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LETTER A6
State of California, Native American Heritage Commission
Katy Sanchez, Program Analyst
November 13, 2008

Response A6-1:

On November 16, 2006, a records search (File #NEV-06-92) was
conducted by staff at the North Central Information Center (NCIC) of
the California Historical Resources Information System, California
State University, Sacramento. The records search covered the project
area and a ¼-mile radius. The NCIC, an affiliate of the State of
California Office of Historic Preservation, is the official State
repository of cultural resources records and reports for Nevada
County. The NCIC records search provided background archival
information about known cultural resources in the Railyard Master
Plan Area. Each of the bulleted points in comment A6-1 were
addressed by information obtained from the records search.

Response A6-2:

The cultural resources report did not contain sensitive information
that would be compromised through disclosure during public review.
The archaeological sites documented were either non-artifactual, nonsignificant, or not precisely located. The disturbance of the nonartifactual and non-significant sites would not result in a
consequential loss of scientific information. The cultural resources
report was submitted to the Town in support of the Draft EIR, and,
upon certification of the Final EIR, a final copy of the report will be
submitted to the North Central Information Center.

Response A6-3:

On October 23, 2006, LSA faxed a letter describing the project and a
map depicting the project area to the NAHC in Sacramento requesting
a review of their Sacred Lands File for any Native American cultural
resources that might be affected by the proposed project. The NAHC
is the official State repository of Native American sacred site location
records. On October 26, 2006, the NAHC reported that no Native
American cultural resources listed in the Sacred Lands File are present
in the Railyard Master Plan Area, and provided a list of Native
American contacts.

Response A6-4:

This comment recommends that (1) the lead agency should provide
for the identification and evaluation of accidental discoveries of
archaeological deposits; (2) archaeologically sensitive areas should be
monitored by a professional archaeologist and culturally affiliated
Native American; (3) mitigation plans should provide for the
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disposition of recovered artifacts in consultation with Native American
representatives; and (4) mitigation plans should account for the
discovery of Native American human remains.
Mitigation Measure CULT-2b (see page 347 of the Draft EIR) requires
that accidental discoveries of archaeological deposits be identified,
evaluated, and avoided or mitigated, which fulfills recommendation
#1 above. Mitigation Measure CULT-2a (see page 346 of the Draft EIR)
requires that an archaeological monitoring plan be implemented for
project construction, which fulfills recommendation #2 above. For
recommendation #3, the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to
explicitly call for consultation with culturally affiliated Native
American groups regarding the disposition of artifacts during the
implementation of the monitoring plan. Professional archaeological
standards and practices call for the inclusion of protocol for the
treatment of Native American human remains as stated in
recommendation #4; however, the following text amendment to
pages 346 and 347 would further clarify this requirement.
Should an archaeological deposit be encountered by project
activities, the monitor shall be empowered to halt construction
in the vicinity of the find. Construction activities shall be
redirected and a qualified archaeologist shall implement
relevant portions of the monitoring plan to: 1) evaluate the
archaeological deposit to determine if it meets the CEQA
definition of a historical or unique archaeological resource;
and 2) make recommendations about the treatment of the
deposit, as warranted. If the deposit does not meet the CEQA
definition of a historical or unique archaeological resource,
then no further study or protection of the deposit is
necessary. If the deposit does meet the CEQA definition of a
historical or archaeological resource, then it shall be avoided
by Project activities. If avoidance is not feasible, then effects
to the deposit shall be mitigated through a data recovery
strategy developed by the evaluating archaeologist. Mitigation
of impacts to significant archaeological deposits through data
recovery will recover scientifically-valuable information. This
mitigation may include, but is not limited to, a thorough
recording of the resource on DPR Form 523 records, or
archaeological excavation. If archaeological excavation is the
only feasible method of data recovery, then such excavation
shall conform to the provisions of CEQA Guidelines
§15126.4(b)(3)(C). Any archaeological investigation shall
address the possibility of encountering Native American
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human remains. The investigation shall also address the
disposition of prehistoric archaeological materials resulting
from the investigations in consultation with a culturally
affiliated Native American tribal organization. Additionally, if
historical or unique archaeological resources associated with
significant historical patterns or events in Truckee are
identified, the Town shall consult with representatives of the
Truckee-Donner Historical Society regarding the potential use
of the archaeological findings for interpretive purposes.
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LETTER A7
Nevada County Transportation Commission
Daniel Landon, Executive Director
January 13, 2009

Response A7-1:

The comment acknowledges receipt of the Draft EIR and provides a
summary of the project description and the significant unavoidable
transportation impacts.

Response A7-2:

The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project’s impacts to the SR
267 Bypass are significant and unavoidable. The commenter is correct
that although the impact is found to be significant and unavoidable,
CEQA still requires implementation of mitigation measures to reduce
the severity of the impact to the extent feasible. The commenter
suggests payment of fair share impact fees for the widening of SR
267 as a mitigation measure. As stated in the Draft EIR, and
acknowledged the by the commenter, widening of SR 267 to fourlanes is inconsistent with Town General Plan policy 6.4 and further is
not included in Caltran’s 20 year concept facility or the Town’s impact
fee program, and no funding has been identified for this expansion
by the Town, Caltrans or the Nevada County Transportation
Commission (NCTC). There may be other roadway improvements
(such as an additional local street crossing of the Truckee River) that
can potentially address this impact; however, no such facilities are
identified in the existing Town General Plan or funding plans.
The Town shares NCTC’s concern with regard to vehicle capacity over
the Truckee River. The Town also received a comment letter from
Caltrans District 3 requesting additional information on the proposed
mitigation for capacity on the 267 Bypass and the project’s impacts
on the Bypass. In response to the concerns raised and to better
understand the proposed project’s impacts on the capacity over the
river, the Town had LSC Transportation Consultants analyze the
number of days/hours per year the 267 Bypass and at the Downtown
Bridge Street corridor would exceed the desired LOS standards. The
methodology and details of this analysis are provided in Appendix B
and further summarized in Response to Comments A8-13 and A8-14.
A Mitigation Measure for Impact TRAF-15 is also provided under
Response to Comment A8-14.
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LETTER A8
State of California, Department of Transportation, District 3
William Davis, Senior Transportation Planner
January 14, 2009

Response A8-1:

This comment summarizes the contents of the comment letter and
concludes that the commenter: 1) agrees with the Draft EIR
conclusion that the proposed project will contribute to a significant
impact to the SR 267 Bypass, but 2) disagrees with the conclusion
that the impact is significant and unavoidable and 3) believes that the
justification for concluding the impact is significant and unavoidable
is not adequate. Finally, this comment states that the impacts to SR
267 Bypass are understated.

Response A8-2:

To better understand the proposed project’s impacts on the mobility
over the river, the Town had LSC Transportation Consultants analyze
the number of days/hours per year the 267 Bypass would fail to attain
LOS standards. The methodology and details of this analysis are
provided in Appendix B and summarized below:
For the 2025 No Project scenario (which assumes build out the of
Town General Plan, excepting the proposed project), it is predicted
that LOS on the Bypass would be exceeded for nine hours per year
occurring over a total of seven days roughly between July 4th and midAugust. Within these seven days, the maximum number of hours of
exceedance per day is two hours. Of the nine hours, six hours would
be LOS E and three hours would be LOS F. These hours vary between
10:00 am and 4:00 pm (with most occurring between the 3:00 pm
and 4:00 pm hour) on Wednesday, Thursday, Friday and Sunday. The
worst day for LOS on the Bypass would be Sunday of the July 4th
holiday weekend when two hours of LOS F would occur.
For the 2025 Plus Project scenario, the number of hours with the
Bypass exceeding LOS conditions would grow from nine to fourteen
hours. Days of the week in which at least one hour of congestion
would occur are Sunday, Monday, Wednesday, Thursday and Friday.
The time of year and maximum hours of exceedance per day are the
same as the 2025 No Project scenario.
In both the 2025 No Project and 2025 Plus Project scenarios,
southbound traffic did not exceed capacity.
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The hours of LOS E and F on the Bypass assume no change in driving
behavior to avoid delays. In reality, many drivers (particularly area
residents aware of traffic conditions) can be expected to avoid
periods of congestion by choosing to make their trips before or after
the typical times of congestion. Although this change in behavior
would limit the degree to which capacity is exceeded, poor LOS
conditions would still remain on the Bypass during the hours
specified above.
That said, the Town agrees that future traffic conditions on the SR
267 Bypass at buildout of the General Plan land uses (with or without
the proposed Railyard project) during peak periods will be perceived
by many drivers as poor. Even under LOS E conditions, the following
description of LOS E from the Highway Capacity Manual is a useful
qualitative description of conditions that would face drivers on the
Bypass: “Operations at this level are volatile, because there are
virtually no usable gaps in the traffic stream. Vehicles are closely
spaced, leaving little room to maneuver within the traffic
stream…Any disruptions of the traffic stream…can establish a
disruption wave that propagates throughout the upstream traffic
flow. At capacity the traffic stream has no ability to dissipate even
the most minor disruption, and any incident can be expected to
produce a serious breakdown with extensive queuing…the level of
physical and psychological comfort afforded the driver is poor.”
(Highway Capacity Manual 2000, p 13-10). Put another way, drivers
during these peak periods will experience stop-and-go traffic at times
that will affect both local and regional travel.
The text on pages 15 and 154 of the Draft EIR will be revised as
follows:
Impact TRAF-15: SR 267 between I-80 and Brockway Road –
Peak-hour peak direction volume (1,930) is forecast to exceed
the Town’s capacity limit of 1,850 1,890 by 4 2 percent in the
2025 No Project condition; implementation of the Master Plan
would increase the number of hours of deficient level of
service operations (LOS E or F) from approximately 9 hours of
delay annually under the 2025 No Project condition to
approximately 14 hours of delay under the 2025 Plus Project
condition.
Response A8-3:

Consistent with previous traffic studies conducted in the area (such as
those prepared for Placer County Martis Valley General Plan and for
the Town of Truckee General Plan), the capacity of the SR 267
“Bypass” section between I-80 and Brockway Road was based upon
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Highway Capacity Manual methodology for uninterrupted facilities.
This approach reflects the fact that local studies (such as the Level of
Service Criteria Study prepared for the Nevada County Transportation
Commission by Prism Engineering in 2001) have found that observed
traffic volumes on rural highways in Nevada County are substantially
greater than the capacity identified under the Rural Two-Lane
Roadway methodology presented in the HCM. This methodology is
based upon the assumption that drivers have an expectation to be
able to pass slower drivers, which is not the common expectation for
travel around the Truckee/Tahoe region during a peak summer day.
The HCM Urban Streets methodology is also not appropriate, as it
requires the presence of traffic signals within the corridor segment,
while the issue of the capacity of the 267 Bypass focuses on the
segment between the existing traffic signals.
In the absence of a HCM methodology specifically applicable to the
Bypass, the capacity has been estimated based upon a base volume
from the HCM Freeway methodology. Thanks to the excellent design
parameters of the Bypass (wide travel lanes and shoulders, absence of
intersecting roadways or driveways), as well as absence of pedestrians
and very low bicycle volumes, this roadway segment most closely
functions as one freeway travel lane in each direction. As
demonstrated in Appendix B, the capacity of this segment (LOS E/F
boundary) as well as the LOS D capacity (LOS D/E boundary) was
calculated as follows:
1. A base volume of 2,200 vehicles per hour per lane, per Chapter
13 of HCM 2000.
2. Per the factors identified in HCM, no reductions need be applied
to the base volume to reflect limited lane width or shoulder width.
3. An adjustment is appropriate due to the relatively high impact of
trucks on traffic flow. Based upon Caltrans counts, and
considering the period during which overall SR 267 highway traffic
is greatest (evenings and weekends), it is estimated that 3
percent, or 66 of the base 2,200 vehicles, of total traffic consists
of trucks during peak traffic periods.
4. Per Table 23-8 of HCM 2000, a truck in rolling terrain has a
Passenger Car Equivalence (PCE) of 2.5. Trucks therefore have an
impact equivalent to 165 vehicles. Subtracting the difference (165
minus 66) from the base volume of 2,200 yields 2,101 vehicles
per hour per lane.
5. It is also appropriate to apply a “Peak Hour Factor” (PHF) to reflect
variation in traffic levels within the hour. This is calculated by
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dividing the average 15-minute volume within the peak hour by
the highest 15-minute volume. A review of peak summer PM
peak-hour traffic counts indicates an observed PHF of 0.98.
Multiplying 2,101 by this factor (0.98) yields 2,059 vehicles per
hour per lane.
This value represents the upper end of LOS E/lower end of LOS F
boundary. HCM 2000 indicates that LOS F conditions represent those
conditions found when demand (traffic volume) equals or exceeds
capacity. For instance, the two-lane Highway section of Chapter 12 –
Highway Concepts states that “LOS F represents heavily congested
flow with traffic demand exceeding capacity”. In addition, HCM 2000
also indicates that “The highest volume attainable under LOS E
defines the capacity of the highway” (p 12-16). These definitions
indicate that the LOS E/F boundary occurs when the volume/capacity
ratio equals 1.0.
The Town of Truckee’s LOS standard for roadways outside of the
Downtown area is LOS D (i.e., LOS E conditions do not attain the
standard). It is therefore necessary to factor down the LOS E/F
capacity to reflect the upper end of LOS D (the D/E boundary). LOS
ranges are defined such that a 10 percent change in the
Volume/Capacity (V/C) ratio reflects a full LOS. It is therefore
appropriate to multiply the LOS E capacity by 0.90 to identify the LOS
D maximum flow rate of 1,853. Rounding results in the final volume
of 1,850.
It bears noting that the capacity of the Bypass is only slightly
impacted by the presence of truck traffic during the busiest tourist
traffic periods. In comparison with the 3 percent proportion of total
SR 267 traffic that consists of heavy trucks, 13 percent of Interstate
80 traffic consists of heavy (3 axle or larger) trucks. Combined with
the more severe grades on Interstate 80, this difference in the
proportion of trucks substantially reduces the per-lane capacity of the
interstate compared with SR 267.
On the other hand, the reader should take into consideration that the
capacity analysis does not reflect weather conditions such as the
presence of snow on the roadway. This is due to the fact that (1)
Town LOS policy applies to summer conditions only, and (2) there is
no recognized standard method to address the reduction of capacity
that is associated with snow on the roadway. When weather events
reducing capacity coincide with busy winter travel periods, the
frequency and duration of traffic congestion periods will expand
beyond the level discussed above.
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Response A8-4:

Travel volumes on SR 267 reflect tourist travel patterns, in that
visitors to the Tahoe/Truckee region tend to arrive over a longer
period of time than the length of the peak departure time. For
instance, on a peak summer or winter weekend, traffic from the Bay
Area and Central Valley tends to occur over Friday evening and
Saturday morning, but homeward-bound traffic is more highly
concentrated in the Sunday afternoon period. As a result, while LOS E
and LOS F conditions are forecast to occur on SR 267 in the
northbound direction, LOS E or F is not forecast for the southbound
direction. In turn, formation of queues back onto the eastbound I-80
off-ramp is not forecast to occur.

Response A8-5:

The memo attached as Appendix B provides additional analysis and
discussion of the forecast traffic conditions in Downtown Truckee and
their resulting diversion of traffic to the SR 267 Bypass. In particular,
the reader is encouraged to review Table F of this appendix, as well
as the discussion regarding maximum traffic delays in the Downtown
area. As a point of comparison, the period of the day and days of the
year in which Downtown traffic congestion is forecast in the 2025
plus-project scenario is similar to the periods of traffic congestion
currently seen in the downtown Tahoe City area. While maximum
traffic delays in Downtown Truckee would be shorter than those
currently occurring in Tahoe City (due in large part to the availability
in Truckee of alternative travel routes), these peak delays can be
expected to be perceived as very serious by the typical driver.
The comment correctly states that the Town has General Plan policies
that limit expansion of Downtown intersections including Policy P2.3
which specifically allows flexibility and exceptions to the LOS
standards for Downtown intersections. The commenter is also correct
in stating that such a policy or exception to the LOS standard for
Downtown intersections will result in diversion of traffic onto SR 267
Bypass.
In the 2025 Plus Project scenario, the Bridge Street corridor will
experience LOS F condition for 199 hours of the year (Response to
Comment C3-3). The SR 267 Bypass, in the 2025 Plus Project scenario
would experience LOS D/F for 14 hours of the year. Therefore, during
186 of the 199 hours, sufficient capacity exists on the 267 Bypass to
accommodate drivers diverting from Downtown in order to avoid
traffic congestion. During 14 of the 199 hours, both the Bypass and
the Bridge Street intersections will operate at deficient LOS
conditions.
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The commenter requests that the relationship between General Plan
Policy P2.3 and diversion to SR 267 Bypass be clarified in the Draft
EIR. Page 154 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
The conclusion that volumes on SR 267 between I-80 and
Brockway Road would exceed capacity by 2 percent differs
from the conclusion of the Truckee General Plan traffic
analysis (which indicated that volumes would be 5 percent
below capacity), due largely to the lower capacity identified in
the Railyard analysis for the Bridge Street corridor (as
discussed above under Impact TRAF-7). The resulting
diversion of traffic off of Bridge Street results in a higher
forecast for traffic on SR 267. The Town recognizes that
limited capacity along Bridge Street would result in diversion
of vehicle trips to the SR 267 Bypass. Trip diversion in the
2025 Plus Project scenario resulting from increased
congestion at Downtown intersections is estimated at 500
vehicle trips (including 119 from the proposed project).
Response A8-6:

The Draft EIR adequately concluded that impacts to SR 267 Bypass
were significant and unavoidable. However, the commenter provides
additional information relevant to this determination and the Draft EIR
will be revised accordingly.
The Draft EIR states that widening of the Bypass is included in the
Caltrans long range plan as the “ultimate facility”, but not as the “20
year concept facility.” The commenter requests the Draft EIR clarify
that Caltrans is in the process of updating their long range plan to
include widening of the Bypass as the “20 year concept facility.”
Mitigation Measure TRAF-15 has been revised as part of Response to
Comment A8-9.

Response A8-7:

The Town adopted General Plan Policy 6.4 (maintain 2-lane Bypass)
and General Plan Policy P2.3 (allow flexibility at Downtown
intersections to maintain community character) at the same time. The
commenter’s statement that the Town would not have adopted Policy
6.4 has it fully understood that capacity of the SR 267 Bypass would
be inadequate to accommodate the growth contemplated within the
General Plan is speculation.
The Town appreciates Caltrans’ concern with vehicle capacity over the
Truckee River. To provide a better understanding of the relationship
between the two policies, the Town had LSC Transportation
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Consultants prepare additional transportation analysis examining the
number of hours/days and times of year the Downtown intersections
and SR 267 Bypass would be over capacity. In the 2025 Plus Project
scenario, it is predicted that the Bridge Street corridor would
experience LOS F conditions for 199 hours of the year (Response to
Comment C3-3). The SR 267 Bypass in the 2025 Plus Project scenario
would experience LOS D/F conditions for 14 hours of the year. In
other words, drivers that divert from the Downtown intersections to
the SR 267 Bypass could be accommodated on the Bypass for all but
14 hours per year.
Response A8-8:

The Draft EIR correctly concludes that no funding mechanism is
currently in place to widen the Bypass from 2 to 4 lanes. The Bypass
is a Caltrans facility, so widening will only proceed at Caltrans
discretion. Assuming Caltrans moves forward with the contemplated
improvement, although there is currently no evidence in their
published plans, budgets, etc. that they actively intend proceed with
such an expansion, local participation will likely be required to fund
the project. The Town’s participation in such funding would require
amendment of its traffic impact fee ordinance to include a fair share
fee for the Bypass widening. However, such an amendment would be
inconsistent with current Town General Plan Policy 6.4 and is thus far
from assured. Even such amendment would not reduce this impact to
a less-than-significant level because the actual implementation of the
mitigation measure to which the fees would contribute is not
evidenced in Caltrans’ published plans, budgets, etc., and because it
is outside the control of the Town and project proponent. It should
also be noted that there may well be other strategies to expand
capacity over the Truckee River (such as a local street connection
between Joerger Drive and Glenshire Drive, or between Joerger Drive
and East River Street) that could provide traffic benefits similar to
expansion of the SR 267 Bypass, improve other traffic conditions in
the Downtown area, and remain consistent with the Town’s General
Plan.

Response A8-9:

Payment of traffic impact fees is adequate mitigation when: 1) the
jurisdiction has a capital improvement program; 2) the improvement
to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level is included in the
jurisdiction’s capital improvement program; 3) the jurisdiction has an
established fee program to fund capital improvement projects within
the program; and 4) the improvement falls within the lead agency’s
jurisdiction. In this case, Truckee has a capital improvement program,
but the widening is not included in the program. Not only is it not
included, the widening is inconsistent with Town policy, is not within

90

N:\2007\1407542 Truckee Railyard Master Plan EIR\Documents\RTC\PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT\3-Responses.doc (5/6/2009)

MAY 2009

TRUCKEE RAILYARD DRAFT MASTER PLAN EIR
III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

the Town’s jurisdiction, and is entirely dependent on multi-agency
involvement and cost sharing. Given that the widening is inconsistent
with Town policy and outside the control of the Town, the impact
remains significant and unavoidable. That being said, the Town
shares the commenter’s concern with capacity over the river and
recommends the following text amendment to Mitigation Measure
TRAF-15 on page 154 of the Draft EIR:
Impact TRAF-15: SR 267 between I-80 and Brockway Road –
Peak-hour peak direction volume (1,930) is forecast to
exceed the Town’s capacity limit of 1,890 by 2 percent in
the 2025 No Project condition; implementation of the
Master Plan would contribute to deficient level of service
operations. (S)
Widening this segment of SR 267 to four lanes is included in
Caltrans long range plans as the “ultimate facility” (State Route
267 Transportation Concept Report, Caltrans, October 2004),
but is not identified as the “20 year concept facility.” Caltrans
completed its long range plan in 2004. At that time, the
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on the Bypass was estimated to
reach 20,069 by the year 2020. Based upon more recent
projections, Caltrans is in the process of updating its long
range plan and will designate the widened Bypass as the “20
year concept facility.” This expansion is not included in the
Town of Truckee’s traffic impact fee program, and no funding
has been identified for this expansion by the Town, Caltrans,
or the Nevada County Transportation Commission. In addition,
this widening would conflict with Policy 6.4 of the Town’s
General Plan which directs "Maintain Highway 267 between
Interstate 80 and the Brockway Road/Soaring Way intersection
at two lanes." As such, it would be inappropriate to include it
as a reasonably foreseeable improvement/project.
Mitigation Measure TRAF-15: Providing adequate vehicle
capacity over the Truckee River is of great concern to the
Town and regional transportation agencies. Although there are
currently no published plans or existing fee programs to
increase capacity over the river, it is not the intent of this EIR
to except the proposed project from payment of future impact
fees related to increased capacity over the river.
The Town will investigate the most appropriate means for
increasing vehicle capacity over the Truckee River, including a
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fair share analysis of widening the Bypass to 4 lanes. The
proposed project will contribute its fair share, not to exceed
$100,000, toward the preparation of said study to determine
the means by which capacity over the river could be increased.
Said contribution shall be in place prior to approval of a major
subdivision or building permit issuance for new buildings
within the Master Plan Area. The Town shall complete said
study prior to commencement of development of Phase 2 of
the Master Plan. Upon determining the appropriate
implementation measure, the Town shall revise its impact fee
program. The proposed project will contribute to the cost of
the improvement through payment of traffic impact fee
program fees in effect at the time of development. (SU)
Mitigation Measure TRAF-15: Widening this segment of SR 267
to four lanes is included in Caltrans long range plans as the
“ultimate facility” (State Route 267 Transportation Concept
Report, Caltrans, October 2004), but is not identified as the
“20 year concept facility.” In addition, this expansion is not
included in the Town of Truckee’s traffic impact fee program,
and no funding has been identified for this expansion by the
Town, Caltrans, or the Nevada County Transportation
Commission. As a result, this improvement can be considered
to be infeasible within the 20-year analysis horizon of this EIR.
In addition, this widening would conflict with Town policy:
Policy 6.4 of the General Plan states "Maintain Highway 267
between Interstate 80 and the Brockway Road/Soaring Way
intersection at two lanes." This impact is therefore considered
to be significant and unavoidable. (SU)
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