Also see Master Response to this Commenter.

Response B4-4:

The realignment of Donner Pass Road, as proposed by the Draft
Master Plan, will not result in economic impacts that lead to physical
impacts. As discussed in the Economic Impact Analysis (see Appendix
A), and further analyzed in Section I.V C, Transportation, Circulation
and Parking of the Draft EIR, Downtown traffic will actually increase
following implementation of the proposed project, including the
modifications to Donner Pass Road. The modified alignment would
not significantly affect traffic flow to Downtown. Therefore, the
Downtown economy would not be significantly affected by the
modified alignment.
While traffic coming from the east on I-80 has the option of also
accessing existing Downtown Truckee via the central Donner Pass
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Road intersection and making a left turn off of the off-ramp to Donner
Pass Road eastbound, it is true that a majority of traffic from the east
uses Donner Pass Road from the SR 267/SR 89 North interchange.
The Truckee traffic model (which is based upon existing traffic counts
and traffic generation) indicates that Donner Pass Road to the east of
Downtown carries a relatively small proportion of total traffic to or
from Downtown (as opposed to passing through Downtown).
The commenter is not correct in stating that the Donner Pass
Road/Donner Pass Road Extension will be a “four-way stop.” The
traffic analysis indicates it will operate well without stop signs on the
eastbound and westbound approaches. To the south, the specific
location of access points to public parking on the South side of
Donner Pass Road Extention has not been identified at this Master
Plan level, but it is reasonable to assume (and was assumed for
purposes of the traffic study) that there would be a driveway on the
south side into a surface parking lot opposite the realigned Donner
Pass Road approach on the north side. As this lot is only one parking
bay wide, it will be obvious to a driver approaching from the north
that this is not a through travel path. It is also reasonable to assume
that signage will be provided in the southbound direction directing
drivers to turn right to access Commercial Row.
The commenter asserts that the modified alignment would result in a
reduction in potential customers and subsequent business closures
that lead to the physical deterioration of Downtown. Considering
analysis in the Draft EIR, Section IV.A, Land Use and Planning Policy,
and Section IV.B, Traffic, Circulation and Parking, the proposed
project would provide a seamless extension of Downtown Truckee
and result in an increase of traffic to business in Downtown Truckee.
Additionally, the Economic Impact Analysis determined that
implementation of the proposed project would in fact increase the
viability of Downtown by creating a critical mass of retail Downtown.
In addition, the analysis found that the office, housing and hotel uses
included in the Master Plan would generate additional demand for
Downtown retail.
Response B4-5:

164

The potential economic impacts of the modified roadway alignment
are included in the Economic Impact Analysis. A modified Economic
Impact Analysis to include a traffic/fiscal analysis is not warranted.
The information requested by the commenter is included in Chapter
VI, Impact Analysis of the Economic Impact Analysis.
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The realignment will add one additional turn for drivers coming from
I-80 to the east, and increase total travel path by roughly 200 feet.
This turn will add only 8.5 seconds of delay at the new intersection
(per the Traffix analysis of future plus project conditions), which with
the 7 seconds needed to travel the longer travel path (at an estimated
average speed of 20 miles per hour) indicates that a driver arriving
from the east will be delayed by only roughly 15 seconds. Considered
against a driver’s total travel time (particularly visitors from the Reno
area), with proper signage this minor change in travel time would not
have a noticeable effect on the total number of travelers arriving in
Downtown Truckee.
The Economic Impact Analysis is incorporated into the Draft EIR as
Appendix A of this Response to Comments Document.
Response B4-6:

As previously mentioned, a traffic/fiscal analysis is not warranted.
The Economic Impact Analysis is incorporated in the Draft EIR as
Appendix A of this Response to Comments Document. The Economic
Impact Analysis was released for public comment on January 2, 2009
and a public workshop was held on January 20, 2009. Written
comments and verbal comments from the workshop were
incorporated into a final Economic Impact Analysis dated March 20,
2009. Inclusion of the Economic Impact Analysis does not require
recirculation of the Draft EIR. The Economic Impact Analysis provides
additional information with regard to the project; it does not change
(but rather supports) the findings and conclusions of this EIR.
The lead agency must recirculate the Draft EIR where there exists:
• A new substantial environmental impact resulting from the project
or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented;
•

A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to
a level of insignificance;

•

A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that clearly
would lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but which
the project’s proponents decline to adopt;

•

Or where the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically
inadequate and conclusory in nature that public comment on the
draft was in effect meaningless. (Mountain Lion Coalition v.
California Fish & Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043; Laurel
Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of
California (Laurel Heights II) (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112.)
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None of those circumstances exist in this situation. The Economic
Impact Analysis is consistent with, and provides further support for,
the conclusions in the EIR with respect to the potential for the
project’s economic effects to lead to urban decay. The report
supports the EIR’s conclusion that the project will not result in
economic impacts that would manifest into physical impacts to the
environment.
Response B4-7:

CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate potential for a project to have a
significant contribution to a cumulative considerable impact. It may
be that the one project alone would not have an impact, but when
considered with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects, the project could have a significant contribution to such an
environmental impact. Chapter IV, CEQA Required Conclusions and
Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR includes an evaluation of
cumulative impacts. The cumulative analysis considers development
that is likely to occur under the build out of the General Plan.
The Economic Impact Analysis cautions that restaurant and boutique
retail uses in the Hilltop Master Plan may draw sales away from the
Downtown. The Economic Impact Analysis also qualifies this
statement by discussing the competing interests of smart growth
policies encouraging neighborhood commercial development versus
concentrating commercial development in the Downtown. The
Railyard Master Plan project area is within Downtown. The Economic
Impact Analysis draws a clear contrast between the Hilltop Master
Plan, which is “close enough to draw sales from the existing
Downtown, but not close enough to encourage pedestrian access” and
the Railyard Master Plan which following realignment of Donner Pass
Road, will be a part of Downtown and will serve to benefit existing
businesses by creating a critical mass of shops and restaurants in the
newly expanded and walkable Downtown. Because of its design and
proximity (immediately adjacent and connected to Commercial Row),
unlike the Hilltop Master Plan, the implementation of the Draft Master
Plan would serve to increase the viability of Downtown businesses.

Response B4-8:

The commenter states that the EIR should have considered the
cumulative impacts of the project, taking into account other probable
future projects within a two-mile radius of the project site.
The commenter does not explain why a two-mile radius is appropriate
as the geographic scope for the cumulative impact analysis.
Determining the appropriate geographic scope of a cumulative impact
analysis requires the exercise of judgment by planning and
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environmental professionals. The commenter does not provide
information regarding his qualifications to recommend a two-mile
radius. The commenter is a lawyer, rather than a planner or other
environmental professional. Thus, the commenter does not provide
information demonstrating his qualifications as an expert to
recommend this approach. For this reason, the Town concludes that
the “two-mile radius” proposal is not substantiated or otherwise
grounded in the evidence available to the Town.
Under the CEQA Guidelines, “[l]ead agencies should define the scope
of the area affected by the cumulative effect and provide a reasonable
explanation for the geographic limitation used.” (CEQA Guidelines, §
15130, subd. (b) (3).) The Town believes that the Draft EIR complies
with this requirement.
Lead agencies have discretion to determine the relevant geographic
scope of an EIR’s impact analysis. The leading reported decision on
this issue is Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v. Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection (2004) 123 Cal.App.4th 1331. That case involved a
challenge to the Department’s determination of the geographic scope
of the study area for several timber harvesting plans (THPs). The court
stated: “[T]he selection of the assessment area is left to the
Department’s expertise, and absent a showing of arbitrary action, we
must assume the Department exercised its discretion appropriately.”
(Id. at p. 1351.)
In Ebbetts Pass, the challenge centered on federal studies and
scientific reports that, according to the petitioner, required a larger
geographic assessment area in order to analyze cumulative impacts.
“Under [the petitioner’s] analysis, the Department, by choosing a
smaller geographic area, ignored and failed to utilize relevant, vital
information that necessitated a larger geographic area. Since the
Department’s cumulative impacts analysis depends upon the scope of
the area studied, a flaw in the geographic methodology dooms the
entire cumulative impacts analysis.” (Id. at p. 1347.)
The court rejected the Petitioners argument. “Contrary to [the
petitioner’s] suggestion, the regulatory scheme does not require the
Department to automatically consider information that would be
provided by using a larger geographic area.” (Id. at p. 1350.)
“[D]etermination of the extent and effect of these factors, and
particularly identification of the geographic area within which they
may occur, is a task assigned to the special competency of the
appropriate agencies.” (Ebbetts Pass, supra, 123 Cal.App.4th at p.
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1351, citing Sierra Club. v. Kleppe (1976) 427 U.S. 390, 414.) The
court went on to conclude that the selection of the assessment area is
left to the Department’s expertise, and would be upheld absent a
showing of arbitrary and capricious action on the part of the agency.
(Id. at p. 1351; see also Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v. California Dept.
of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 43 Cal.4th 936 [agency followed
Forest Practices Act rules in determining geographic scope of
biological analysis]. Compare Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of
Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692 [geographic scope of cumulative
impacts analysis of air quality impacts was inadequate in light of
comments from California Air Resources Board that analysis ought to
encompass entire air basin].) Thus, the Town’s determination of
geographic scope of the cumulative impacts analysis in the Railyard
Master Plan EIR is entitled to deference, particularly where (as here),
the commenter has not provided evidence of his technical expertise
with respect to the scope of the EIR’s analysis, or cited regulatory
requirements obliging the Town to take a particular approach with
respect to the scope of the analysis.
The Draft EIR does provide information regarding the geographic
scope of its analysis. The geographic scope varies from one resource
area to another. Such variation is appropriate, because some
resources may be more regional in character (e.g., air quality),
whereas others are more localized (e.g., aesthetics). For example, the
visual analysis considers the aesthetic impacts of the project both
locally, and in the context of the regional setting (see pages 397-404
of the Draft EIR) The analysis of population and housing impacts
considers the impact of the project assuming build-out of the Town’s
2025 General Plan (see page 88 of the Draft EIR).
The transportation study area encompasses roadways and
intersections in the region that, in the judgment of the traffic
consultant, may be affected by the project; some of these roadways
and intersections are located well beyond the two-mile radius
proposed by the commenter (see pages 88-89 of the Draft EIR). The
EIR includes an analysis of traffic impacts as of the year 2025
(corresponding with the horizon date for the General Plan), taking
into account traffic from the project and traffic from other growth in
the Town, and elsewhere in the Martis Valley region, assumed to
occur as of that date (Draft EIR pages 137-161.)
For certain resource areas, the Draft EIR did not provide an explicit
description of the geographic scope of the cumulative impact analysis
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(although the geographic scope was implicit in the EIR’s analysis). For
this reason, the following text edits, related to geographic scope of
the analysis, have been made to Chapter VI, CEQA Required and
Cumulative:
Page 434 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows:
d.
Air Quality. The geographic area considered for the
cumulative air quality analysis is generally the NSAQMD Air
Basin, as this is the regional air basin. A number of individual
projects in the Town of Truckee may be under construction
simultaneously with the proposed project. Depending on
construction schedules and actual implementation of projects
in and around Town, generation of fugitive dust and pollutant
emissions during construction may result in short-term air
pollutants, which would contribute to short-term cumulative
air quality impacts. However, each individual project would be
subject to NSAQMD rules, regulations, and other mitigation
requirements during construction.
e.
Noise and Vibration. The geographic area considered
for cumulative noise analysis includes an area close to the
Master Plan Area generally bounded by Interstate 80 to the
north, the SR 267 Bypass to the east, the Truckee River to the
south and Spring Street to the west. This area reflects
properties in and around the Plan area that could be affected
by cumulative noise to and from implementation of the Master
Plan. Cumulative noise analysis for implementation of the
Draft Master Plan considers both short-term construction
related noise and longer-term operational and traffic related
noise. Short-term noise impacts are related to the noise
generated by heavy equipment operating on the Plan area.
Demolition and site preparation phases are typically the
loudest phases of construction due to the types of equipment
used. The worst case combined noise level during this phase
of construction would be approximately 91 dBA Lmax at a
distance of 50 feet from an active construction area. The
impacts from construction noise, including pile driving, would
be reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation
of recommended mitigation measures included in Section IV.E1. With implementation of these mitigation measures, this
cumulative impact would be considered less than significant.
Page 435 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows:
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g.
Hydrology and Storm Drainage. The geographic area
considered for the hydrology and storm drainage cumulative
analysis consists of the portions of the Trout Creek and
Truckee River watersheds that could contribute to flooding
and water quality impacts in the vicinity of the project site.
Implementation of the Draft Master Plan would result in an
increase in impervious surface area and an increase in the
amount of storm water generated on the Plan area. Construction and operational impacts to stormwater that would
result from implementation of the proposed project would be
minimized through implementation of the SWPPP. The runoff
from the Plan area, in combination with other sites, could
exceed the capacity of conveyance structures. The project
applicant must incorporate design features and demonstrate
the project’s ability to contain and convey stormwater on the
Plan area. Other current, pending or foreseeable projects in
Truckee would be required to undergo the same water quality
maintenance measures, and would not result in cumulative
adverse impacts to water quality.
h.
Biological Resources. The geographic area considered
for cumulative biological resource analysis is the Trout Creek
watershed because the project could contribute to impacts on
Trout Creek, which is within the watershed. Impacts to plant
communities and associated wildlife would occur as a result of
implementation of the Draft Master Plan. The impacts will be
relatively minor due to the developed and disturbed nature of
the Master Plan Area. As described in Section IV.H, Biological
Resources, implementation of the project would consist of the
loss of mixed willow community, Jeffrey pine community, as
well as degraded non-wetland waters in Trout Creek.
Potentially significant biological resources impacts include
impacts to nesting yellow warber and/or other birds, willow
flycatcher, and Sierra Nevada mountain yellow-legged frog.
Implementation of the Draft Master Plan would also impact
waters of the US and CDFG, including approximately 0.31-acre
of non-wetland waters in Trout Creek (no wetlands would be
impacted) and 0.37-acre of CDFG waters. With implementation
of mitigation measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3 and BIO-4, potential
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Consequently, the project would not result in significant
cumulative effects.
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i.
Cultural and Paleontological Resources. The
geographic area considered for the cultural and
paleontological resources cumulative analysis is the Town of
Truckee, as resource impacts could affect the historic
character of the Town. Implementation of the proposed
project has the potential to significantly impact cultural and
paleontological resources. The Plan area contains seven
architectural resources that quality as historical resources
under CEQA. As described in Section IV.I, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources, the character of the area would not
be compromised such that a substantial adverse change in the
significance of any of the contributing properties in the
Truckee Historic District would occur.
Page 436 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows:
j.
Hazards and Public Safety. The geographic area
considered for the hazards and public safety cumulative
analysis consists of the Plan area and the area used along
transportation routes during demolition and construction
activities associated with development of the proposed
project. Hazards and hazardous materials impacts are
generally site-specific and/or have limited mobility, and would
not be expected to have cumulatively considerable effects
beyond this distance. Hazards and Hazardous material
impacts are generally site-specific and/or have limited
mobility. Implementation of the Draft Master Plan would help
to ensure that existing hazardous materials contamination on
the Plan Area is remediated. As with other residential
developments within the Town of Truckee, the project would
contribute to an increase in the generation of household
hazardous wastes in the Town Given the residential and
commercial uses allowed for the proposed projects, it is
unlikely that the project would involve the use or storage of
large quantities of hazardous materials or waste. The
proposed project would not result in significant cumulative
hazardous materials impact.
k.
Utilities. The geographic area considered for the
utilities analysis consists of the services areas for each utility.
Implementation of the Draft Master Plan would increase the
demand on utility providers and infrastructures in the Plan
area. None of the various public services or utilities analyzed
would experience significant impacts that could not be
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mitigated to a less-than-significant level. As such, no
significant cumulative impact would result. A Water Supply
Assessment determined that there is adequate water supply
for the Implementation of the Draft Master Plan, as well as
future development anticipated within the jurisdiction of the
Truckee Donner Public Utility District.
l.
Public Services. The geographic area considered for
the public services cumulative analysis consists of the Town of
Truckee since the majority of services are provided throughout
the Town. Implementation of the Draft Master Plan, and
development in the Town, would result in a cumulative
increase in the demand for public services, parks, and
recreation facilities. This cumulative increase could result in
the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times,
or other performance objectives. However, future development
would occur pursuant to General Plan policies and mitigation
measures adopted for the General Plan that reduce the
potential impact on services to less-than-significant levels
(including payment of the Town’s development impact fees
and school fees). As a result, implementation of the Draft
Master Plan together with the impact of planned and future
development would not result in significant cumulative public
service impacts.
Much of the commenter’s letter is directed at the economic effects of
the project, and the extent to which those economic effects may
result in physical effects elsewhere in the Town. Although the
comment is not clear on this point, it appears that the request to
analyze impacts within a two-mile radius may focus on economic
effects. The obligation to analyze in an EIR the economic effects of a
project is discussed elsewhere. (See, e.g., Master Response and CEQA
Guidelines, §15064, subd. (e), 15131.) As the commenter notes, an
economic analysis of the project has been released. The analysis
includes an extensive discussion of the retail environment in the
region. The analysis also considers existing, planned and proposed
retail development in the Town.
The commenter states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because the
geographic scope of the analysis is limited to the Railyard Master Plan
Area. The commenter quotes a description of the project area from
page 1 of the EIR. This comment appears to confuse the project
description with the geographic scope of the analysis. Under CEQA,
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an EIR must contain a description and map indicating the location of
the project. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15124, subd. (a).) The Draft EIR
description cited by the commenter is intended to provide this
information. The analysis, however, is not limited to the boundaries
of the Master Plan Area. As explained above, for example, the traffic
analysis extends miles beyond the boundaries of the Master Plan
Area. Thus, the statement that the analysis considers only the Master
Plan Area is incorrect.
Response B4-9:

Clarification is needed for the commenter’s use of the term “in the
pipeline.” For cumulative analysis, CEQA requires consideration of
past, present and probable future projects rather than assuming every
possible project in the pipeline will be developed.
The Draft EIR and Economic Impact Analysis considered past, present
and probable future project and determined that the Master Plan has
the potential to improve the cultural and retail experience in
Downtown Truckee, provide an economic boost to existing
businesses and draw more locals to the historic core. In addition, new
shops and restaurants in the Master Plan Area can bring critical mass
to the Downtown and increase visibility, foot traffic and sales for
existing businesses. The introduction of continuous sidewalks, ample
parking and a stronger community presence will also benefit local
merchants, particularly those that have already found success in the
Downtown. The analysis finds that new retail development outside the
Downtown, on the other hand, has the potential to hurt the
Downtown, because it would draw potential customers to other retail
areas. Also see Master Response discussion of Bakersfield Citizens for
Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184.

Response B4-10:

See Response to Comment B4-8 related to the geographic scope of
the Draft EIR and Response to Comment B4-9 related to the proposed
project’s economic impacts on Downtown Truckee.
The commenter asserts that the proposed project could have impacts
on areas outside of the Master Plan Area so the project area should be
expanded to consider these potential impacts. As required by Section
15123.2 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR addresses this
comment by including an evaluation of direct and indirect impacts of
the proposed project. For example, the Union Pacific Railroad
Warehouse building is located within the Master Plan Area and
implementation of the Draft Master Plan would result in removal of
this historical resource. The Draft EIR analyzes the direct impact of
removal of this historical resource. The Draft EIR also includes
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analysis of the indirect impacts that implementation of the Draft
Master Plan would have on nearby historical resources, including
Commercial Row. The Draft EIR adequately describes the project
location and boundaries within text and graphics in Chapter III,
Project Description, and potential impacts on nearby land uses and
resources outside the Master Plan Area are considered as indirect
project impacts.
Response B4-11:

The Town of Truckee staff’s position on cumulative economic impacts
of the proposed development is not correctly portrayed by the
commenter. As previously stated in Response to Comment B4-2, the
Town hired Strategic Economics to prepare an Economic Impact
Analysis to evaluate the potential economic impacts of the proposed
project on the Downtown and the community as a whole. The
Economic Impact Analysis is added to the Draft EIR as Appendix A to
this Response to Comments Document.

Response B4-12:

The Economic Impact Analysis is incorporated into this EIR as
Appendix A. An expanded Economic Impact Analysis not warranted
because the information requested by the commenter is included in
the Economic Impact Analysis. The Railyard Master Plan project area is
within Downtown. The Economic Impact Analysis draws a clear
contrast between the Hilltop Master Plan, which is “close enough to
draw sales from the existing Downtown, but not close enough to
encourage pedestrian access” and the Railyard Master Plan which,
following realignment of Donner Pass Road, will be a part of
Downtown and will serve to benefit existing businesses by creating a
critical mass of shops and restaurants in the newly expanded and
walkable Downtown. Because of its design and proximity
(immediately adjacent and connected to Commercial Row), unlike the
Hilltop Master Plan, the implementation of the Draft Master Plan
would serve to increase the viability of Downtown businesses.
Inclusion of the Economic Impact Analysis does not require
recirculation of the Draft EIR. The Economic Impact Analysis provides
additional information with regard to the project; it does not change,
but rather supports, the findings and conclusions of the analysis. See
Response to Comment B4-6 for a discussion of when recirculation is
required.

Response B4-13:
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The Draft EIR includes an analysis of potential impacts on historic
resources for resources within the Plan area and nearby resources,
including Commercial Row. The Draft EIR determined that
implementation of the Master Plan would result in one significant
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unavoidable cultural resource impact (see page 344 of the Draft EIR)
and three less-than-significant cultural resource impacts after
mitigation (see pages 345 to 349 of the Draft EIR). The Draft EIR also
found that impacts to nearby resources, including Commercial Row,
would be less-than-significant (see pages 338 to 343 of the Draft EIR).
The less-than-significant finding on nearby resources, including
Commercial Row, is further supported by the Economic Impact
Analysis prepared (see Appendix A). Based on interviews, public
input, and a technical analysis of current and projected economic and
retail trends, the Economic Impact Analysis concluded that the project
would result in a “critical mass” of retail activity that would
economically benefit the Downtown area. The Downtown area, which
for the purposes of the Economic Impact Analysis’s findings and
conclusions includes both the project area and Commercial Row,
would see increased commercial activity resulting from the infusion of
new businesses near the established core of retail, eating, and
drinking establishments. Based on the findings of the Draft EIR and
Economic Impact Analysis, it is unlikely that the project will contribute
to the deterioration of historical resources in Downtown. The
Economic Impact Analysis found that, to the contrary, increased
residential, retail, and office uses in proximity to Commercial Row
and within Downtown, when considered with the changing character
of the existing businesses in Downtown, will benefit existing
merchants by bringing a greater volume of customers to a wider, yet
geographically concentrated variety of retail operations. An increase
in patronage would enable the business owners to continue to meet
the market demand for rents in the Downtown, and property owners
would be able to maintain their historical buildings and prevent
deterioration and other adverse physical effects. The Economic Impact
Analysis identifies retail development in other areas of Truckee (e.g.,
Joerger Ranch) that poses a greater threat of drawing sales from
Downtown. These other areas lack the pedestrian connectivity that is
a key feature of the Downtown and the Railyard project area, a feature
that will act as a catalyst for additional retail purchases (i.e., the
“critical mass” concept).

Response B4-14:

See Response to Comment B4-4.

Response B4-15:

As documented in the cultural resources section of the Draft EIR (page
325), the portion of Donner Pass Road that will be abandoned as part
of the roadway realignment has been previously documented and
evaluated. In 2002, Caltrans Architectural Historian Andrew Hope
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conducted a historical evaluation of the portion of Donner Pass Road
in question and found that it did not qualify as a historical resource
under CEQA. 7
Response B4-16 (1):

An analysis of the changes in traffic results associated with the
“Maintain Donner Pass Road Alignment Alternative” was prepared as
part of the Draft EIR analysis. The memorandum “Traffic Conditions
with Truckee Railyard Project Assuming No Change from Existing
Donner Pass Road Alignment” dated November 3, 2008 will be
incorporated into the Draft EIR as Appendix B of this Response to
Comments Document. This analysis was in advertently omitted from
Appendix C of the Draft EIR. The analysis does not change the
conclusions of the Draft EIR, but rather supports the findings of the
Draft EIR.
A traffic analysis of the “Reduced Development Alternative” was
deemed to be unnecessary, as the key traffic deficiencies (with the
exception of relatively minor site access intersections) were found to
occur under no-project conditions. As the Reduced Development
Alternative would still exacerbate a no-project deficiency, the findings
regarding significant impacts would remain unchanged from the
proposed project. CEQA does not require the same level of detail for
the analysis of an alternative as the analysis of the proposed project.
“No ironclad rules can be imposed regarding the level of detail
required in the consideration of alternatives, EIR requirements must
be ‘sufficiently flexible to encompass vastly different projects with
varying levels of specificity.’ [Citation]” (Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc., v.
Bd. of Harbor Commissioners (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 745-746.)
Town staff believes the EIR contains sufficient information regarding
alternatives to provide the Town Council with a meaningful basis for
comparison.

Response B4-16 (2):

The standard of practice for traffic analyses in the Truckee and Tahoe
region is to consider only the PM peak hour, and not consider the AM
peak hour. See Response to Comment B4-21.

Response B4-16 (3):

The Level of Service thresholds are consistent with locally adopted
standards. See Response to Comment B4-22.

Response B4-16 (4):

See Response to Comment B4-23.

Hope, 2002. Historic Resource Evaluation Report for the Relinquishment of a Portion of State
Highway 267 in Truckee, Nevada County, California
7
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Response B4-16 (5):

The documentation regarding project trip generation is presented in
Appendix C of the Draft EIR, and exceeds in detail the documentation
typically found regarding trip generation in environmental documents
for similar projects. See Response to Comments B4-26 through B4-33.
Further response to this comment is not possible as the commenter
did not provide specific instances of adjustments with which they
disagree.

B4-16 (6):

As discussed in the responses to Comments B4-35 and B4-36, there
are several factors that result in reductions in traffic volumes for
specific movements.

B4-16 (7):

See Response to Comment B4-36.

Response B4-17:

Adoption of the Draft Master Plan does not provide blanket approval
of the Maximum Allowable Development (MAD). Chapter 10 of the
Draft Master Plan, Master Plan Administration, includes guidelines for
project approval for buildings and uses within the Master Plan Area.
Consistent with the requirements of the Truckee Development Code,
development within the Master Plan Area will be subject to review and
approval of a Development Permit, Zoning Clearance, Use Permit,
Minor Use Permit, or Temporary Use Permit depending on the size
and type of projects proposed.

Response B4-18:

The commenter states that, because the EIR did not include sufficient
information on the economic impacts of the project, the EIR is
inadequate, and the Town has “failed to proceed in the manner
required by law” (citing Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey
County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 117-118).
This comment contains statements that are inconsistent with
applicable law. In Barthelemy v. Chino Basin Municipal Water District
(1995) 38 Cal.App.4th 1609, the Court of Appeal offered a detailed
discussion as to why, in general, the omission of information in an
environmental document may not constitute a “failure to proceed in a
manner required by law.” In Sierra Club v. State Board of Forestry
(1994) 7 Cal.4th 1215, 1236-1237, the Supreme Court held that
where an agency has failed to follow “mandatory procedures,”
prejudice is presumed. The Barthelemy court, however, clarified that,
“even in determining the prejudicial effect of the failure to disclose
[information], a court must resolve any factual issues in favor of the
lead agency, if supported by substantial evidence.” (Id. at p. 1620,
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italics deleted; see also Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor
Commissioners (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 747-750 [the omission
from an EIR of information that merely bolster’s the conclusions in
the EIR is not prejudicial].) In such situations, no “mandatory
procedures” are involved. Taken together, Sierra Club and Barthelemy
indicate that, although prejudice is presumed where an agency “has
not proceeded in a manner required by law,” no such presumption
arises where an agency’s only purported abuses of discretion is that
its “determination or decision is not supported by substantial
evidence.” Thus, the commenter incorrectly fuses the two distinct
standards of review.
In this case, the Draft EIR concludes that the economic effects of the
Master Plan will not cause physical decay of the existing Downtown
area. (see Draft EIR, pages 340-343.) The economic analysis lends
further support to this conclusion. Thus, the conclusions in the Draft
EIR are supported by substantial evidence. For this reason, the Draft
EIR’s analysis of the Master Plan’s economic effects, and the extent to
which such effects may culminate in urban decay, is adequate.
Response B4-19:

As previously discussed, an expanded economic impact analysis and
fiscal/traffic analysis is not warranted. The Economic Impact Analysis
is included in this Response to Comments Document as Appendix A,
and includes the analysis requested by the commenter. The Economic
Impact Analysis provides additional information with regard to the
project; it does not change, but rather supports the findings and
conclusions of the analysis.

Response B4-20:

The commenter is correct that the differences in traffic impacts would
be relatively minor and would not change the findings of significance.
Appendix B of this Response to Comments Document includes the
Maintain Donner Pass Road traffic analysis.

Response B4-21:

The standard of practice for traffic analyses in the Truckee and Tahoe
region is to consider only the PM peak hour, and not consider the AM
peak hour. See for example, the environmental documents prepared
for the Truckee General Plan, the Martis Valley Community Plan, the
Northstar Village project, Northstar Highlands project and the Gray’s
Crossing project.
The Town of Truckee General Plan EIR (Page 4.12-20) includes the
following standards:
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•

•

•

Maintain LOS D or better at weekday PM peak hour on arterial and
collector road segments, and on primary through movements at
intersections, in portions of the Town outside the Downtown
Study Area.
Maintain LOS E or better at weekday, PM peak hour on local,
collector, and arterial road segments and on primary through
movements at intersections within the Downtown Study Area.
This policy is applied to unsignalized intersections as a whole,
rather than on individual approaches or at turning movements. In
addition, LOS is specifically considered for a summer peak
weekday only.

This reflects the fact that volumes do not follow the typical urban
traffic activity pattern of peaks corresponding with the morning and
evening commute periods, but instead follow a rough “bell curve” with
the highest volumes generally occurring in the afternoon. Requiring
evaluation of AM peak-hour conditions for the Railyard project would
be inconsistent with the precedent set for the analysis of other similar
projects in the region. An evaluation of total project trip generation at
buildout indicates that AM peak-hour trip generation would be 14
percent below PM peak-hour trip generation.
Response B4-22:

The LOS standards applied in the Placer County study are consistent
with those applied and approved by Placer County in traffic studies
for recent similar environmental documents, including those for the
Martis Valley Community Plan, the Town of Truckee General Plan, the
Northstar Village project, and the Northstar Highlands project. LOS E
standard is applied to SR 267, while the LOS C or D standards are
applied to county roadways (depending on distance from the
highway). At the intersection of county roadways with the state
highway, it is conservatively assumed that the more conservative (LOS
D) applies. The information presented in Tables IV.C-2 and IV.C-7 of
Section IV.C, Transportation, Circulation and Parking are consistent
with these standards.

Response B4-23:

Updated traffic counts were conducted for the key intersections most
directly impacted by the Railyard project. Many other intersections in
the immediate vicinity of the project site and in southeast Truckee
were counted within two years of the initiation of the EIR process as
part of preliminary traffic analyses prepared for the Railyard or as part
of other traffic studies, including the 2006 Town of Truckee GP
update. Traffic estimates for a total of eight intersections (31 percent
of the total) were based on counts conducted in 2003, factored
by estimated growth rates. The annual growth rate assumed (2
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percent) is conservatively high in comparison with Caltrans count
trends in the area in recent years. While it would be preferable that
new counts would always be available, it should be noted that these
eight intersections are currently operating at sufficient LOS. The
resulting estimates of current traffic volumes are considered to be
accurate for purposes of the Railyard traffic study.
Response B4-24:

It is common for EIRs with extensive technical information (such as
trip generation analysis) to include this documentation in an
appendix, in order to keep the body of the document more readable
for the majority of users.

Response B4-25:

The commenter is correct that the trip generation associated with
restaurant uses would vary substantially depending on the specific
type of restaurant assumed. As the specific mix of restaurant type
cannot be defined at present, the assumed proportions of restaurant
floor area by type were estimated by the Town and the project
developer to represent a reasonable scenario based upon uses already
existing Downtown. The assumed mix of 60 percent fast food and
high-turnover restaurants and only 40 percent quality restaurant
space (fast food and high-turnover restaurants generate more trips
than high quality restaurants) was intended to be sufficiently
conservative given the relatively small amount of total restaurant
space, as noted by the commenter.

Response B4-26:

While it is true that ITE condominium trip rates are slightly lower than
apartment rates, the traffic analysis assumes 100 percent occupancy
of all residential and lodging units, a conservative analysis as in
reality this virtually never occurs, especially in vacation destinations.
Making the commenter’s suggested modification to the trip
generation would only increase peak-hour traffic generation by 3
percent (or approximately 1 additional vehicle every 2 minutes), which
would have a minimal impact on the overall traffic analysis. In the
alternative, applying a reasonable reduction in occupancy for
residential and lodging units, which would be less than the 100
percent occupancy assumed in the Draft EIR analysis, would actually
reduce trip generation. No modifications to the trip generation rates
are required.

Response B4-27:

The use of the 25,000 square feet of “civic” floor area as Town offices
was excluded by the Town. The mix of civic uses assumed in the
traffic study was estimated to generate 1,050 daily trips and 145 PM
peak-hour trips. In comparison, applying the “Government Office
Complex” land use ( ITE Trip Generation Manual #733) trip rates
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indicates that, if this use were to be allowed, it would generate (prior
to adjustment factors) only 698 daily trips and 80 PM peak-hour trips.
The analysis is therefore conservative with regards to the potential
use of this civic space.
Response B4-28:

The commenter correctly points out text errors in the Trip
Generation, Trip Distribution and Parking Generation Analysis
Memorandum. The following text amendment has been made to
Appendix C, page 5 of the Truckee Railyard Trip Generation, Trip
Distribution and Parking Generation Analysis Memorandum:
For existing mixed-use developments similar to the proposed
Truckee Railyard project, the proportion of trips that remain
internal to the project can be significant. As examples, Appendix
C of the ITE Trip Generation Manual Handbook (June 2004)
presents the results of detailed generation counts conducted for
mixed use projects with similar quantities proportions of
residential/lodging, commercial, and office land uses which
indicate the roughly 40 percent of trips do not impact external
roadways.
The developments cited in the ITE document are much larger in total
size than the Truckee Railyard project. As the published traffic
engineering professional literature regarding mixed-use
developments is unfortunately very limited (particularly regarding
such projects in a rural or resort setting), this ITE document was cited
simply as an example, and was not used as the basis for the
evaluation of internal trips. Given the unavailability of applicable peerreviewed data, the analysis of internal trips was developed based
upon the proposed land uses, the walk distance between various land
uses, the inconvenience of auto travel for short trips within the
greater Downtown Truckee area given parking availability, and the
analyst’s extensive experience in transportation analysis for mountain
communities. As the mix of land uses within a convenient walk
distance of individual blocks in the Railyard vary, the analysis of
mixed-use reductions appropriately resulted in variations in the
proportion of non-auto trips by block.

Response B4-29:

The proportion of internal trips may differ between the PM peak-hour
and the total day. For instance, travelers may be less likely to walk at
night (indicating a lower internal percentage), but more likely to walk
as part of a lunch trip (indicating a higher percentage). However, as
the available data in the professional literature regarding daily
internal trips is even more limited than that for the peak-hour,
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defining differing factors for daily trip generation analysis would not
necessarily result in a more accurate estimate. Further, as analysis of
the PM peak hour is the standard of practice within this region,
defining such factors for other times of day would be superfluous.
Response B4-30:

The analysis of pass-by traffic was correctly conducted using the
Traffix software program. The commenter would be correct that
negative values would be expected for the through volumes past a
project access point, if there was only one access point to the project.
The Railyard, however, has three access points onto adjacent
roadways. At any one point, the reduction in through volume
associated with pass-by traffic is exceeded by the through volume
increases associated with site traffic loading at other access points,
resulting in net positive site traffic volumes.

Response B4-31:

While even large office developments have some proportion of traffic
that is pass-by (such as that generated by delivery or service vehicles),
it is true that a typical large office development would have little passby traffic. The Railyard project “office” uses, however, are expected to
consist of relatively small individual offices, with uses that generate
visitors/customers, such as architect, real estate, vacation rental,
graphic design and accountant offices. While there is no published
data on pass-by rates for this specific use and site location, it is
reasonable to assume a modest level of pass-by traffic. However, if no
reduction for pass-by traffic is assigned to the office land uses, a reevaluation of Railyard trip generation at buildout would result in only
a 1 percent increase in daily traffic and 2 percent in the PM peak-hour
traffic (or roughly 1 additional car every 4 minutes). This would have a
negligible impact on the overall traffic analysis.

Response B4-32:

As with the internal trip reduction, the available data regarding daily
pass-by factors is extremely limited. The ITE Trip Generation
Handbook (2nd Edition) provides a daily pass-by factor for only one
land use, while pass-by factors for 21 land uses are provided for the
PM peak-hour. Given the lack of available data, it was decided that
estimating daily pass-by factors would largely be a matter of
conjecture and that applying the PM peak-hour pass-by factors
provides the most accurate available analysis procedure. Further, as
analysis of the PM peak hour is the standard of practice within this
region, defining such factors for other times of day would be
superfluous.

Response B4-33:

Direct counts would be another means of estimating trip generation
of the existing project site land uses. Short of interviewing individual
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drivers at the three existing uses as to their trip pattern, however, this
approach would still require estimation of appropriate pass-by
factors. Use of trip generation factor and pass-by reductions
consistent with the analysis of future land uses is considered to be a
sufficiently accurate means of identifying existing site trip generation.
Response B4-34:

The commenter would be correct that the various tables, figures and
computer traffic analysis outputs should match the trip generation
and reflect project trip assignment, but only if this was a relatively
straightforward traffic analysis in which intersection turning
movement volumes are a simple matter of assigning the project trip
generation. However, in this case the analysis is complicated by the
following factors:


The proposed project would result in a new street (“Donner Pass
Road Extension”) that would divert existing and future non-sitegenerated traffic through the site. In particular, much of the traffic
between Glenshire Drive east of the site and Donner Pass Road
west of the site would divert to this new roadway in order to avoid
delays at the Glenshire Drive/Donner Pass Road intersection. This
is one key factor resulting in declines in traffic volumes on some
specific roadway and intersection movements.



The project traffic as well as other background increases in traffic
in the Downtown area, coupled with the provision of traffic signals
at Bridge Street/Donner Pass Road and Bridge Street/West River
Street, will result in substantial traffic delays at these key
intersections, which in turn will divert existing and future through
traffic volumes to other Downtown streets and (in particular) out
of the Downtown area and on to the SR 267 “Bypass” of
Downtown. This results in changes in traffic volumes throughout
the study area.



Some of the individual Railyard land uses access the public
roadway network directly at driveway intersections not evaluated
in the traffic study. These land uses add traffic volumes to the
roadway network but are not reflected at the primary site access
points.



The site is large enough that some “internal” trips will be made by
auto. These trips are part of the trip generation, but not all impact
traffic volumes at the study intersections.
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Extensive and detailed analysis went into the evaluation of these
various factors, resulting in the volumes reported in the Draft EIR. LSC
has reviewed the Draft EIR section and found the tables, text and
figures to be correct for the future no project and future plus project
conditions. However, errors were discovered in the tables presenting
the existing no project and existing plus project conditions. Some of
the reported delays were not entered correctly. Minor errors were also
made in summarizing the worst movement delays. Corrections have
been made to Tables IV.C-4 and IV.C-9, as shown below, and a revised
No Project 2008 Level of Service LOS computation report is included
in Appendix B of this Response to Comments Document. These
corrections do not result in changes in the study findings, and thus
do not necessitate any changes to the recommended mitigation
measures.

Table IV.C-4 has been amended as follows:
Table IV.C-4

Truckee Railyard No Project 2008 PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Total
Intersection

Intersection

Control Type

Delay
Sec/veh

LOS

Summer
1
SR 89 South/West River Street

Signal

12.9

B

2

West River Street/McIver Crossing

Unsignalized

11.1

B

3

Donner Pass Road/McIver Crossing

Roundabout

8.2

A

4

Donner Pass Road/I-80 Central
Interchange WB Off Ramp

Unsignalized

4.6

A

Worst Movement
Delay
Sec/veh

LOS

–
39.0
57.6
15.9
29.5

–
E
Fa
C
D

47.8

E

Unsignalized

2.9

A

37.2

E

6
7

Donner Pass Road/I-80 Central
Interchange EB Off Ramp/High St
Donner Pass Road/Spring Street
Donner Pass Road/Bridge Street

Unsignalized
Unsignalized

A
D

Bridge Street/Church Street

Unsignalized

77.6
79.4
13.7

Fa
F

8

5.5
31.8
5.2

9

Bridge St/ Jibboom Street-High Street

Unsignalized

10
11

Donner Pass Road/Church Street
Donner Pass Road/Keiser Street

Unsignalized
Unsignalized

12

Donner Pass Road/Glenshire Drive

Unsignalized

13

Donner Pass Road/I-80 Eastern
Interchange EB Off Ramp

Unsignalized

5

184

3.2
4.6

9.4
4.9
3.9
9.9

9.4
6.5

5.7

A
A
A
A
A
A

10.7
12.3

16.9
27.2
34.0
59.0

53.8
24.8

30.2

B
B
D
D
Fa
C
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Total
Intersection

Worst Movement

Intersection
Donner Pass Road/I-80 Eastern
Interchange WB On Ramp

Control Type

Delay
Sec/veh

Unsignalized

0.8

A

15

Donner Pass Road/Pioneer Trail

Unsignalized

9.7

A

16

SR 89 North/Donner Pass Road

Roundabout

A

12.9

B

17

SR 89 North/SR 267/I-80 Ramps EB Ramps Signal

5.3
20.3

C

–

–

18

SR 89 North/SR 267/I-80 Ramps WB
Ramps

Signal

B

–

–

19

Bridge Street/West River Street

Unsignalized

F

Brockway Road/Palisades Drive

Signal

F
C

OVFLb

20

68.4
27.9

17.0

B

–

–

21

Brockway Road/Martis Valley Road

Roundabout

A

12.7

B

22

SR 267/Brockway Road/Soaring Way

Signal

7.0
43.4

D

–

–

23

SR 267/Airport Road/Schaffer Mill Road

Signal

C

–

–

24

SR 267/Northstar Drive

Signal

–

SR 267/SR 28

Signal

B
C

–

25

10.9
31.2

35.8

D

–

–

Signal

59.9

E

–

–

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal

11.0
40.5
15.4
38.1

B
D
C
D

–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–

14

28 89 South/Donner Pass Road/Frates Lane
Winter
1
SR 89 South/West River Street
23 SR 267/Airport Road/Schaffer Mill Road
24 SR 267/Northstar Drive
25 SR 267/SR 28

19.0
16.8

16.1

53.0
34.3

29.8

LOS

Delay
Sec/veh

LOS

9.3

A

27.0

54.7

D

Bold indicates level of service standard exceeded.
a
As no more than 4 vehicle-hours of delay were found on any traffic movement, this intersection still attains level
of service standard.
b
OVFL represents overflow conditions where delays per vehicles exceed 200 sec/veh and cannot be accurately
estimated.
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc., 2008.

Table IV.C-9 has been amended as follows:
Table IV.C-9

Truckee Railyard Plus Project 2008 PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Total
Intersection

Intersection

Control Type

Delay
Sec/veh

LOS

Worst Movement
Delay
Sec/veh

LOS

Summer
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Total
Intersection

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Intersection
SR 89 South/West River Street
West River Street/McIver Crossing
Donner Pass Road/McIver Crossing
Donner Pass Road/I-80 Central
Interchange WB Off Ramp
Donner Pass Road/I-80 Central
Interchange EB Off Ramp/High St
Donner Pass Road/Spring Street
Donner Pass Road/Bridge Street
Bridge Street/Church Street
Bridge St/ Jibboom Street-High Street
Donner Pass Road/Church Street
Donner Pass Road/Keiser Street
Donner Pass Road/Glenshire Drive
Donner Pass Road/I-80 Eastern
Interchange EB Off Ramp
Donner Pass Road/I-80 Eastern
Interchange WB On Ramp
Donner Pass Road/Pioneer Trail
SR 89 North/Donner Pass Road
SR 89 North/SR 267/I-80 Ramps EB Ramps
SR 89 North/SR 267/I-80 Ramps WB
Ramps
Bridge Street/West River Street
Brockway Road/Palisades Drive
Brockway Road/Martis Valley Road
SR 267/Brockway Road/Soaring Way
SR 267/Airport Road/Schaffer Mill Road
SR 267/Northstar Drive
SR 267/SR 28

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26 DPR/DPR Extension
27 Glenshire Dr/DPR Extension
28 89 South/DPR/Frates Lane
Winter
1
SR 89 South/West River Street
23 SR 267/Airport Road/Schaffer Mill Road
24 SR 267/Northstar Drive
25 SR 267/SR 28

Delay
Sec/veh
13.7
19.1
8.8

Unsignalized

Worst Movement

LOS

Delay
Sec/veh

LOS

B
C
A

–
121.7
18.2

–
F
C

5.5

A

35.4
58.5

E
Fa

Unsignalized

3.5

A

47.4

E

Unsignalized
Unsignalized
Unsignalized
Unsignalized
Unsignalized
Unsignalized
Unsignalized

6.6
94.7
4.7
6.2
22.9
3.2
4.6

A
F
A
A
C
A
A

105.5
OVFLb
12.3
12.8
61.6
24.2
20.1

Fa
F
B
B
F
C
C

Unsignalized

8.4

A

32.3
55.9

D
Fa

Unsignalized

1.2

A

9.7

A

Unsignalized
Roundabout
Signal

13.1
5.8
20.2

B
A
C

93.2
13.6
–

Fa
B
–

Signal

16.8

B

–

–

Unsignalized
Signal
Roundabout
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Unsignalized
Unsignalized
Signal

OVFL
17.6
7.1
57.0
32.4
11.1
31.8
13.8
6.9
71.1

F
C
A
E
C
B
C
B
A
E

OVFL
–
13.1
–
–
–
–
16.5
23.0
–

F
–
B
–
–
–
–
C
C
–

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal

13.1
44.9
15.6
31.0

B
D
C
C

–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–

Control Type
Signal
Unsignalized
Roundabout

Bold indicates level of service standard exceeded.
a
As no more than four vehicle-hours of delay were found on any traffic movement, this intersection still attains
level of service standard.
b
OVFL represents overflow conditions where delays per vehicles exceed 200 sec/veh and cannot be accurately
estimated.
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Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc., 2008.

Response B4-35:

Two primary traffic factors result in reductions in some individual
intersection turning movements. As discussed in Response to
Comment B4-34, the diversion of non-project traffic is expected to
occur due to (1) the provision of a new roadway (Donner Pass Road
Extension) that will divert traffic, and (2) the future congestion
generated at the Bridge/Donner Pass Road and Bridge/West River
Street intersections that will divert through traffic out of the
Downtown area and on to other roadways such as SR 267 and I-80.
The traffic assignment process was reviewed for the intersections
identified by the commenter, and found to be correct.
Improvements in LOS at unsignalized intersections can result either
from a reduction in side street volumes or a reduction in through
volumes on the main street that result in turn in additional gaps for
side street movements. At signalized intersections, in addition to the
averaging effect identified by the commenter, overall LOS may also
improve even with an increase in total volume through the
intersection if there is a shift in volume from critical movements to
non-critical movements. The differences in base traffic volumes in the
Traffix output is due to the fact that the effect of diversion of nonproject traffic was evaluated by reducing the base traffic volumes.

Response B4-36:

This mitigation measure for the short-term LOS deficiency at the
Donner Pass Road/SR 89 South/Frates Lane intersection builds upon a
previous recent traffic analysis conducted for another project (as
documented in Royal Ridge Traffic Impact Analysis, LSC
Transportation Consultants, Inc., January 17, 2008). That analysis
identified three potential intersection improvements that would
address short-term LOS deficiency: revisions to the lane assignments
on SR 89 South, provision of a roundabout, or provision of an
eastbound right-turn overlap signal phase (allowing eastbound right
turn movements to proceed without stopping while northbound left
turn movements are occurring). The first two of these options could
potentially have a significant environmental, as additional pavement
and right-of-way may be required. The provision of eastbound right
turn overlap phasing, however, has no potential for significant
environmental impact. As presented in Appendix C of the Truckee
Railyard Draft Master Plan EIR, provision of this phasing results in an
adequate LOS of D. This indicates that there is a feasible measure that
mitigates the short-term impact of the Railyard project without the
possibility of significant secondary environmental impacts. While
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selection of the “best” overall short-term strategy for this intersection
would require detailed design work and a public input process, it can
be concluded that the mitigation measure as proposed is feasible.
Response B4-37:

Table IV.C-10 presents the results of the 2008 Plus Project roadway
capacity analysis for collector and arterial roadways. Pages 129-132
of the Draft EIR present an additional evaluation of potential impacts
on local streets in the vicinity of the project site, applying the Town of
Truckee standard identified in the 2025 General Plan Circulation
Element Policy 2.1 regarding LOS on local streets. This evaluation is
based upon the results of the analysis of traffic delays at the key
intersections in the area as well as an assessment of the travel time
that would be provided by the various alternate routes. For each local
roadway segment, volumes are compared against the Policy 2.1
standards and found to attain these adopted standards.

Response B4-38:

While 12-foot travel lanes are the typical standard for collector and
arterial roadways, travel lanes with 10 feet of width are within the
range typically considered to be acceptable for particular situations.
See, for example, page 312 of A Policy on Geometric Design of
Highways and Streets, American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials, 2004, which states that “In urban areas
where pedestrian crossings, right of way, or existing development
become stringent controls, the use of 11-foot lanes is acceptable.
Lanes 10 feet wide are acceptable on low-speed facilities, and lanes 9
feet wide are appropriate on low-volume roads in rural and
residential areas.” A recent peer-reviewed paper specifically on the
subject of travel lane width and safety is “Relationship of Lane Width
to Safety for Urban and Suburban Arterials” (Potts, Harwood, Richard)
prepared for the 2007 Transportation Research Board, which states
that “It is concluded from this research that there is no indication that
crash frequencies increase as lane width decreases for arterial
roadway segments or arterial intersection approaches.” It should
also be noted that where bike lanes are identified, the proposed
street cross-sections shown in the Master Plan include 5-foot wide
bike lanes.

Response B4-39:

The commenter is correct that retaining the existing Donner Pass
Road alignment would result in reduced delay and reduced number of
vehicles required to stop in comparison to the realignment identified
in the Master Plan. On the other hand, the realignment would result in
slower vehicle travel speeds (which can be expected to result in easier
pedestrian roadway crossing conditions) as well as better land
utilization associated with a gridded block site layout. Also, the
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realignment will create the direct pedestrian and vehicle connection to
existing Downtown, while maintaining the current alignment would
continue to separate the Master Plan Area from existing Downtown.
Creating a connection and physically connecting the Plan area to
existing Downtown is a primary component of the Master Plan and
the Downtown Specific Plan. As concluded in the Draft EIR, Chapter V,
Alternatives, the roadway modification does not impact the findings
of significance or associated mitigation measures associated with the
proposed Railyard Master Plan. This is also the conclusion of the
commenter.
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