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This chapter includes a reproduction of, and responses to, each letter received 
during the public review period.  Each letter is reproduced in its entirety, and 
is immediately followed by responses to the comments in it.  Letters follow 
the same order as listed in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR and are categorized by: 

♦ State and Regional Agencies 

♦ Businesses, Non-Profit Groups and Associations 

♦ Members of the Public   
 
Each comment and response is labeled with a reference number in the mar-
gin.  Where the same comment has been made more than once, a response 
may direct the reader to another numbered comment and response.  Where a 
response required revisions to the Draft EIR, these revisions are shown in 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR document. 
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LETTER 1:  Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, State of Cali-
fornia, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.  July 3, 2005. 
 
1-1: This comment acknowledges that the State Clearinghouse has re-

ceived the Draft EIR and has circulated copies of the documents to 
selected State agencies for review.  The letter further states that the 
Town of Truckee has complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to 
CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 2:  Gretchen Bennitt, Air Pollution Control Officer.  Northern 
Sierra Air Quality Management District.  July 6, 2006. 
 
2-1: This comment suggests that the Town may want to add more speci-

ficity to the proposed 2025 General Plan regarding residential open 
burning of yard and green waste.  Additionally, the commentor rec-
ommends the Town implement a green waste collection service to 
provide an alternative to residential open burning of vegetation.  The 
comment does not suggest that the Draft EIR is inadequate in either 
case for not including this information.  No additional change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary.  Despite this, the Town of Truckee notes the 
comments and prior to the adoption of the proposed 2025 General 
Plan may consider the inclusion of additional policies in the General 
Plan to address residential open burning and green waste collection. 
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LETTER 3:  Kevin Boles, Utilities Engineer, Rail Crossings Engineering 
Section Consumer Protection and Safety Division.  State of California, 
Public Utilities Commission.  May 24, 2006. 
 
3-1: This comment includes various recommendations related to ensuring 

safety with regard to rail corridors, particularly with regard to in-
creased traffic and pedestrian activity.  Currently, the proposed 2025 
General Plan, Goal CIR-12, P12.2 does require the community to 
work with the Union Pacific rail lines to address issues associated 
with railroad operations.  The specifics of these issues will be ad-
dressed on a project by project basis in accordance with this General 
Plan policy.  The comment addresses the proposed 2025 General 
Plan and not the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No additional change 
to the Draft EIR is required. 
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LETTER 4:  Robert Larsen, Environmental Scientist.  State of California, 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region.  Received July 
11, 2006. 
 
4-1: This comment is an introduction to the comments that follow.  It 

notes that the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has 
reviewed the proposed 2025 General Plan, and the Draft EIR.  It also 
affirms that the RWQCB is a responsible agency pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Since no substan-
tive comments are contained in this portion of the comment letter, 
no response is required. 

 
4-2: The commentor recommends the proposed 2025 General Plan and 

Draft EIR include specific metrics and standards to ensure water 
quality protection.  Chapter 4.7 of the Draft EIR includes discussion 
of the proposed 2025 General Plan’s various goals, policies and ac-
tions that seek to protect and improve water quality, finding that 
these would reduce any potential impact to a less than significant 
level.  Specifically, Policies P11.2, P11.5 and P11.6, under Goal COS-
11, all adequately address the need for maintaining current water 
quality protection standards.  The proposed 2025 General Plan and 
Draft EIR documents purposely do not contain specific metrics and 
standards as they are broad based program level documents intended 
to be valid for the next twenty years.  The wording of the proposed 
2025 General Plan policies concerning water quality standards is in-
tended to ensure that the Town of Truckee will work constantly 
with the proper resource agencies, now and in the future, to main-
tain the most current standards and management practices in water 
quality protection.  Specific metrics and standards are best addressed 
upon implementation of Policy 11.5 and Action 11.5 and on a site-
by-site or project-by-project determination in accordance with the 
policies and actions defined by the proposed 2025 General Plan.  For 
these reasons, the proposed 2025 General Plan and Draft EIR are 
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adequate as stated.  No additional change to the Draft EIR is re-
quired. 

 
4-3: The commentor recommends the proposed 2025 General Plan in-

clude a detailed water quality monitoring plan, and that the Town 
should develop and implement a comprehensive plan or participate 
concurrently with Placer County’s water quality monitoring efforts.  
Chapter 4.7 of the Draft EIR includes discussion of the proposed 
2025 General Plan’s various goals, policies and actions that seek to 
protect and improve water quality, finding that these would reduce 
any potential impact to a less than significant level.  Specifically, Poli-
cies P11.2, P11.5 and P11.6, under Goal COS-11, all adequately ad-
dress the need for maintaining current water quality protection stan-
dards.  The proposed 2025 General Plan and Draft EIR documents 
purposely do not contain detailed water quality monitoring plans as 
they are broad based program level documents intended to be valid 
for the next twenty years.  Specific water quality monitoring plans 
are best addressed on a site-by-site or a project-by-project determina-
tion in accordance with the policies defined by the proposed 2025 
General Plan.  These policies require adherence to the Best Manage-
ment Practices (BMP’s) defined by the RWQCB standards.  For ex-
ample, Action 11.5 will require a joint plan/program to monitor wa-
ter quality.  Additionally, these project level review will be pursuant 
to CEQA standards and may include specific mitigation measures.  
For these reasons, the proposed 2025 General Plan and Draft EIR are 
adequate as stated.  No additional change to the Draft EIR is re-
quired. 

 
4-4: The commentor recommends the Draft EIR include specific water 

quality thresholds to determine when environmental contingency 
measures will be required.  The Draft EIR does not discuss specific 
water quality thresholds as this is a broad based program level docu-
ments intended to be valid for the next twenty years.  Under the pro-
posed 2025 General Plan, the Town of Truckee is required to work 
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with the proper resource agencies to maintain the most current stan-
dards and management practices in water quality protection.  Specific 
water quality thresholds are best addressed on site-by-site or project-
by-project determination (including project level environmental re-
view as required by CEQA) in accordance with the policies and ac-
tions defined by the proposed 2025 General Plan under Goal COS-
11.  For these reasons, the Draft EIR is adequate as stated.  No addi-
tional change to the Draft EIR is required.  Nonetheless, the com-
ment is duly noted, and the Town may consider adding further poli-
cies to the proposed 2025 General Plan prior to its adoption.  These 
additional policies might call for the adoption of thresholds similar 
to those suggested by the commentor. 

 
4-5: The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should identify specific 

areas that might be used to provided off-site mitigation opportuni-
ties.  CEQA does not require the identification of such potential 
mitigation sites, nor would the identification of such sites be appro-
priate for the Draft EIR’s program level assessment.  No changes are 
needed to the Draft EIR. 

 
4-6: The commentor recommends the proposed 2025 General Plan in-

clude language that encourages the use of Low Impact Development 
Standards set out by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no 
additional change to the Draft EIR is required.  Nonetheless, the 
comment is duly noted, and the Town may consider adding further 
policies to the proposed 2025 General Plan prior to its adoption.  
These additional policies might call for the adoption of thresholds 
similar to those suggested by the commentor. 
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LETTER 5:  Marlo Tinney, Chief, Office of Transportation Planning-
East.  State of California Department of Transportation.  June 30, 2006. 
 
5-1: This comment questions why Caltrans was not involved with the 

later phases of the 2025 General Plan update process.  To the extent 
that notification and consultation is required by CEQA and State 
law, Caltrans was informed of the process to develop the 2025 Gen-
eral Plan and the Draft EIR.  Since this is not a comment on the ade-
quacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 

 
5-2: The comment states that the Traffic and Circulation section of the 

Draft EIR only addresses the future volumes and Level of Service 
(LOS) on summer weekdays, noting that traffic on weekends may be 
much higher due to the large proportion of seasonal vacation homes 
found in Truckee.  

 
 The traffic and circulation section of the Draft EIR appropriately 

focuses on traffic conditions during summer weekdays, since it is the 
Town of Truckee’s standard to design for those summer weekday 
conditions.  More specifically, the traffic analysis analyzes the  
10th-highest summer PM peak hour. A review of count data col-
lected the summer of 2003 indicates the following: 
♦ Traffic data collected along Donner Pass Road (DPR) immediately 

west of Meadow Way (Friday, July 18, 2003 to Wednesday, Sep-
tember 24, 2003) indicates that of the days on which the 30 highest 
peak-hour volumes occurred, the most (9) occurred on a Friday.  

♦ Summer hourly count data along SR 267 immediately north of 
Northstar Drive (Tuesday, July 8, 2003 to Tuesday, July 15, 2003) 
provided by Caltrans indicates the peak hour along SR 267 occurs 
on Fridays from 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM. The same is true of data col-
lected by Caltrans for the same time period along SR 89 immedi-
ately north of Squaw Valley Road.  

It can be determined from this data that the peak-hour condition oc-
curs most consistently on Fridays, and not on the weekend.  Fur-
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thermore, it is standard engineering practice for the design period to 
reflect a busy, but not absolute peak day in order to ensure that 
roadway improvements are not constructed that are needed for only 
a few days or hours per year.  Therefore, the model reflects the  
10th-highest summer PM peak-hour volume as the design period.  
Please see Draft EIR Appendix A:  Truckee General Plan Traffic 
Analyses Technical Appendices (page 34, and Sub-Appendix A) for 
additional detail on the methodology used.  Since the assumptions 
and methodology of the traffic analysis remain valid, no changes are 
needed to the Draft EIR. 

 
5-3: The comment states that Policy PC3-P3 of the proposed 2025 Gen-

eral Plan is not acceptable to Caltrans, since the 267 Bypass was con-
structed as an expressway, and all access rights were acquired.  

 
 It should be noted that the traffic modeling did not assume that any 

additional access to Highway 267 would occur, and so no changes to 
the findings of the Draft EIR are needed.  However, the commentor 
is correct to note that the wording of Policy PC-3 P3 could be taken 
to imply that new access to the Bypass might be allowed.  The word-
ing of this policy will be amended prior to adoption of the proposed 
2025 General Plan to clarify that direct access to the Highway 267 
Bypass would not be permitted. 

 
5-4: The comment agrees with the proposed 2025 General Plan’s pro-

posed strategy to provide alternate travel routes for local circulation 
during storms.  Comment noted.  

 
5-5: The comment notes an inaccuracy in Figure CIR-1 of the proposed 

2025 General Plan, which is also included as Figure 4.12-1 in the 
Draft EIR.   The commentor correctly notes that Year 2004 Peak 
Month ADT for SR 267 at the Placer County line was 16,000, not 
13,240 as shown in the figure.  Figure 4.12-1 has been amended ac-
cordingly, as is shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  Figure CIR-1 
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will be similarly amended prior to adoption of the proposed 2025 
General Plan.  This change does not affect the analysis of findings of 
the Draft EIR. 

 
5-6: The comment suggests that in Intersection #14 (SR 89/SR 267/I-80) 

westbound in Table CIR-5 in the proposed 2025 General Plan should 
be described with the construction of a loop on-ramp as part of the 
future improvements.  The information from Table CIR-5 is repro-
duced in Table 3-4 in the Draft EIR.  

 
 The Town of Truckee agrees with the suggested revision: the con-

struction of a loop to accommodate vehicles traveling in the 
northbound direction to I-80 westbound would also mitigate LOS at 
the SR 267/I-80 Westbound intersection to LOS D, and would avoid 
the need for an additional northbound left-turn lane and southbound 
through lane.  Table 3-4 in the Draft EIR has been revised accord-
ingly, as shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, and Table CIR-5 will 
be similarly revised prior to adoption of the 2025 General Plan. 

 
5-7: The comment requests that a copy of Draft EIR Appendix A should 

be sent to Caltrans for review, and notes that Caltrans’ comments on 
the Draft EIR should not be considered complete until the agency 
has had a chance to review this appendix. 

 
 The appendix has been submitted to Caltrans as requested.  No addi-

tional comments were received as of the date of publication of this 
Final EIR. 

 
5-8: See response to comment 5-6. 
 
5-9: The comment suggests that Figure 4.12-1 in the Draft EIR should list 

the year that the volumes represent, and whether they are for the 
peak month.  It further notes that one of the volumes shown near 
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the west end appears to be pointing to I-80, but should be pointing to 
Donner Pass Road.   

 
 The comment is noted.  The figure has been revised as suggested, and 

as shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  
 
5-10: The comment suggests that the volume thresholds for highways as 

indicated in Draft EIR Table 4.12-5 are unrealistically high.  The 
commentor provides several arguments to support this assertion, and 
notes that use of the arterial volume thresholds that are shown, 
rather than the highway volumes shown, would be acceptable. 

 
 Contrary to the commentor’s suggestion that the volumes shown 

not realistic for the Truckee area, roadway geometry along SR 267 is 
in fact close to optimal, with no intervening intersections, relatively 
flat terrain, and limited bike and pedestrian activity. Furthermore, I-
80 is not a good indication of capacity, as traffic on I-80 consists of 
roughly 18 percent truck traffic, with over 5,500 trucks per day and 
mountainous grades. 

 
 The 1,890 vehicles per hour per lane capacity used in the Draft EIR 

was based upon the findings of the Nevada County LOS Criteria 
Study (Prism Engineering, December 7, 2000) which concluded that 
under certain circumstance the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 
methodologies for two-lane highways is not applicable. This conclu-
sion was drawn by comparing the calculated LOS using the HCM 
methodologies to the observed LOS along 16 locations in Nevada 
County. In some cases the observed capacity was a LOS A/B (based 
upon travel speed), while the calculated LOS was LOS E. This is 
mostly due to the fact that the HCM conservatively assumes a 5-
second vehicle headway. Observations made by Prism Engineering 
suggest actual vehicle headways are less than 2 seconds. It should be 
noted that the two-lane highway methodology contained in the 
HCM is currently being updated, thereby recognizing its faults.  It 
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should further be noted that Exhibit 8-22 of the 2000 HCM1 identi-
fies several rural two lane highways in the United states that cur-
rently accommodate over 1,800 vehicles per hour per lane (Madera-
Olsen Road in Simi Valley, California, Highway 4 in Contra Costa, 
California, and Midtown Tunnel in Norfolk/Portsmouth, Virginia).   

 
 Since the analysis and findings of the DEIR are valid, no changes are 

needed. 
 
5-11: This comment suggests that, contrary to the information shown in 

Table 4.12-9 of the DEIR, an acceptable Level of Service could not be 
maintained on SR 267 just south of I-80 if it to were remain at two 
lanes, and that four lanes would be necessary for the projected level 
of traffic demand.  The comment further notes that Placer County 
standards, which are more stringent, are applied to the section of SR 
267 south of the Placer County line, and that this section is proposed 
to be at four lanes, despite the fact that only a small additional 
amount of traffic is projected for this section. 

 
 In the opinion of the Town Engineer and LSC Transportation Con-

sultants, who developed the Draft EIR traffic analysis, ADT is not a 
good measure of roadway capacity, since it depends on hourly varia-
tion in traffic volume.  In addition, although Placer County’s traffic 
volumes are more stringent that the Town of Truckee’s, as stated in 
response 5-10, above a capacity of 1,890 vehicles per hour per lane 
has been identified, and is determined to be appropriate in defining 
the capacity of this section of SR 267.  Since the analysis and findings 
of the DEIR are valid, no changes are needed. 

 
 
 

                                                         
1 Highway Capacity Manual. Transportation Research Board. 2000. 
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5-12: The comment correctly notes two additional improvements to the 
roadway network that should be reflected in the “Mitigation” col-
umn of Table 4.12-10 in the Draft EIR (NB: the comment’s reference 
to Table 4.2-10 is assumed to have been made in error, since that ta-
ble does not pertain to the EIR traffic analysis).  Table 4.12-10 has 
been amended as suggested to reflect the following changes: 

♦ The SR 89/West River Street intersection will be improved along 
with the “Mousehole” project, to provide 2 SB lanes through the 
intersection,. 

♦ The WB ramp intersection at the SR 267/80 interchange should be 
listed with a future loop on-ramp as part of the improvements. 

 
 The amended table is included in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.   
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LETTER 6:  John Eaton, President.  Mountain Area Preservation Foun-
dation. Received July 6, 2006.  The attachments to this document can be 
found in the 2025 General Plan Final EIR Public Comment Appendix. 
 
6-1: This comment is an introduction to the comments that follow.  It 

notes the Mountain Area Preservation Foundation’s (MAPF) mis-
sion, and introduces the purpose and position of the organization re-
garding desired revisions to the proposed 2025 General Plan, and the 
detailed comments subsequently presented on the Draft EIR.  It also 
provides a discussion of the requirements of CEQA, by way of back-
ground and support of the subsequent comments.  Since no substan-
tive comments are contained in this portion of the comment letter, 
no response is required. 

 
6-2: This comment provides, by way of introduction, a commentary on 

CEQA requirements regarding the EIR’s project description, noting 
the importance of a complete and accurate project description in un-
derstanding the potential environmental impacts that it may cause.  
The comment suggests that the Draft EIR’s project description failed 
to adequately disclose the full extent of the project, due to account-
ing of potential growth in the Town’s proposed Sphere of Influence.  
Since additional detailed comments on the specific ways in which the 
Draft EIR describes and analyzes the potential impacts of develop-
ment in the Sphere is provided in subsequent comments, the reader is 
referred to response to comments 6-10, below. 

 
6-3: This comment suggests that the Draft EIR provides an inadequate 

description of the setting of the proposed project, in that a suffi-
ciently large geographic area, rare and unique regional resources, and 
future regional growth were each not described sufficiently to inform 
the discussion in the various impact analysis sections.  The “Location 
and Setting” description in the Draft EIR Project Description is only 
intended to serve as a general overview of the location and setting of 
the Town, and its proposed Sphere of Influence and Planning Area.  
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A topic-specific existing setting section is provided in each of the 
analysis chapters of the Draft EIR, which provide an appropriately 
focused and detailed description of the extent and characteristics of 
the physical environment that could be affected by the project, in-
cluding rare and unique features where they exist and are relevant to 
the environmental topic under discussion.  No changes are therefore 
needed to the Draft EIR. 

 
 Also see response to comment 6-5, concerning baseline assumptions 

regarding population and housing.  
 
6-4: This comment serves as an introduction to subsequent, more detailed 

comments regarding the baseline population and housing assump-
tions presented in the Draft EIR, for both the town and the wider 
region.  The more directed comments are responded to in detail in 
responses 6-5 through 6-19, below  

 
6-5: This comment suggests that inconsistent baseline population and 

housing numbers were used in different sections of the Draft EIR, 
and that these differences might affect the findings and conclusions of 
both the project- and cumulative impact analyses.   

 
 The comment correctly notes that the Draft EIR uses 10,823 housing 

unit totals as the baseline for its analysis.  These numbers were based 
on the assumed development quantities used in the proposed 2025 
General Plan traffic analysis, which was initiated in Summer 2003, 
and finalized in 2006.  The Draft EIR has been amended to reflect 
that 2003, rather than 2004, is the year for which baseline develop-
ment quantities were calculated.  As allowed by CEQA (Section 
15125(a)) the environmental setting is to describe conditions as they 
exist at the time the Notice Of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR is 
published or at the time environmental analysis commenced.  The 
NOP for the proposed 2025 General Plan was published in March 
2004.  It should be noted that the comment misquotes the Draft 
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EIR’s statement regarding the increment of population increase: as is 
stated on Page 3-4 of the Draft EIR, the increase of 1,443 persons is 
for the 2000 to 2005 period, not 2004 to 2005.  

 
 Buildout numbers referenced and analyzed in the individual impact 

sections in the Draft EIR also reflect the total buildout calculated in 
the proposed 2025 General Plan traffic study.  Appendix A of the 
Draft EIR, the Traffic Analyses Technical Appendices, provides a de-
tailed breakdown of the methodology used in to calculate buildout of 
the proposed 2025 General Plan’s land uses.  As noted in the Appen-
dix (Section R.1), these calculations take account of existing devel-
opment, as well as a series of known approved, but not yet built, 
proposed projects, and buildout of parcels identified as vacant in the 
2003 parcel-based land use inventory.   

 
 The Draft EIR uses both consistent baseline assumptions concerning 

the amount of development, and similarly consistent assumptions re-
garding buildout of the proposed 2025 General Plan.  These assump-
tions have been made more explicit in the Chapter 4 Environmental 
Evaluation of the Draft EIR and is included in Chapter 3 of this Fi-
nal EIR . 

 
6-6: This comment refers to the Draft EIR analysis of second units, sug-

gesting that the assumptions used to estimate the potential number of 
second units in Truckee were flawed or inaccurate.  It should be 
noted that this comment encompasses a reference to the Draft EIR’s 
discussion of seasonal units; those that are owned as second homes 
or vacation rentals, and thus only occupied for a portion of the year.  
Second units are those that are located on a property zoned for sin-
gle-family residential use, on the same lot as the primary dwelling, 
and assumed to be occupied year round.  Given that the remainder of 
the comment clearly pertains to second units, this reference is as-
sumed to have been made in error.  Comments regarding seasonal 
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units, including assumptions regarding seasonal unit trends, are ad-
dressed in response 6-7, below. 

 
 As correctly noted by the commentor, the Draft EIR assumes that 20 

percent of future single family residential development would in-
clude a second unit.  This assumption does extend to the entire life, 
or buildout of the proposed 2025 General Plan.  This assumption 
was based on input from the Town of Truckee Community Devel-
opment Department, which has been in the best position to observe 
trends regarding applications to build second units.  In the judgment 
of the Town, the 20 percent assumption reflects a generous or opti-
mistic position regarding future construction of second units.  This is 
supported by a study assessing the success of the City of Portland, 
Oregon’s Second Dwelling Unit program. This study found that, 
where 1,000 new residential units were constructed over a two year 
period, only 83 second dwelling units (or less than one percent of the 
total) were built.2  Even with incorporation of additional incentives 
or other promotional techniques to encourage construction of sec-
ond units (which are, as yet, not proposed by the Town), or if exist-
ing units (rather than just new units) were to develop second units, 
total numbers are unlikely to exceed the twenty percent assumed in 
the Draft EIR, whose findings and analysis do not, therefore, need to 
be reassessed. 

 
 The comment also questions the baseline assumptions regarding sec-

ond units.  It was not possible to develop a precise count of existing 
second dwelling units in the town based on available data.  However, 
the traffic analysis (and associated air quality and noise analyses based 
on that traffic analysis) accounted for second units in its modeling of 
baseline conditions.  As noted on page 4.12-37 of the Draft EIR, in 
Footnote 18, second dwelling units were accounted for in the traffic 

                                                         
2 Accessory Dwelling Unit Monitoring Project, Report to Planning Com-

mission, City of Portland Planning Bureau, July 2003.  Accessed on-line at 
http://www.portlandonline.com/shared/cfm/image.cfm?id=59091, on July 22, 2006. 
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modeling of existing land uses by applying a factored increase to the 
trip generation rate (based on actual traffic counts within several of 
Truckee’s residential neighborhoods) to single family residential de-
velopment.3  Further, development and calibration of the traffic 
model was based on an extensive series of counts of actual, existing 
traffic volumes.  As such, the model reflects vehicle traffic associated 
with existing land uses at the time the counts were conducted, as well 
as other traffic associated with non-locally generated and pass-
through trips.  Although no changes to the analysis or findings are 
warranted, the Draft EIR will be amended where appropriate to note 
that there are a number of existing second units in Truckee, in addi-
tion to existing single family residential units.  

 
6-7: This comment questions assumptions regarding occupancy of sea-

sonally occupied and vacation housing units.  Truckee has a very 
high proportion of housing units that are occupied on a seasonal or 
occasional basis.  Although it is true that some units may be occupied 
on a more or less year-round basis, it is equally likely that many sec-
ond homes are occupied for only a tiny fraction of the year, because 
an owner chooses not to rent it out in addition to their personal use, 
or is unable to rent it with the frequency they desire, due to demand.  
This is supported by findings of the Truckee Economic Strategy, pre-
pared for the Town in 2001, which notes that only one quarter of 
second home owners in Truckee attempt to rent their properties 
when not in personal use, and on average, those owners only success-
fully rent their properties for 32 days per year.4  Occupancy patterns 
and trends are likely to vary across time, due to factors as diverse as 
regional and statewide economic conditions, weather patterns dictat-
ing an unusually good or bad ski season, or on the basis of unit size.  

                                                         
3 Draft EIR Appendix A, Memorandum to Town of Truckee regarding con-

struction of Second Units, Becky Buchar, LSC Transportation Consultants, April 18, 
2006. 

4 Truckee Economic Strategy, Applied Development Economics, for the 
Town of Truckee. June, 2001. Page 24 
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Thus it would be speculative to attempt to project these trends over a 
20 year period, particularly in a programmatic level analysis like that 
in the Draft EIR.  No revisions are needed to the analysis or findings 
of the Draft EIR. 

 
6-8: This comment suggests that the assumptions regarding the propor-

tion of future homes built in Truckee that would be second homes 
may be flawed, and implies that, since no numeric limit or cap on 
occupation of vacation homes is proposed, a higher proportion of 
year-round units than that assumed in the Draft EIR’s analysis may 
be built.  As noted in the previous response, assumptions regarding 
proportions of second homes were made based on existing develop-
ment patterns, and Town staff input regarding trends in the types of 
developments being proposed in the town. Trends over recent years 
do indicate that patterns of second home ownership will remain 
largely as they are seen today, with no observable significant trend 
towards higher year-round occupancy of residential units.  No revi-
sions are needed to the analysis or findings of the Draft EIR. 

 
6-9: This comment suggests that build out assumptions for the proposed 

2025 General Plan are not consistent between different sections of 
the Draft EIR, and with figures presented in the traffic analysis in 
Draft EIR Appendix A. 

 
 The commentor is correct to note the differences between buildout 

figures for residential development presented in Chapter 3, the Pro-
ject Description, and in Chapter 4-12, Traffic and Circulation.  
However, the two detailed footnotes on page 4.12-37 explain the 
ways in which the two numbers differ.  As described in the foot-
notes, the traffic analysis utilized a buildout total that did not reflect 
the addition of second units.  The projected number of second units 
was 1,145, which, when added to the 18,937 residential units stated in 
Chapter 4.12, results in a total of 20,082 units, matching the figure 
listed in the project description.  LSC Transportation Consultants 
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performed additional analysis to determine if inclusion of 1,145 addi-
tional second units would result in any changes to the conclusions or 
findings of the traffic analysis.  No such findings were made, and so 
it was determined to be appropriate to retain, unchanged, the tabu-
lated data in the traffic chapter, and in the accompanying technical 
appendix, which both reflect the original buildout data.5   

 
 Regarding differences between the traffic appendix buildout figures 

for housing and those in the Draft EIR, as is also noted in a footnote 
on Page 4.12-37, the buildout totals were revised slightly downwards 
to reflect some revisions to proposed land use designations made af-
ter the traffic analysis was complete.  Again, these minor changes 
were found to make no difference to the findings or conclusions of 
the Draft EIR.  An additional perceived difference between the land 
use forecasts identified in the traffic section versus the traffic appen-
dix is that the “bottom line” totals listed in Table E, in Sub-Appendix 
I, for buildout includes the entire traffic study area, encompassing 
land use forecasts for all of Martis Valley, as well some additional ar-
eas within the SOI and outside the Town of Truckee.  The buildout 
figures quoted in chapter 4.12 only reflect development in the Town 
of Truckee, although the traffic analysis did indeed consider devel-
opment in the Sphere.  (See response 6-10, below) 

 
 Regarding non-residential buildout, Chapter 4.12 only lists key land 

uses, and thus provides a less complete listing of estimated non resi-
dential buildout in its summary, compared to the project description.  
The buildout of all land uses (as listed in the project description) 
were considered in the traffic analysis.  Chapter 4.13 of the Draft 
EIR will be amended to cross reference the more complete list of 
land uses in the Project Description, in order to eliminate any poten-
tial confusion. 

                                                         
5 Draft EIR Appendix A, Memorandum to Town of Truckee regarding con-

struction of Second Units, Becky Buchar, LSC Transportation Consultants, April 18, 
2006. 
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6-10: Contrary to the commentor’s assertion, both the traffic analysis, and 

the project description include development in the proposed Sphere.  
Page 3-41 notes that there would be an estimated 627 units in the 
proposed Sphere, in addition to those within the Town limits.  As 
noted in response to comment 6-9, the traffic analysis also includes 
development in the Sphere, and this is reflected in the summary of 
buildout by Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) in Table E of SubAppen-
dix I of the Traffic Analyses Technical Appendices.  Other quantita-
tive analyses, including those for noise and air quality were derived 
from the traffic analysis, and so, also reflect development in the 
Sphere, as do other sections of the Draft EIR.  Where needed, indi-
vidual analysis chapters in the Draft EIR will be amended to make 
more explicit the fact that development in the proposed Sphere was 
considered as part of the project analysis. However, growth within 
the Sphere resulting from the proposed 2025 General Plan was ana-
lyzed in all impact sections in the Draft EIR, and no changes are 
needed to the analysis. 

 
6-11: The comment seeks clarification on the assumptions regarding de-

velopment densities and intensities across individual land use designa-
tions, with the implication that the buildout projections may not ac-
count for sufficient development quantities. 

 
 The provisions included in the proposed 2025 General Plan Land 

Use Element that allow for individual projects to exceed maximum 
density standards, as long as the maximum development density is 
maintained across the entire area in that land use designation, are in-
tended to allow for flexibility and reasonable allowance for site con-
straints and other considerations, such as incorporation of density 
bonuses for affordable and workforce housing.  The Town’s devel-
opment review and approval processes allow for consideration and 
monitoring of total development amounts and intensities across land 
use designations.  Development proposals that would exceed stated 
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maximum densities or intensities are subject to additional review, in-
cluding, where needed, project level review under CEQA that would 
provide for detailed analysis of a project’s compliance with applicable 
land use standards and density and intensity limits.  Further, Action 
A2.1 and A2.2 under Goal LU-2 of the proposed 2025 General Plan 
specifically call for ongoing monitoring and reporting of land use in 
Truckee and the Sphere, through use of GIS-based mapping.  Al-
though no changes to the findings or analysis of the Draft EIR are 
needed, Land Use Element Action A2.1 in the proposed 2025 Gen-
eral Plan will be amended to reflect reporting of current average land 
use densities and intensity as an effective means to track adherence to 
this requirement.  

 
 It should be further noted that it is extremely unlikely that all land 

in a single land use designation in the Town or the Sphere would de-
velop, on average, above its maximum allowed intensity.  Histori-
cally, most areas of the town have developed below their maximum 
allowed densities and intensities; either because of site constraints 
that have effectively limited this maximum buildout from occurring, 
or due to the types of development that the market has demanded or 
supported.  Indeed, the 2005 Housing Element recognizes and spe-
cifically aims to address this concern by requiring minimum density 
standards to be adhered to.6 

 
 Given these factors, and the procedures in place for future project-

specific review, the Draft EIR assumptions regarding buildout densi-
ties are reasonable and appropriate and so no changes are needed. 

 
6-12: The comment requests clarification on how buildout calculations 

were developed.  A detailed summary of the methodology used is 
provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.7  As explained there, 

                                                         
6 Town of Truckee 2005 Housing Element, Policy H-1.2.2.   
7 Truckee General Plan Traffic Analyses Technical Appendix, Pages 49-51. 
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buildout assumptions were conservatively based on calculation of 
maximum allowed development on vacant parcels, on proposed de-
velopment in known future projects, and on maximum development 
quantities in Special Study and Planned Community Areas.  A de-
tailed summary of buildout quantities assumed within each TAZ is 
provided in Draft EIR Appendix A.  

 
6-13: Please see responses to comments 6-9 and 6-12, above.  Since consis-

tent assumptions are used throughout the Draft EIR’s analysis, the 
table requested in the comment is not necessary, nor are revised im-
pact analyses needed for any of the Draft EIR sections. 

 
6-14: Buildout quantities for non-residential land uses were based on those 

developed for the Draft EIR traffic analysis.  A detailed explanation 
of the assumptions used can be found on pages 49 to 51 in Draft EIR 
Appendix A: Truckee General Plan Traffic Analyses Technical Appen-
dices.  These land use quantities are considered to reflect a reasonable 
set of assumptions regarding future land uses, based on best available 
information, and so no changes are needed to the analysis in the 
Draft EIR. 

 
6-15: Please see response to comment 6-6 and 6-12, above. 
 
6-16: The proposed 2025 General Plan does allow for density bonuses to 

be applied to individual development projects, in order to encourage 
the provision of affordable housing.  Land Use Element Policy P1.2, 
which is that referenced by the commentor, is intended to support 
provisions of the town’s density bonus program (which has been in 
place since November 2000, and is reflected in the Town’s Develop-
ment Code and in the adopted 2005 Housing Element, as noted in 
the comment).  Policy P1.2 is also intended to encompass other con-
cessions that the Town may choose to make to encourage develop-
ment of affordable housing, such as relaxed parking standards. 
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 Policy P1.2 does not supersede or have greater standing than the 
Land Use Element’s other standards, notably those concerning maxi-
mum land use densities and intensities across the entire area in a par-
ticular land use designation, as outlined on page 2-12 of the proposed 
2025 General Plan.  These standards would still apply, and would 
control the ultimate community-wide densities to those assumed in 
the Draft EIR.  Please see response to comment 6-11 for additional 
detail concerning application of maximum average density standards.  
As concluded in that response, no revisions to the analysis or find-
ings of the Draft EIR are needed. 

 
6-17: The comment asks which transportation improvements are assumed 

in the traffic model.  The only transportation improvement that is 
not yet built, that is assumed in the transportation model, is the Pio-
neer Trail/Bridge Street Extension.  This roadway will be funded by 
Traffic Impact Fees, which have been collected since 1996, and for 
which engineering and design studies, as well as needed environ-
mental review have been undertaken.  No other improvements are 
assumed under the base case.   

 
 Modeling of future traffic impacts included analysis of both unmiti-

gated (without improvements) and mitigated (with improvements) 
impacts.  These results are presented in Table 4.12-10 in the Draft 
EIR.  The Draft EIR found a significant impact with regard the po-
tential need for improvements for which a funding program is not 
yet in place, and for regional improvements that the Town would 
have no ability to plan for or implement by itself.   

 
6-18: The commenter requests clarification of the assumptions used for 

regional development and associated traffic, and specifically the land 
use assumptions for the Martis Valley Community Plan area. The 
commenter also asks what the other growth assumptions are for ar-
eas outside the model and for the airport. 
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 Sub-Appendix I of Draft EIR Appendix A, contains the land use as-
sumption used in the traffic model by Traffic Analysis Zone.  TAZs 
number 100 through 138. represent Martis Valley.  These assump-
tions are consistent with those in the Martis Valley Community 
Plan, as it was adopted by Placer County in 2003.  Although, as 
noted by the commentor, there was a legal challenge to the Martis 
Valley Community Plan’s EIR, that case has now been resolved.  
Therefore, the assumptions and data contained in that document are 
valid and represent an appropriate basis for analysis in the Draft EIR.  
As suggested by CEQA guidelines section 15130, the projections 
used for the TAZ’s encompassing Martis Valley are summarized in 
Table 5-1, below.  It should be noted that the land uses for Martis 
Valley are either greater than or equal to those currently proposed 
for the Siller Ranch, Timilick at Tahoe, Northstar Highlands and 
Northside projects. 

 
 Appendix A also describes how growth at the external nodes was 

estimated in the model. In general, the build out of the North Shore 
Community Plans was assumed, as well as the build out of the Squaw 
Valley area. Growth rates from the Caltrans Statewide traffic model 
were used to estimate growth along SR 89 to the north, and I-80 to 
the east and west. The growth at the airport was estimated based 
upon the growth rate identified in the Truckee Tahoe Airport Mas-
ter Plan (November, 1998).  
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TABLE 5-1  DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS FOR MARTIS VALLEY  
    COMMUNITY PLAN TAZS  

Land Use Development Amount 

Single Family Residential 5,080 units 

Multi-Family Residential 3,520 units 

Commercial  600 (1,000 square feet of floor area) 

Office 69.5 (1,000 square feet of floor area) 

Lodging 225 rooms 

Golf Course  126 holes 

 

6-19: Chapter 4.3: Biological Resources will be amended as appropriate to 
reference the various natural features listed in the comment and can 
be found in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  Although these features 
represent additional examples of biological resources that could be af-
fected by the proposed project, the project level analysis in the Draft 
EIR does address them, along with other similar features in Truckee 
and the Sphere.  The same proposed 2025 General Plan policies iden-
tified in the Draft EIR that would mitigate potential impacts to a less 
than significant level would also apply to these resources.  Thus the 
findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR remain valid, and no 
changes are needed to them. 

 
6-20: This comment serves as background and introduction to the more 

detailed comments that follow.  Each of the topics introduced in this 
section are addressed in detail in the responses to comments below.   
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6-21: This comment restates the findings of the Draft EIR with regard to 
impacts to population, employment and housing.  No response is 
necessary. 

 
6-22: The comment states that the Draft EIR’s analysis is inadequate be-

cause it fails to analyze impacts to the jobs/housing balance that 
would result from implementation of the proposed 2025 General 
Plan.  CEQA Section does not require an analysis of the sort re-
quested by the commentor, nor does the Town of Truckee have any 
adopted threshold or standard of significance regarding jobs/housing 
balance.  As is concluded in the Draft EIR, the proposed 2025 Gen-
eral Plan reflects a series of goals, policies, and programs, represent-
ing feasible efforts by the Town to address and improve existing and 
future conditions for both jobs and housing, resulting in a less than 
significant project impact. 

 
 Although the various analyses suggested by the commentor might 

provide some interesting discussion, they would provide no greater 
ability to conclusively say what the impacts of the proposed 2025 
General Plan’s implementation might be, particularly over the long 
term and on a regional level.  Indeed, it would be speculative for the 
Draft EIR to attempt to project, for a 20 year planning horizon, the 
range of employment types that could occur in the future, the spe-
cific match, over the long term, between those particular jobs and 
the exact profile and location of housing types at various levels of af-
fordability.  External forces, growth and development in other parts 
of the region and the State, broader demographic, economic, and 
market trends, as well as personal choice on the part of individuals 
will likely dictate the ultimate balance of jobs and housing and the 
commute patters of those who live and work in Truckee, rather than 
any specific policies of the proposed 2025 General Plan.   

 
 Since the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is adequate and appro-

priate, no changes are needed. 
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6-23: The comment suggests that the proposed 2025 General Plan could 
result in displacement of population, due to rising housing costs 
which force residents to relocate in other communities.  Rising hous-
ing costs have been a notable trend in Truckee in recent years, just as 
they have throughout the State and many other places in the US.  
This trend is the result of numerous factors, including low interest 
rates, the overall state of the California economy, and demographic 
shifts.  Thus, it would be unreasonable to attribute a decrease in 
housing affordability as a direct or indirect impact of the proposed 
2025 General Plan that can be traced to any of its particular goals, 
policies or land use designations.  Indeed, contradictory to this asser-
tion, the proposed 2025 General Plan’s goals and policies, explicitly 
seek the provision of more affordable housing in the Town.  These 
policies support those of the recently adopted Housing Element, the 
certification of which by the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) implicitly acknowledges that the 
Town has in place sufficient policies and programs to meet its share 
of regional housing demand.   

 
 The findings of the Draft EIR remain valid, and no changes are 

needed. 
 
6-24: As noted by the commentor, the Draft EIR a concludes that growth 

in the Town may cumulatively contribute to the overall demand for 
affordable housing in the region.  Since the proposed 2025 General 
Plan would allow new job-generating development to occur, it could 
contribute to the overall, cumulative regional housing demand, since, 
even despite the best efforts of the Town, some employees may 
choose or be forced to seek housing outside of Truckee, just as some 
who are employed in other parts of the region may choose or be 
forced to seek housing in Truckee.  The level of analysis provided in 
the Draft EIR to accompany this assessment is entirely appropriate 
for this program level document, particularly in consideration of 
cumulative impacts. 
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 CEQA discourages speculation in an EIR’s analysis (CEQA Guide-
lines Section 15145).  For the same range of reasons outlined in the 
second paragraph of response 6-22, and to a greater extent for a cu-
mulative analysis, the Draft EIR appropriately refrains from such 
speculative discussion.  Thus, no changes are needed to the Draft EIR 
or its analysis or findings. 

 
6-25: This comment suggests a series of additional mitigation measures 

related to population, housing and employment.  Since there are no 
project-level impacts identified in these areas, there is no need to in-
corporate these policies in the proposed 2025 General Plan, or as 
Mitigation Measures in the Draft EIR.  Additionally, since cumula-
tive impacts were determined to be significant and unavoidable, any 
policies that the Town could enact would not, by themselves resolve 
the regional housing impact identified in the EIR.  However, the 
Town may consider these suggested policies for incorporation into 
the Final 2025 General Plan, prior to its adoption. 

 
6-26: This comment introduces the more detailed comments provided in 

subsequent paragraphs concerning the traffic and circulation impact 
analysis.  These specific comments are addressed in responses 6-27 
through 6-29, below.  

 
6-27: Please see response to comment 6-9, 6-10, and 6-17, above. 
 
6-28: This comment suggests that the DEIR should have included an 

analysis of the direct and indirect environmental impacts of all traffic 
improvements identified in the DEIR and whether those improve-
ments are feasible. Traffic modeling was done for that purpose as 
shown in Table 4.13-10 of the DEIR. 

 
 The General Plan policies proposed require that specific levels of 

service (LOS) be maintained and establish the criteria for project 
level review of the potential environmental impacts of the projects 
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necessary to maintain that LOS and any alternatives to those pro-
jects. The DEIR acknowledges that, in certain cases, delay in the im-
plementation of improvements may result in an unavoidable signifi-
cant impact to those intersections. The DEIR therefore provides a 
valid and adequate analysis of the potential impacts associated with 
the proposed general plan and no additional modeling or analysis is 
required. 

 
6-29: This comment suggests a series of additional mitigation measures 

related to traffic and circulation.  Since there are no project-level im-
pacts identified in these areas, and any policies that the Town could 
enact would not, by themselves be likely to resolve the cumulative 
traffic issues identified in the Draft EIR, there is no need to incorpo-
rate these policies in the proposed 2025 General Plan, or as Mitiga-
tion Measures in the Draft EIR.  However, the Town will consider 
these suggested policies for incorporation into the Final 2025 General 
Plan, prior to its adoption. 

 
6-30: This comment suggests that visual simulations or detailed maps 

showing the relationship between proposed development and visu-
ally sensitive areas should have been prepared to support the Draft 
EIR’s conclusions that the proposed 2025 General Plan would have a 
less than significant impact with regard to visual resources.  As a pro-
gram-level document, preparation of visual simulations that pur-
ported to show, with any degree of accuracy or verisimilitude, the 
future visual character of the Town, would not be practical, nor 
would it provide valid evidence that would alter the conclusions or 
analysis of the Draft EIR.  The same is true for mapping of visually 
sensitive areas and potential future development.  In this case, issues 
of sightlines, perspective, and individually attainable public views 
could not be meaningfully analyzed on a community-wide level.  

  
 Regarding the Sphere, it should be noted that the proposed 2025 

General Plan’s land use designations for the Sphere reflect designa-
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tion already put in place by Nevada County.  Therefore, neither the 
proposed 2025 General Plan, nor the future annexation and incorpo-
ration of these lands would, in and of themselves, result in the devel-
opment of these areas.  Regardless, at the program level of analysis, it 
is not possible to say precisely where or how in the Sphere of Influ-
ence new development might occur, and as such, the proposed 2025 
General Plan’s reliance on policy statements to address the potential 
visual impacts associated with the location and appearance of new 
development would serve as adequate mitigation.  

 
 No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
  
 NB.  This comment also mentions “biologically significant areas.” 

Since the bulk of this comment clearly pertains to the Draft EIR’s 
discussion of visual impacts, the reader is referred to later responses 
to comments in which the Draft EIR’s analysis of biological resource 
impacts are directly addressed. 

 
6-31: This comment suggests a series of additional mitigation measures 

related to visual impacts.  Since there are no project-level impacts 
identified in this areas, and any policies that the Town could enact 
would not, by themselves be likely to resolve the cumulative impact 
to visual resources identified in the EIR, there is no need to incorpo-
rate these policies in the proposed 2025 General Plan, or as Mitiga-
tion Measures in the Draft EIR.  Nonetheless, the Town will con-
sider them for inclusion in the Final 2025 General Plan, prior to its 
adoption.   

 
6-32: This comment states that the Draft EIR’s analysis of impacts to bio-

logical resources are inadequate, because it does not, for example, 
quantify acres of habitat that would be urbanized under the proposed 
2025 General Plan’s land uses.  The Land Use Map, shown in Figure 
3-4, and Table 3-2 show where development would be allowed to oc-
cur in the future.  However, as a program document, the Draft EIR 
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cannot reasonably quantify, in the way suggested by the commentor, 
the exact location of future development relative to habitat areas on a 
finer-grained level.  Habitat areas within a specific area, or even on a 
specific parcel can be of widely varying quality and value, depending 
on a multitude of site specific factors.  Equally, an individual devel-
opment project may have a widely variable footprint, or other char-
acteristics of design or location that would influence its relative effect 
on important biological resources.  Such impacts would appropri-
ately be assessed on a project specific basis.  The program-level analy-
sis presented in the Draft EIR is adequate to inform the discussion of 
environmental impacts, and no changes are needed. 

 
6-33: See response to comment 6-19, above. 
 
6-34: See response to comment 6-32. 
 
6-35: The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not adequately ad-

dress impacts to biological resources, particularly issues of habitat 
fragmentation, direct loss of habitat that could occur, and indirect 
impacts from clustered and low-density development.   

 
The commentor is correct to note that the issues of habitat fragmen-
tation and of indirect impacts to sensitive habitat in the Town and 
the Sphere, are not explicitly addressed in the Draft EIR.  However, 
the Draft EIR does implicitly addresses these issues in its discussion 
of biological resources impacts.  Any new development (including 
clustered and low density development) might result in increases in 
human presence in previously uninhabited areas, introduction of 
roads and infrastructure, and cause effects that might potentially re-
sult in increased fragmentation of wildlife habitat, and/or increased 
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likelihood of direct and indirect impacts, which may be significant if 
not addressed by policies or other mitigation.8   
 
However, as noted in the Draft EIR, the proposed 2025 General Plan 
seeks, through its policies and programs to minimize or avoid such 
impacts to habitat, which would include habitat fragmentation.  
Habitat fragmentation is addressed in Policy P1.1 under Goal COS-1, 
which calls for the acquisition and preservation of large blocks of 
undeveloped open space, and open space corridors that provide con-
nections between different open space areas.  Policy P1.5 similarly 
suggests as priorities for open space preserved by direct actions of the 
Town, land that occurs in large blocks and is contiguous and con-
nected, and that provides maximum habitat value.  This would in-
clude, by implication, areas which would reduce the likelihood of 
habitat fragmentation.  The specific identification of priority lands 
for such preservation, and thus the sorts of habitat lands listed above, 
is listed as a key point in development of the proposed Open Space 
Acquisition Plan that the proposed 2025 General Plan calls for in Ac-
tion A1.2.  Policy P4.1 calls for preservation of the integrity and con-
tinuity of biological resources open space and habitat; and Policy 
P4.2 would protect sensitive land from destruction and intrusion 
from incompatible land uses, considering prevention of habitat frag-
mentation as a key concern.   Action A4.1 would require preparation 
of a plan to manage and protect sensitive biological resources, priori-
tizing areas for management and protection that are likely to be im-
pacted by development, and Action A4.2, calls for, as part of such a 
Plan, ongoing monitoring of the overall health of sensitive habitat 
resources that could result in refinement of proposed 2025 General 
Plan policies.  Together, these policies and actions would reduce the 

                                                         
8 Regarding the Sphere, as noted in response 6-30, above, the Draft General 

Plan’s land use designations for the Sphere reflect designation already put in place by 
Nevada County.  Therefore, neither the Draft General Plan, nor the future annexa-
tion and incorporation of these lands would, in and of themselves, result in the devel-
opment of these areas. 
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potential impacts of development allowed under the proposed 2025 
General Plan to a less than significant level.  The text of the Draft 
EIR has been amended to clarify this analysis and conclusion regard-
ing habitat fragmentation.   
 
As with other sorts of impacts, indirect impacts to habitat would be 
analyzed as part of project-level studies at the time individual projects 
would be proposed and built, and appropriate mitigations incorpo-
rated to minimize impacts, in accordance with proposed 2025 Gen-
eral Plan policies and CEQA requirements.  The policies cited above, 
along with Conservation and Open Space Element Action A4.3, 
which calls for development of guidelines concerning development 
adjacent to sensitive wildlife habitats, would also mitigate potential 
impacts to a less than significant level.  The text of the Draft EIR has 
been amended to incorporate explicit reference to indirect habitat 
impacts, and to reflect this analysis and conclusion.     
 

 Although the policies of the proposed 2025 General Plan would 
mitigate the projected impacts to a less than significant level, and no 
additional mitigation is required by CEQA.  However, the Town 
will consider these suggestions for policies relating to habitat frag-
mentation for incorporation into the Final 2025 General Plan, prior 
to its adoption. 

 
6-36: This comment includes a number of suggested mitigation measures 

related to biological resources impacts.  No significant project-level 
impacts were found, and the significant and unavoidable cumulative 
impact could not be mitigated to a less than significant level solely on 
the basis of these suggested policies.  Nonetheless, the Town will 
consider them for inclusion in the Final 2025 General Plan, prior to 
its adoption.   
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6-37: This comment provides background an introduction to the subse-
quent comment regarding the Draft EIR’s analysis of growth-
inducing impacts.  Since this comment does not contain a substantive 
comment on the Draft EIR, no response is required. 

 
6-38: This comment suggests that the direct and indirect growth-inducing 

impacts of the project are not adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR, 
or adequately supported by facts or analysis. 

 
 As a program level document, the Draft EIR’s qualitatively-oriented 

and broad-brush analysis of growth inducing impacts presents an ap-
propriate level of detail and analysis.  The discussion of direct growth 
inducing impacts appropriately notes that the proposed 2025 General 
Plan would designate lands for development, and thus would induce 
growth within its project area, which in this case would encompass 
the Town Limits and the Proposed Sphere of Influence.  The pro-
posed 2025 General Plan’s land use and policy framework only per-
tains to the area within the specific boundaries of the Town Limits 
and Sphere, and, as such, would not directly induce growth outside 
of them.  It also notes some of the specific policies and programs that 
would direct that growth in an orderly and planned manner, and 
would minimize environmental impacts.  

 
 As previously noted in these responses to comments, the level of 

development in the Sphere is already accounted for in the land use 
designations applied to this area by Nevada County, and as such, an-
nexation and incorporation of these lands into the Town would not, 
in and of itself, result in new growth or development that was not 
otherwise foreseen. 

 
 Like the Draft EIR’s discussion of direct impact, the discussion of 

indirect impacts is presented at a broad level of detail and analysis, 
primarily because it would be speculative to try and project the 
amount of growth related to growth in the Town and its Sphere, 
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versus that caused by other economic factors or demographic trends 
in the region, or encouraged through the planning and policies of 
Placer County or Nevada County.  It would be particularly specula-
tive to comment on the exact type or location of that growth, par-
ticularly as it may occur over the long-term planning horizon of the 
proposed 2025 General Plan.  As noted in the Draft EIR, the pro-
posed 2025 General Plan’s supports orderly and logical patterns of 
growth in the surrounding region, and makes all feasible efforts to 
provide adequate housing and employment opportunities for its own 
residents, such that growth pressures and indirect growth inducing 
impacts on adjacent communities and the region would be mini-
mized. 

 
 No changes are needed to the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 

EIR.   
 
6-39: This comment calls out two specific ways in which the commentor 

believes the proposed 2025 General Plan might induce growth, that 
should have been analyzed in the Draft EIR.  The commentor sug-
gests that there may be other growth-inducing aspects that should be 
considered, but does not elaborate on what they may be, precluding 
a direct response. 

 
 The first potentially growth-inducing factor suggested by the com-

mentor relates to potential increases in the housing affordability gap, 
resulting in pressure on adjacent communities to accommodate that 
growth.  The reader is referred to response to comment 6-23, which 
notes that the proposed 2025 General Plan, rather than supporting or 
encouraging an affordability gap, instead vigorously supports the 
provision of affordable housing, as well as the development of 
higher-wage jobs to enable Truckee residents to afford local housing.  
The certification of the Town’s 2005 Housing Element also demon-
strates that the Town has in place a series of feasible policies and 
programs to address its share of the affordable housing need.  Thus, 
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rather than pressuring adjacent communities to provide housing, the 
proposed 2025 General Plan would seek to accommodate its own 
housing demand for all sectors of the population, and may, indeed, 
absorb unmet affordable housing demand from elsewhere in the re-
gion. 

 
 The second way the commentor suggests the proposed 2025 General 

Plan may induce growth is through extension of services into the 
proposed Sphere of Influence, thereby removing barriers to growth 
beyond the Sphere.  Under the proposed 2025 General Plan, the 
Town does not plan to extend utilities or infrastructure over which 
it has control, such as roads, outside of these boundaries.  The Special 
Districts which provide other utilities to the Truckee area have 
planned for an orderly extension of services, in accordance with the 
Town’s planned patterns of growth and development, as well as poli-
cies of Nevada County that reflect the County’s land use designation 
for the proposed Sphere.  Action A8.2 in the proposed 2025 General 
Plan calls for development of annexation policies that note that the 
most appropriate areas for planned urban development outside the 
Town Limits include those where infrastructure is already planned, 
followed by those that are within the service boundaries of those 
providers.   

 
 No changes are needed to the analysis or findings of the Draft EIR. 
 
6-40: This comment suggests that mitigation measures listed elsewhere in 

the comment letter should be incorporated into the proposed 2025 
General Plan, in order to reduce growth-inducing impacts of the pro-
ject to a less than significant level. Since no significant growth-
inducing impacts were found, there is no need for additional mitiga-
tion measures or policies to be incorporated.  Nonetheless, the Town 
will consider them for inclusion in the Final 2025 General Plan, 
prior to its adoption. 
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6-41: This comment suggests that growth in the Sphere was not adequately 
accounted for in the project analysis.  See response to comment 6-10. 

 
6-42: This comment suggests that the analysis of growth inducing impacts 

should include as description of privately held land in the Planning Area 
that could develop if the proposed Sphere were to be annexed and ser-
vices extended to development areas there. Please see the third para-
graph of response to comment 6-39, above.   

 
6-43: This comment suggests that the alternatives analysis is flawed, on the 

basis that the impact analysis failed to adequately disclose all of the 
impacts of the project, and thus, the alternatives cannot, as is re-
quired by CEQA, address the reduction of those impacts. As is dis-
cussed in various of the responses to comments, above, the commen-
tor’s assertion regarding the adequacy of the impact analysis is re-
spectfully found to be incorrect. Therefore the alternatives analysis 
remains valid in this particular respect, and no changes are needed to 
it. 

 
6-44: The comment suggests that the Draft EIR’s Alternatives analysis 

failed to meet the requirements of CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 
regarding the presentation of a “reasonable range of alternatives that 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but 
would avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the pro-
ject.”  Subsequent comments provide additional detail on the ways in 
which the commentor suggests the Draft EIR’s analysis might be 
flawed, and the reader is thus referred to responses to comments 6-45 
and 6-46, below. 

 
6-45: The comment suggests that the complete range of physical and regu-

latory constraints to development should have been factored into 
one or more of the alternatives, which would have provided a more 
realistic basis for understanding the actual development that could 
have occurred under each alternative.  Although it is not explicitly 
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stated, the comment implies that the only feasible, and/or realistic al-
ternative to be considered is one based on adherence to existing town 
policies and environmental and physical constraints to development.   

 
 While not based on the precise methodology suggested by the com-

mentor, the range of alternatives presented and analyzed in the Draft 
EIR does, to some extent, reflect the considerations suggested by the 
commentor.  Both the location of sites to which the development 
scenarios were applied, and the scenarios themselves were deter-
mined by the Town as reflecting realistic and reasonable options for 
future development, including consideration of known development 
constraints.  In fact, the small number of sites among which different 
development scenarios were created for the alternatives represent the 
relatively limited range of sites in the town for which changes to ex-
isting land use designations, (and thus to future development on 
those sites) was considered appropriate and/or desirable.  The selec-
tion of these sites was made on the basis of input from the Town, 
and from the public. 

 
 Regarding the consideration of alternatives for development in the 

SOI, the existing land use designations in this area were considered to 
remain valid, and, on the basis of environmental review completed 
for the 1996 General Plan, and for the Draft EIR on the proposed 
2025 General Plan, to not be subject to significant environmental 
impacts from future development under current designations, to 
which the alternatives needed to respond.  

 
 In addition, implicit in all of the alternatives is the assumption that 

development under the alternative in question, on each individual 
site, would be responsive to site constraints as well as to applicable 
regulatory requirements, which would dictate the ultimate amount 
and location of growth.  In the opinion of the Town, the alternatives 
do reflect a reasonable and feasible range of alternatives, with the ca-
pacity to lessen various  of the environmental impacts of the pro-
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posed 2025 General Plan, and so there is no need to revise the alter-
natives analysis as the commentor suggests. 

 
6-46: This comment suggests that the “Mixed Use and Outlying Open 

Space” alternative should have been amended to eliminate one com-
ponent, development of the Airport Flat site, that resulted in greater 
overall impacts of the alternative that caused it to rank below others 
in the assessment.   

 
 Although the visual and biological impacts of development of Air-

port Flat in that alternative resulted in comparatively worse impacts 
in these two areas than some of the other alternatives, other envi-
ronmental impacts unrelated to development at Airport Flat were 
also judged to be comparatively worse, including traffic impacts to 
Donner Pass Road.  Compared to the Increased Residential Devel-
opment alternative that was deemed the “environmentally superior 
alternative,” the Mixed Use Alternative had comparatively worse 
traffic, air quality and noise impacts, none of which were related to 
development on Airport Flat.  The alternatives analysis is adequate 
and valid, and no revisions are needed to the Draft EIR. 

 
6-47: Please see responses to comments 6-45 and 6-46. 
 
6-48: This comment concludes the comment letter, and reiterates, in gen-

eral terms, the contents of the comments that are addressed in greater 
detail above, and to which the reader is referred.  No additional re-
sponse is required.   
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LETTER 7: Leigh Fitzpatrick, Executive Director.  Truckee Trails Foun-
dation.  Received July 7, 2006.  The attachment to this document can be 
found in the 2025 General Plan Final EIR Public Comment Appendix. 
 
7-1 The commentor agrees that the section titled “Trail and Bikeway 

System” found in the Circulation Element is a very good summary 
of the Town of Truckee’s bikeway priorities.  The commentor asks 
that partnership between the Town of Truckee and the Truckee 
Trails Foundation be acknowledged regarding the development of 
the Truckee Trails and Bikeway Master Plan.  This suggested ac-
knowledgement will be considered for inclusion into the text of 
Chapter 4 of the proposed 2025 General Plan prior to its adoption.  
The comment addresses the proposed 2025 General Plan and not the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No additional change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 

 
7-2 This commentor found several inaccuracies in Figure CIR-2 of the 

Circulation Element which is reproduced as Figure 3-8 in the Draft 
EIR.  The request changes are reflected in a revised version of the 
Figure 3-8 included in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, and the proposed 
2025 General Plan will be similarly corrected prior to its adoption.  
Since the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, 
no additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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LETTER 8:  Robert Himsl, Partner.  Ponderosa Golf Course.  June 15, 
2006.  The attachments to this document can be found in the 2025 Gen-
eral Plan Final EIR Public Comment Appendix. 
 
8-1 This comment agrees with the Draft EIR and asks that the Town 

Council and Planning Commission adopt the Draft 2025 General 
Plan as is.  No additional response is required. 
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LETTER 9:  Robert Schwartz, President.  Pine Forest Homeowners Asso-
ciation. July 7, 2006. 
 
9-1 The commentor does not support the redesignation of the area im-

mediately adjacent to/southerly of the Pine Forest at Truckee devel-
opment.  The commentor cites concerns regarding the aesthetic im-
pact of industrial development, including the effects of grading and 
tree removal that could occur under the proposed 2025 General Plan 
Land Use designations.  The comment addresses the proposed 2025 
General Plan and not the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, as 
noted in the Draft EIR Chapter 4.1, the proposed 2025 General Plan 
includes a series of goals, policies, and actions intended to preserve 
the aesthetic and scenic qualities of the town, including application 
of design standards and guidelines, and regulations regarding hillside 
development and grading.  All development in the Town of Truckee 
would be subject to such requirements, including the industrial uses 
noted in the comment.  Further, individual development projects 
would be subject to design review and pursuant to CEQA evalua-
tions on potential aesthetic impacts to public views.  Since no 
changes are needed to the Draft EIR’s findings and analysis, no addi-
tional changes to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
9-2 The commentor suggests a correction to Figure 3-7 in the Draft EIR.  

The requested change is reflected in a revised version of the Figure 3-
7 included in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the 
Draft EIR is required. 
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LETTER 10:  Yvan J. Albert, 10118 Reynolds Way, Truckee, CA. 
June 20, 2006. 
 
10-1 The commentor suggests rewording of two Special Study Area Poli-

cies: SSA2-P2 and SSA2-P5.  The suggested rewording does not alter 
the adequacy of the current policy wording.  The comment addresses 
the proposed 2025 General Plan and not the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  No additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
10-2 The commentor does not support the redesignation of the Ponderosa 

Golf Course.  The commentor also speculates about why the redes-
ignation of the golf course is being addressed in the proposed 2025 
General Plan.  The commentor recommends several business strate-
gies for maintaining the viability of the golf course.  The comment 
addresses the proposed 2025 General Plan and not the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR.  No additional change to the Draft EIR is required.  
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LETTER 11:  Ronnie Colby, Truckee, CA.   June 25, 2006. 
 
11-1 The commentor suggests a correction to a photo caption in the Eco-

nomic Development Element in the proposed 2025 General Plan.  
This correction will be made to reflect the appropriate caption prior 
to its adoption.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
11-2 The commentor does not support the redesignation of the Ponderosa 

Golf Course proposed in the 2025 General Plan.  The commentor 
also outlines several reasons why the redesignation of the golf course 
should not occur and presents a series of comments about way in 
which golf courses are addressed in the proposed 2025 General Plan.  
The comment addresses the Draft 2025 General Plan and not the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No additional change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 

 
11-3 The commentor makes a number of suggestions regarding the land 

uses allowed at the Railyards and regarding rail as a means of trans-
portation.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
11-4 The commentor expresses a variety of opinions regarding “green 

business” as reflected in the proposed 2025 General Plan’s Economic 
Development Element.  The comment addresses the proposed 2025 
General Plan and not the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No additional 
change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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LETTER 12:  Ronald Gregg, 7045 Elmsdale Drive,  San Jose, CA. 
June 2, 2006. 
 
12-1 The commentor does not support the redesignation of the Ponderosa 

Golf Course.  The commentor also outlines several reasons why the 
redesignation of the golf course should not occur.  The comment ad-
dresses the proposed 2025 General Plan and not the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  No additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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LETTER 13:  Liz Levy, Cari Bivona, Monique Monteverde, and Ann 
Marie Sheridan, email.  Received June 26, 2006. 
 
13-1 The commentor does not support the characterization in the Circu-

lation Element in the proposed 2025 General Plan that describes 
“automobile use….primary mode of transportation in Truckee…”  
The commentor suggests several ways and examples of how to better 
promote multi-modal and public transportation.  The comment ad-
dresses the proposed 2025 General Plan and not the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  No additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
13-2: The comment refers to a desire to the Town’s parking meters deco-

rated in a aesthetically tasteful manner.  The comment is acknowl-
edged and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no ad-
ditional change to the Draft EIR is required.   
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LETTER 14:  Sharron Paukert, Reynolds Way, Truckee, CA. 
June 7, 2006. 
 
14-1 The commentor does not support the redesignation of the Ponderosa 

Golf Course.  The commentor also outlines several reasons why the 
redesignation of the golf course should not occur.  The comment ad-
dresses the Draft 2025 General Plan and not the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  No additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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LETTER 15:  Michelle Sharron, Sierra Meadows, email.  Received June 
20, 2006. 
 
15-1 The commentor does not support the characterization in the Circu-

lation Element in the Draft 2025 General Plan that describes “auto-
mobile use….primary mode of transportation in Truckee…”  The 
commentor suggests several ways and examples of how to better 
promote multi-modal and public transportation.  The comment ad-
dresses the Draft 2025 General Plan and not the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  No additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
 
 




