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Comments and Responses on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust
and Resort Casino Project Final Environmental Impact Statement

As described in the Record of Decision, the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the
Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project was made available for public
review from April 18, 2014 to June 2, 2014. During the review period 32 comment letters were
received on the Final EIS as summarized in the table below.

COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE FINAL EIS

Comment Letter #

Agency/Organization

Signature Date

Governmental and Tribal Agencies

G-1
G-2

G-3
G-4
G-5
G-6

G-7

G-8
G-9
G-10
G-11
G-12
G-13

G-14

G-15
G-16
G-17

G-18

G-19
G-20
G-21
G-22

G-23

U.S. EPA

California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans)

California State Clearinghouse
Chicken Ranch Rancheria
Cloverdale Rancheria

Enterprise Rancheria (Estom Yumeka
Maidu Tribe)

Federated Indians of Graton
Rancheria

Greenville Rancheria

lone Band of Miwok Indians
Kashia Band of Pomo Indians
Lytton Band of Pomo Indians
Manchester Band of Pomo Indians

Mechoopda Indian Tribe of Chico
Rancheria

Middletown Rancheria of Pomo
Indians of California

Pala Band of Mission Indians
Redding Rancheria

Redwood Valley Little River Band of
Pomo Indians

Sherwood Valley Band of Pomo
Indians

Susanville Indian Rancheria
City of Cloverdale
Cloverdale Health Care District

County of Sonoma and Sonoma
County Water Agency

Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit
(SMART)

Kathleen Goforth
Erik AlIm

Scott Morgan
Melissa Powell
Silver Galleto

Glenda Nelson

Greg Sarris

Crystal Rios
Yvonne Miller
Reno Franklin
Margie Mejia
Eloisa Oropeza

Dennis Ramirez

Jose Simon Ill

Robert Smith
Jason Hart

Elizabeth Hansen

Michael Fitzgerral

Stacy Dixon
Jose Sanchez
Alfred Delsid

Jennifer Klein

Linda Meckel

5/19/2014
5/19/2014

5/20/2014
4/21/2014
5/28/2014
5/13/2014

4/29/2014

5/1/2014
5/5/2014
4/21/2014
4/21/2014
4/22/2014
4/23/2014

5/1/2014

4/22/2014
4/24/2014
4/21/2014

4/23/2014

5/16/2014

6/2/2014
5/13/2014
5/28/2014

5/14/2014
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Comment Letter # Agency/Organization

Signature Date

Individuals
I-1
)
I-3
-4
I-5
1-6
-7

1-8
1-9

Dobie Edmunds

Clark Mason

Robert Haugsten

Janet & Stan Halverson
Lynn Caruso

Mary Brugo

Linda Lawrence & Shelby
Kennedy

Jefferey Wilson

Julie Dilley & Thomas Foster

5/8/2014
5/14/2014
5/26/2014
5/26/2014
5/28/2014
5/29/2014

5/31/2014
6/2/2014
6/2/2014

These comment letters are presented on the following pages. The comment letters have been
annotated in the margins to identify individual comments and provide an organized format for

responses.

Following the comment letters, responses are presented within the table “Responses to Comments
on the Final EIS for the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project” dated

November 2014.
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o oy Letter G-1

#
r\\eﬁ ¥ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
el REGION IX
> "t 75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105
Rey Dir i

Dop RO Prust_ A

Do ey s

koore OCRERT—

MAY 19 2014 o ot
Due Date
Amy Dutschke Memo Ltr
Regional Director Fax
Bureau of Indian Affairs
2800 Cottage Way
Sacrarnento, CA 95825
Subject: Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians
Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project, Sonoma County, California

(CEQ #20140117)
Dear Ms. Dutschke:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced document
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review authority under Section 309 of the Clean

Air Act.

EPA reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and provided comments to the Bureau |

of Indian Affairs (BIA) on October 20, 2010. We rated the DEIS as Environmental Concerns -
Insufficient Information (EC-2) due to concerns regarding the possible development of drinking water
infrastructure and a wastewater treatment plant on a parcel adjacent to, and in, the 100-year floodplain of
the Russian River, which has a history of flooding and drainage issues. Constructing these facilities in a
floodplain would result in the loss of 32.2 acres of floodplain capacity. As aresult, flood water that
would have been stored in this area would be displaced into surrounding areas during a 100-year flood
event. The Federal Emergency Management Agency has recognized, in general, that increased flood
damages are already occurring outside of designated 100-year floodplains'. In addition, the potential
impacts of climate change threaten to increase the frequency and severity of heavy rainfall events and
floods in many regions. Maintaining floodplains is an important strategy for adapting to climate change
and is consistent with the recent Executive Order 13653 - Preparing the United States for the Impacts of
Climate Change, which encourages actions by the Federal government to enhance climate preparedness
and resiliency. We continue to strongly recommend that BIA and the Tribe avoid floodplain
development for the project. '

BIA continues to rely on FEMA approval for a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) and
defers responsibility for floodplain impacts to this process, which is idcmiﬁeqfa,s mitigation measure
(p- 5-2). However, the CLOMR process does not mitigate ﬂoodplaimi_mpa&tg# s process simply
confirms the modification of base flood elevations that might occur as a'res;uli%bﬁfﬂ@beject and leads to
a revision of the floodplain maps after a revision request is submitted. In our previous comments, EPA
recommended that BIA and the Tribe include floodplain mitigation ﬁs’f:ar’i bf B prajeply, The FEIS
indicates that the Tribe shall establish a Tribal Mitigation Plan, but it is not clear whether this will

i T -
LN

R
! Page 9. Further Advice on Executive Order 11988 Floodplain Management. Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA). Sept 2007.
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Letter G-1

<
include actual floodplain mitigation, i.e., creation of floodplain capacity to replace that lost by the
project. Compensatory storage mitigation at a minimum ratio of 1:1 should be required to support the
goals-of E.O. 13653. If the project has the potential to impact existing flood protection structures or
neighboring properties, mitigation should aleo mclude ways to reduce or compensate for harm to such
structure% or properties.
We..also-eeﬂﬁntte to recommend that the wastewater treatment plant and potable water system option
recetveprotettioi Tor a “critical facility” (i.e., to withstand a 500-year flood event). Critical Facilities
arefICMTics/mirastructure that are critical to the health and welfare of the population and that are
es;mwmnt—%llowmg hazard events. Lifeline utility systems - those vital to public health and
safety, including potable water and wastewater, are included in this definition.

The FEIS indicates that development in the floodplain would not be permitted to begin until the
CLOMR is completed and approved. [f floodplain development would occur for the project, we
recommend that BIA condition any approval to require that development not occur until the Tribe has
submitted its application to FEMA for participation in the National Flood Insurance Program. The
mitigation measures state that the Tribe shall seek such participation; however we believe it is important
for that process to have commenced before any development proceeds, as it is not clear whether the
project can be reviewed through the CLOMR process prior to obtaining participating status.

EPA remains very concemed regarding potential plans for managing wastewater for the on-site
wastewater treatment plant option. This option proposes to dispose of treated wastewater via land
spraying and temporary storage. Land disposal of wastewater is generally not regulated by EPA and
does not require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit so long as no
wastewater reaches a water of the United States. The FEIS states that no NPDES permit will be needed
(p. S-4); however, the FEIS has not demonstrated that a sprayfield of 14.6 acres has the necessary
capacity to absorb all of the treated wastewater to prevent any discharge to the Russian River.

Additionally, EPA is concerned the wet weather storage ponds may create a direct hydrologic
connection to the Russian River, based on the close interaction of surface and groundwater hydrology at
the site and its location within the floodplain of the Russian River (see 9 Circuit decision of Northern
California River Watch v. City of Healdsburg?). As described in the FEIS, storage ponds would be
required to hold treated wastewater during the wet winter months when sprayfields are not operable. The
proposed wastewater storage ponds would be constructed to hold 73 acre-feet of wastewater, would be
26 feet below ground surface, and could interact with groundwater, which, according to the FEIS, lies
between 6 and 23 feet below ground surface. While the FEIS states that the ponds would be lined with
either a natural soil liner or artificial welded seam plastic liner (App. J, p. 4), EPA’s experience with
lined ponds is that they can leak over time and they can degrade and require replacement. We have also
seen instances in which burrowing animals have caused significant problems with lined ponds. The
highly permeable, young alluvial soils characteristic of the site, together with unconfined groundwater
conditions, increase the chances that wastewater treatment plant effluent may discharge to the Russian
River via pond water seep. In addition, the infiltration of groundwater into the ponds could reduce their
storage capacity, and large precipitation events could cause the Russian River to flood the ponds, even
with the levees in place. It is EPA’s opinion that the proposed on-site wastewater storage and disposal
option could lead to violations of the Clean Water Act. EPA requests that BIA not approve this option
unless an NPDES permit is pursued and is a condition of BIA's approval,

2 See hup:/caselaw.findlaw.comfus-Sth-circuit/i 348704 . htm!
2
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Letter G-1

F ]

We continue to have concerns regarding drainage and stormwater management. The drainage issues
have been deferred to a future comprehensive design-level drainage plan. While this is normally
sufficient for the NEPA process, because the site has substantial existing flooding and drainage issues,
we recommended that additional investigation occur, prior to BIA approval, regarding the capacity of
the site to effectively accommodate stormwater and floodwaters. Given the limitations of the site, such
management may require changes to the project footprint or size. The preliminary stormwater quality
management plan provides some understanding of how the site will accommodate flows, but it does not
provide any predictions as to whether the proposed BMPs would be capable of handling the existing site
flooding plus the flows that would result from the hydromodifications that are proposed under the
project. It does not show or explain the subterranean stormwater detention system nor the upland
drainage release system on the site plan. As presented, it does not appear that the FEIS® conclusion of
less than significant impacts to existing drainage patterns is fully supported. |

We expressed concerns regarding impacts to wetlands in our DEIS comment letter. We are unclear as to ]
some of the details regarding the avoided wetlands and the wetland mitigation area; however, since this
project will require an individual Clean Water Act Section 404 permit, EPA can obtain additional
information when coordinating with the Army Corps of Engineers during the permit phase.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this FEIS. Because we have continuing concerns, we would
appreciate receiving a copy of the Record of Decision when it is available. Please send a copy to the
address above (mail code: ENF-4-2). If you have any questions, please contact me at (415) 972-3521, or

contact Karen Vitulano, the lead reviewer for this project, at 415-947-4178 or vitulano.karen @epa.gov. |

Sinc_:erely,

Kathleen Martyn Goforth, Manager
Environmental Review Section

cc: Patricia Hermosillo, Chairperson, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians
Mario Hermosillo, Environmental Planner, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians
Michael Homick, Federal Emergency Management Agency
Laurie Monares, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
John McKeon, National Marine Fisheries Service

[G-1.7


lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-1.6

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-1.7


. CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING: 510 286 5550: May-19-14  3:31PM; Page 1/2
?ETt;‘,By caL AT: 919163233018 Letter G-2
i ~[Y H "y
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ey
DISTRICT 4 s ;J)CI “
P.0O. BOX 73660 C=il 1
OAKLAND, CA 946230660 i
PHONE (510) 286-6051 - Serivus Drought
1’;% ;ﬂﬂj IR6-5559 Heip save warer/
Y 711
www.dol.ca.goy
RECEVED |
May 19, 2014 MAY 192084 |
SONI10185
STATE CLEARING HOUSE SON/IOI/50.43
SCH# 20042084001

Mr. John Rydzik
Bureau of Indian Affairs
2800 Cortage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Mr. Rydzik:

Cloverdale Rancheria Pomo Indians Resort Casino - Final Environmental Impact Study
(FEIS)

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the project referenced above. We have reviewed the FEIS and

have the following comments to offer.

Traffic Safety

Traffic Analysis #3 {Appendix G-6.3

For Mitigation Measure 5.8-4, the proposed roundabout within the State Right of Way (ROW)
will require Caltrans Intersection Control Evaluation ( ICE). Caltrans’ Concepiual Approval
Report (CAR) process has been replaced oy the ICE effective 8/30/2013. Please change text in
the report noting that the ICE will need to be completed as the first step of Caltrans’ Project

Instiation Document process.

Highwoy Operarion:

* Based on the Traffix Data study results in Appendix G. in addition to ramp intersection
improvements at the US 10} Northbound ramps of the South Interchange, there will also
be ramp intersection improvements required for US 10] Southbound of the South
Interchange.

* The FEIS uses existing Iraffic data what were cc-llected between 2005 and 2008. How do
these values compare to the current 2014 conditions? It is preferted 1o have traific
analysis utthze traffic data within a three-year period of the docusent being released.

* The collision history (2002-2007) should be updated. '

* The figures used in the FRIS make reference 1o “"W-Trans, 2009". Since the FRIS states
that the original intended opening of the project would be between 2010 and 2012, the
traffic studies should be revisited.

* Due to the Iocation of the Casino and Resort being adjacent 1o the irseway, picase explain

“Provide « safe, tustinuble, inregraicd und efficient ransporiatian
sysent tn ankance Coliformia’s econorry and ivability”

TG-2.1

TG22

1G-2.3

TG-24
TG25

$6-2.6
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’ Letter G-2

Mr. John Rydzik, Burcau of Indian A ffairs

May 19, 2014

Page 2

‘ o G-26
how the project construction will impact US 10! and SR 128. _ 1 cont.

Traffic Forecasting TG-27
AM Peuak Traffic Impact Study Needed (Appendix G-6.5)

The proposed project would be expected 1o gencrate approximately 409 fewer trips during the
AM peak hour than during the PM peak hour. However, an AM peak traffic impact study is still
needed because the AM generated traffic is likely more than 100 vehicles per hour. 1

Over-estimated Internal Trip Reduction (Appendix G-8.6) ]G-28
The stated 67% internal trip reduction for non-gaming uses is bascd upon the 2007 Graton
Rancheria Casino and Hote| Traffic Impact Study. This figure {67%) is an over-estimation of
internal reduction, which is derived from a single casino facility sample. In the Trip Generation
Handbook, 2™ Edition, on page 131, it describes an internal reduction of restaurant (sit-down),
retail, hote) and cinema as 54%, 36%, 30% and 23% respectively. The proposed project, which is
adjacent to US 101, will likely sttract regional as well as local visitors. On page 135 of the Trip
Generation Handbook it describes that having -only one of these primary purposes served by
visitors (such as a restauranl, retail hotel or cinema) during peak hour, the percent of visitors
would be 77%. When two and three purposes are served, the percentage of visitors would be
16% and 17% respectively. Calirans believes that internal trip reduction due to land mix-use
should fall into a reasonable range; a canservative estimate of this internal reduction should be

around 36%, not 67%. 1

Native American Liason G-2.9

Caltrans wants to reiterate that it is willing to write a letter of support for the Cloverdale
Rancheria if the tribe desires to add a State Route that provides the tribe access to the Indian

Reservation Road (IRR) inventory, 1

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please call Shawn Hallum of my staff at
(510) 622-1696 or shawn_ hallurn@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
ERIK ALM, AICP

District Branch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

¢: State Clearinghousc

“Provatle o safe. suttainable. isnegraied and cfficient transporiation
Vatem to emhunce California’s econvmy and livabifiey™
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Edmund G. Brown Jr.

Letter G-3

& oF ru..\,% .

—— — — -~ _—— = LI | - ‘ c
STATE OF CALIFORNIA Sy
§ x 2
Governor's Office of Planning and Research s a H
@ RE
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit “are g

Ken Alex
[hrector

May 20, 2014

John Rydzik

Bureau of Indian Affairs
2800 Cottage Way
Sacram=.ivo, CA 95825

Subject: Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project
STEIE 20N2084000

Dear John Rydzik:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Final Document to selected stai.. agencies for review. |
On the enclosed Decument Detaiis Report please note that the Clearinghouse has lis.ed the state agencies
that revicwed your document. The review peried clesed ¢ May 19, 2014, as:.1 the commeins fron. the
responding agenc v (ies) is (are) en~'oged  [[this comment sackag? 18 not vy wrder, please 1 fv th suate
Clearingbouse immediatel: . Pleuse refer 1o the protect’s o -digil State Cuew.iighouse number in funure
correspandtence su that we may respor ' promptly.

Pizase noie that Scction 21104(¢) of the Califarsis Public Resonre o w0 e that,

e, e et nnslic agency shaas only nule subisiadilve o rnmess regacantg thos
activities mvolived i a project whici. are within & areu of axportiae o, the szency o which are
required to be camed out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

Trese ceiments wre forwarded o0 use in preparing vous .2l env. wienientai document. Sheuld - - . eerd
more infurmation r clarification of (he enclosed comme:. . 2, we :ocoaunend ‘hat you conta:: the
commenting agency directly.

T szl aokn - cogss Bt yoU Deve O o aitu - R eI sl JLal P 1 -l TOVIE T T34 .. NN

Graft environmeni.i documents, pursuant Lo the L tlom . - vowomertal g oty 4 o Pleasecor . e

Ctate Cleuringhouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any qu -tious cgarding tie environmental review

process.

Sincerely,

e

S organ
Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Auency
100 TENTI STREET F.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTG, CALIFOBRNIA 955! ..3014
TEL (916) 445-0613  FAN (910) 5253018 . ww.opr.ci.gov

[ G-3.1
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SCH#
Project Title
Lead Agency

=

Document Details Report
State Ciearinghouse Data Base

Letter G-3

2002084001
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casing Project
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Type

Description

FIN Final Document

MNote: Review Per Lead

The Proposed Action consists of the placement of 6 parcels of land totaling 64.5 acres into federal
trust for the Tribe and the subsequent development of a casino, hotel, convention center,
entertainment center, tribal government building, and other anciliary facilities. The project site is
primarily located within the unincorporated area of Sonoma County, with a small portion located within
the City of Cloverdale city limits. Approximately 3,400 parking spaces for patrons and employees will
be availzble through garage and surface parking.

Lead Agency Contact

Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
City

John Rydzik
Bureau of Indian Affairs
9716 278 8051 Fax

2800 Cottage vWay

Sacramento State CA Zip 95825

Project Location

County

City

Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

Sonoma
Cloverdale

38" 47 25" N/ 123° 00' 30" W

Life Lane and Asti Road

116-310-(005, 020, 035, 039, 040, 044}

11N Range 10W Section Base MDBE&M

Proximity to:

Highways Hwy 101
Airports  Cloverdale Municipa} Airport
Railways Northweslern Pacific RR
Waterways Russian River
Schools Cioverdale Unified
Land {/se Zoming - General Industrial, Ru 2l Residentizl L and Intensive Agriculturedl and Use - Gareral industry,
Business Park, Land Iniensive Agriculture. '
Projectissues  Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Cumulative Effects; Drainage/Absorption; Economics/Jobs; Fiscal
Imp=cts; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard, Geologic/Seisrnic; Growth Inducing, Minerals;
Noise; Population/Hous:ng Balance; Public Sersices; Landuse; Recreation/Parks;
Scheols/Universities; Sewer Capacity, Scil Erogion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste;
Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circutation; Vegetation, Water Quality; Water Supply, Wetland/Riparian,
Wildiife; Aesthetic/Visual; Biological Resources; Agricultural Land
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservaticn; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 3; Cal Fire;
Agencies Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources;

Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Calirans, District 4; Air Resources Board;
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 1: Nalive American Heritage Commissior:; State Lands
Commission; California Department of Justice, Altorney General's Office

Date Received

04/17/2014 Start of Review 04/18/2014 End of Review 05/19/2014
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Sent By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING: 510 286 5550 May -1 , 3
Tor s ! AT: 379763235016 Letter -3

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA TION

“legg
DISTRICT 4 e gl
P.O. BOX 23660 6= /1g ﬁ

OAKLAND, CA 946230660 i
PHONE (510} 286-6051 - Serivus Drought
FAX (510) 286-5559 Heip save warer!
TIY 711
www.dol.ca.goy
RECEVED |
May 19, 2014 MAY 192084 |
SONI0IRS
STATE CLEARING HOUSE SON/101/50.43
SCH# 20042084001

Mr. John Rydzik
Bureau of Indian Affairs
2800 Cortage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Mr. Rydzik:

Cloverdale Rancheria Pomo Indians Resort Casino - Final Environmental Impact Study G-32

(FEIS)

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the project referenced above. We have reviewed the FEIS and

have the following comments to offer.

Traffic Safety

Traffic Analysis #3 {Appendix G-6.3

For Mitigation Measure 5.8-4, the proposed roundabout within the State Right of Way (ROW)
will require Caltrans Intersection Control Evaluation ( ICE). Caltrans’ Concepiual Approval
Report (CAR) process has been replaced oy the ICE effective 8/30/2013. Please change text in
the report noting that the ICE will need to be completed as the first step of Caltrans’ Project

Instiation Document process.

Highwoy Operarion:

* Based on the Traffix Data study results in Appendix G. in addition to ramp intersection
improvements at the US 10} Northbound ramps of the South Interchange, there will also
be ramp intersection improvements required for US 10] Southbound of the South
Interchange.

* The FEIS uses existing Iraffic data what were cc-llected between 2005 and 2008. How do
these values compare to the current 2014 conditions? It is preferted 1o have traific
analysis utthze traffic data within a three-year period of the docusent being released.

* The collision history (2002-2007) should be updated. '

* The figures used in the FRIS make reference 1o “"W-Trans, 2009". Since the FRIS states
that the original intended opening of the project would be between 2010 and 2012, the
traffic studies should be revisited.

* Due to the Iocation of the Casino and Resort being adjacent 1o the irseway, picase explain

“Provide « safe, tustinuble, inregraicd und efficient ransporiatian
sysent tn ankance Coliformia’s econorry and ivability”
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Mr. John Rydzik, Burcau of Indian A ffairs
May 19, 2014
Page 2

how the project construction will impact US 101 and SR 128.

Traffic Forecasting
AM Peuak Traffic Impact Study Needed (Appendix G-6.5)

The proposed project would be expected 1o gencrate approximately 409 fewer trips during the
AM peak hour than during the PM peak hour. However, an AM peak traffic impact study is still
needed because the AM generated traffic is likely more than 100 vehicles per hour.

Over-estimated Internal Trip Reduction {(Appendix G-8.6)

The stated 67% internal trip reduction for non-gaming uses is bascd upon the 2007 Graton
Rancheria Casino and Hote| Traffic Impact Study. This figure {67%) is an over-estimation of
internal reduction, which is derived from a single casino facility sample. In the Trip Generation
Handbook, 2™ Edition, on page 131, it describes an internal reduction of restaurant (sit-down),
retail, hote) and cinema as 54%, 36%, 30% and 23% respectively. The proposed project, which is
adjacent to US 101, will likely sttract regional as well as local visitors. On page 135 of the Trip
Generation Handbook it describes that having -only one of these primary purposes served by
visitors (such as a restauranl, retail hotel or cinema) during peak hour, the percent of visitors
would be 77%. When two and three purposes are served, the percentage of visitors would be
16% and 17% respectively. Calirans believes that internal trip reduction due to land mix-use
should fall into a reasonable range; a canservative estimate of this internal reduction should be

around 36%, not 67%.

Native American Liason
Caltrans wants to reiterate that it is willing to write a letter of support for the Cloverdale

Rancheria if the tribe desires to add a State Route that provides the tribe access to the Indian
Reservation Road {IRR) inventory,

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please call Shawn Hallum of my staff at
(510) 622-1696 or shawn_ hallurn@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
ERIK ALM, AICP

District Branch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

¢: State Clearinghousc

“Provatle o safe. suttainable. isnegraied and cfficient transporiation
Vatem to emhunce California’s econvmy and livabifiey™
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Letter G-3

G-3.2
cont.
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Letter G-4

:ﬁhiﬁk&ﬂ Ranch |
Rancheria

April 21,2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: Sapport for Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-To Trust Application

On behalf of the Chicken Ranch Rancheria of Me-Wuk indians of California, I am

" writing to express our support for the Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of
California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as their restored land. In 1959
‘their Tribe was wrongfully terminated. In 1983 as part of the Tillie Hardwick
Lawsuit they were restored, but had no tribal trust lands. This acquisition will be
the first acquisition for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginat
area, but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.
Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land
base. The Cloverdale Application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of
the Interior, subject to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale
Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their efforts to acquire a land base for their
people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior to accept the land in trust on behalf of

the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

7T Ul £ . Parpte
Melissa E. Powell

Chairman
Chicken Ranch Rancheria

" Chicken Ranch Rancheria | 9185 Tebal Way | PO Box 1159 | Jamestown, Cafifomia 95327 | Office: 209-084-8066 | Fax: 208-984-9768




Cloverdale Rancheria Letter G-5

555 8. Cloverdale Blvd.,~ Cloverdale, CA 95425
(707) 894-5775 ~ Fax (707) 894-5727
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May 28, 2014 _ Fax r

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs,

Pacific Region

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

RE: Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians Fee To Trust Support

Dear Regional Director Dutschke;

Enclosed you will find letters from various California Tribes that support the Cloverdale
Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California efforts to attain trust lands.

Please include them with the Final Environmental Impact Statement comments.

If you have any questions or concerns please contact Silver Galieto, Vice-Chairperson or
Vickey Macias, Treasurer at (707) 894-5775.

Sincerely,

Silver Ga

Cloverdale’Rancheria Vice-Chairperson
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~ Letter G-5
LYTTON RANCHERIA e« Lytton Band of Pomo Indians

437 Aviation Bivd # Santa Rosa, California 95403
(707) 575-5917 = Fax (707} 575-6974

April 21, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: Support for Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-To Trust Application

On behalf of Lytton Rancheria of California, | am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as
their restored iand. In 1959 their Tribe was wrongfully terminated. In 1983 as part of the Tillie
Hardwick Lawsuit they were restored, but had no tribal trust lands. This acquisition will be the
first acquisition for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they
are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familias with Cloverdale’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The
Cloverdale Application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject te a
Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their
efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior {o accept
the land in trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

Margie Mejia, Chairperson
Lytion Rancheria of California




Letter G-5
Kashia Band of Pomo Indians

of the Stewarts Point Ranchena

April 21, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: Support for Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-To Trust Application

On behalf of the Kashia Band of Pomo indians, i am writing to express our support for the Cloverdale
Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land piaced into trust as their restored land. In
1959 their Tribe was wrongfully terminated. In 2983 as part of the Tiilie Hardwick Lawsuit they were
restored, but had no tribal trust lands. This acquisition will be the first acquisition for their Tribe. These
lands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

Qur Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale’s long-standing efforts to acquire 3 iand base. The Cloverdale
Application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of the interior, subject to a Notice of Trust
Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdaie Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their efforts tc acquire a
land base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior to accept the land in trust on behalf of

the Cloverdale Trihe,

Respectfully, o=

Reno Keoni Franklin
Tribal Chairman,
Kashia Band of Pomo Indians




Letter G-5
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April 29, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: Support for Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-To Trust Application

On behalf of the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, | am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomao Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into Trust as their
restored fand. In 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later restored as part of the Hardwick
action. Cloverdale Rancheria is currently landless. This Trust acquisition will be their first restoration
land for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to
their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The
Cloverdale Rancheria’s application is curréntly pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject
to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdzale Rancheria’s Tribal sovereignty and their
efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior to accept the land
in Trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

s
Greg Sarri

Tribal Chairman
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria

6400 Redwood Drive Suite 300. Rohnert Park, CA 94928 Office; 707.566.2288 Fax: 707.566.2291 GRATONRANCHERIA.COM




Redwood Valley Little River Band of Pomo Indians | etter G-5

3250 ROAD I / REDWOOD VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 95470 (707) 485-0361 FAX (707) 485-5726
+ April 21, 2014

Redwood Valley Rancheria
3250 Road |
Redwood Valley, Ca. 95470

Amy Dutschike, Regignal Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, Ca. 95825

Re: Support for Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust Application

On behalf of the Redwood Valley Rancheria, | am writing to express our support for the Cloverdale
Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California efforts to have their restored land placed into trust. in 1959
their Tribe was wrongfully terminated. [n 1983 as part of the Tillie Hardwick Lawsuit they were restored,
but had no tribal trust lands. This acquisition will be the first for their Tribe. These lands were not only

* within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale’s long-standing efforts to acquire a fand base. The Cloverdale
application is currently bending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject to Notice of Trust Land
Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their efforts to acquire a land
base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior to accept the land into trust on behalf of the
Cloverdale Tribe.

Sincerely,

S Sk /
;\[W’% flirer

Elizabeth -Hansen
Tribal Chairperson
Redwood Valley Rancheria

Cc:Tribal Council
Cloverdale Rancheria




Manchester Band of Pomo Indlans
L etter G- 5

24 Mamie Laiwa Drive ¢ P. Q. Box 623, Point Arena CA 95468
+Tele (707) 882-2788 ¢ Fax (707) 882-3417
e-mail: manptarena@gmail.net
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APR 2 3 2014
April 22, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort
Casino Project _

Dear Ms. Dutschke:

On behaif of the Manchester/Point Arena Band of Pomo Indians, T am writing to express our
support for the Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed
into trust as their restored land. In 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later restored
as part of the Hardwick action. Cloverdale Rancheria is currently land less. This trust
acquisition will be their first restoration land for their Tribe. These lands are not only within
their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous fo their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land
base. The Cloverdale Rancheria’s application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of
the Interior, subject fo a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s -
tribal sovereignty and their efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the Secretary
of the Interior to accept the land in trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

E@w t e
lois@ C. Oropeza )

Tribal Chairwoman

Manchester/Point Arena Band of Pomo Indians

E Tribal Ceunci S

Elosia Ovopeza Leonard Bechiol Lydia Agpayo Natalic Smith
Chair ' Fice Chair Treasuver Secretary




Letter G-5
SHERWOOQOD VALLEY
= BAND OF POMO INDIANS

April 23, 2014 .

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project

Dear Ms. Dutschke:

On behalf of the Sherwood Valley Band of Pomo iIndians, | am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of Califarnia’s efforts to have land placed into trust as their
restored land. In 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later restored as part of the Hardwick
action. Cloverdale Rancheria is currently land less. This trust acquisition will be their first rastoration
land for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to

their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The
Cloverdale Rancheria’s application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject
to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their

i effarts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior to accept the land

i

|

i

in trust an behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

| Michael Fitzgerral
Tribal Chairman

190 Sherwood Hill Drive  Willits, California 95490
(707) 455-9690  Fax (707} 459-6936




Letter G-5
MIODLETOWR RANCHERIA

OF POMO INDIANS OF CALIFORNIA

TRIBAL COURCIL

May 1, 2014

UNITED STATES
Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

Amy Dutschke, Regional Ditector
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Re:  Support Letter for Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians for Fee-To-Trust Status

Dear Ms. Dutschke,

Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California is a federally recognized Trbe located in the
County of Lake, Middletown, California.

Middletown Rancheria has a government-to-government telationship with Cloverdale Ranchetia of
Pomo Indians located in the County of Sonoma, Cloverdale, California and is aware of their landless

status and their persistent undertaking to attain land base in their indigenous ancestral area.

Middletown Rancheria is officially providing a suppott letter in favor of Cloverdale Rancheria to
obtain their Fee-To-Trust recognition by the United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of

Indian Affairs.

Please don’t hesitate to contact me at the Middletown Rancheria Trbal Office 707.987.3670 ext.
103, if there are any further questions or concemns tegarding this matter.

Thank you,

Tribal Council Chairman of
Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California

cc Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians Tribal Council Members

Post Office Box1o3s | Middietown, CA 95461 | Tel 707.987.3670 | Fax 707.987.9091




Letter G-5

In 1959, their Trib mngﬁxnly terminsted and later restored as part of the Hardwick action.
Cloverdale Rancheria is currently Jandless. This frust gcqmsmon will be their, ﬁrst mstomnon land for
the:r'!‘n’be These lands are not only within their abs s

heria’s tribal soversignty and their
of the Interior to accept the land in

Ce: Silver Galleto, Vice Chairman, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians

PO Box 699 9252 Bush Street sPlymouthesCA 55566F «pn: 209-245-5800+rax 209-245-3112 www.ionemiwok.org




Letter G-5

:ﬁhiﬁk&ﬂ Ranch |
Rancheria

April 21,2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: Sapport for Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-To Trust Application

On behalf of the Chicken Ranch Rancheria of Me-Wuk indians of California, I am

" writing to express our support for the Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of
California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as their restored land. In 1959
‘their Tribe was wrongfully terminated. In 1983 as part of the Tillie Hardwick
Lawsuit they were restored, but had no tribal trust lands. This acquisition will be
the first acquisition for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginat
area, but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.
Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land
base. The Cloverdale Application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of
the Interior, subject to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale
Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their efforts to acquire a land base for their
people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior to accept the land in trust on behalf of

the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

7T Ul £ . Parpte
Melissa E. Powell

Chairman
Chicken Ranch Rancheria

" Chicken Ranch Rancheria | 9185 Tebal Way | PO Box 1159 | Jamestown, Cafifomia 95327 | Office: 209-084-8066 | Fax: 208-984-9768




Letter G-5

Greenville Rancheria

“4 Community Clinic”

Red Biuff Clinic: 1425 Montgomery Road » Red Biuff. Ca 96080 » 530.528.8600 = Fax 530.5328 8612
Greenvifle Clinic: PO Box 279 7 410 Main Street = Greenville, Ca 95947 = 5302846135 » Fax 330284 7304

May 01, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdate Rancheria of Pomo Indians” Fee-to Trust and Resort Casino Project

On behalf of the Greenville Rancheria, | am writing to express our support for the Cloverdale Rancheria
of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as their restored land. in 1959,
their Tribe was wrongly terminated and later restored as part of the Hardwick action. Cloverdale
Rancheria is currently fand less. This trust acquisition will be their first restoration land for their tribe.
These fands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The
Cioverdale Rancheria’s application is currently pending approvai by the Secretary of the Interior, subject
to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their
efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the Secretarv of the Interior to accept the land
intrust on behalf of the Coverdale Tribe.

Respectfuily,

Kyie Self, Tribal Chairman

And /or

b;/izs Vice Tribal Chairwoman




Letter G-5 .

April 24,2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project

On behalf of the Redding Rancheria Tribal Government, | am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo indians of California’s efforts to have land piaced into trust as their
restored land, in 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later restored as part of the Hardwick
action. Cloverdale Rancheria Is currently land less. This trust acquisition will be their first restoration
land for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to
their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The
Cloverdaie Rancheria’s application s currently pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject
to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their
efforts to acquire a land base for their people. Weumemsmwofm interior to accept the land
in trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

v

Jason Hart
Redding Rancheria

Tribal Chairman

2000 Redding Rancheria Rb.  Redding. CA 96001 Tribal Office: $30-225-897  Fax: 530-241-1879




. . Letter G-5
Enterprise Rancheria

Estom Yumeka Maidu Tribe

Ph: (530) 532-9214

2133 Monte Vista Ave Fax: (530) 532-1768
Oroville, CA. 95966 Email: info@enterpriserancheria.org
May 13, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project

Ms. Dutschke,

On behalf of the Enterprise Rancheria, Estom Yumeka Maidu Tribe, I am writing to express our support for the Cloverdale
Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as their restored land. Our Tribe is familiar
with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The Cloverdale Rancheria’s application is currently
pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale
Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their efforts to acquire 2 land base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior to
accept the land in trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

ALlmete. U,

Glenda Nelson
Tribal Chairperson
Enterprise Rancheria




'SUSANVILLE INDIAN
RANCHERIA |

MAY 1 9 2014

A\

May 16,2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and
Resort Casino Project

Dear Ms. Dutschke,

On behalf of the Susanville Indian Rancheria, I am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into
trust as their restored land. In 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later
restored as part of the Hardwick action. Cloverdale Rancheria is currently land less.
This trust acquisition will be their first restoration land for their Tribe. These lands are
not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

The Coverdale Rancheria’s application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of
the Interior, subject to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale
Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their efforts to acquire a land base for their people.
We urge the Secretary of the Interior to accept the land in trust on behalf of the

Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

Ay Aot

Mr. Stacy Dixon
Tribal Chairman

Cc: Silver Galleto, Vice-Chairman, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of
California, 555 South Cloverdale Bivd., Cloverdale, CA 95425

745 JOAQUIN STREET - SUSANVILLE, CA 96130 * (530) 257-6264 - FAX 257-7986

L ¥




Letter G-5

Mechoopda Indian Tribe

Aprit 23, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Reglonal Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Ms. Dutschike:

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project

On behalf of the Mechoopda indian Tribe of Chico Rancheria, | am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as their
restored fand. in 19585, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later restored as part of the Hardwick
action. Cloverdale Rancheria is currently land less. This trust acquisition will be their first restoration
fand for their Tribe. These {ands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to

their former Rancheria.

Qur Tribe is very famifiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The
Cioverdale Rancheria’s application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject
to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their
efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the interior to accept the land
in trust on behatf of the Cloverdale Tribe. '

Respectfully,
Dennis Ramirez a\

Tribat Chairman

DR/aw




Letter G-5

PALA BAND OF
MISSION INDIANS

PMB 50, 35008 Pala Temecufa Road
Pala, CA 92059

Phone 760-891-3300 | Fax 760-742-1411

April 22, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino
Project

On behalf of the Pala Band of Mission Indians, | am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as
their restored land. In 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later restored as part of
the Hardwick action. Cloverdale Rancheria is currently land less. This trust acquisition will be
their first restoration land for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginal area,
but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

" Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a fand
base. The Cloverdale Rancheria’s application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of
the Interior, subject to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s
tribal sovereignty and their efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the
Secretary of the Interior to accept the land in trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

Chairman Robért H. Smith
Pala Band of Mission indians




Letter G-6

Enterprise Rancheria

Estom Yumeka Maidu Tribe
Ph: (530) 532-9214
Fax: (530) 532-1768
Email: info@enterpriserancheria.org

2133 Monte Vista Ave

Oroville, CA. 95966
2
. Iy T2 .

May 13,2014 Reg DIr ~—

Dep RD Trust_ﬁv.

Dep RD 1S

Route Ll
Amy Dutschke, Regional Director RDflsepg;i: Required ——
Bureau of Indian Affairs Memo Lir

Fax

Pacific Regional Office
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project

Ms. Dutschke,

On behalf of the Enterprise Rancheria, Estom Yumeka Maidu Tribe, | am writing to express our support for the Cloverdale
Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as their restored land. Our Tribe is familiar
with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The Cloverdale Rancheria’s application is currently
pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject to a2 Notice of Trust Land Acquisition, We support Cloverdale
Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior to

accept the land in trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

g/}

Glenda Neison
Tribal Chairperson r~
Enterprise Rancheria L g =
D =
i = i
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Letter G-7

sle
’4)»

I‘V.*l
FEDERATED INDIANS OF

GRATO

2O0A N C H OER LA

April 29, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: Support for Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-To Trust Application

On behalf of the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, | am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomao Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into Trust as their
restored fand. In 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later restored as part of the Hardwick
action. Cloverdale Rancheria is currently landless. This Trust acquisition will be their first restoration
land for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to
their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The
Cloverdale Rancheria’s application is curréntly pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject
to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdzale Rancheria’s Tribal sovereignty and their
efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior to accept the land
in Trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

s
Greg Sarri

Tribal Chairman
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria

6400 Redwood Drive Suite 300. Rohnert Park, CA 94928 Office; 707.566.2288 Fax: 707.566.2291 GRATONRANCHERIA.COM




Letter G-8

Greenville Rancheria

“4 Community Clinic”

Red Biuff Clinic: 1425 Montgomery Road » Red Biuff. Ca 96080 » 530.528.8600 = Fax 530.5328 8612
Greenvifle Clinic: PO Box 279 7 410 Main Street = Greenville, Ca 95947 = 5302846135 » Fax 330284 7304

May 01, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdate Rancheria of Pomo Indians” Fee-to Trust and Resort Casino Project

On behalf of the Greenville Rancheria, | am writing to express our support for the Cloverdale Rancheria
of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as their restored land. in 1959,
their Tribe was wrongly terminated and later restored as part of the Hardwick action. Cloverdale
Rancheria is currently fand less. This trust acquisition will be their first restoration land for their tribe.
These fands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The
Cioverdale Rancheria’s application is currently pending approvai by the Secretary of the Interior, subject
to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their
efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the Secretarv of the Interior to accept the land
intrust on behalf of the Coverdale Tribe.

Respectfuily,

Kyie Self, Tribal Chairman

And /or

b;/izs Vice Tribal Chairwoman
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Amy Dutsghbe. Regionat Director __ Y e

Bureau o an Affairs Y e
Pacific RegionafOffice i —
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Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project

On behalf of the Jone Band'6f Miwok Indians, I am wijiig to express our support for the efforts by the
Cloverdale Ranchew Indians of California to have land placed into trust as their restoved land.
In 1959, their Tr ‘wrongfully terminated and later restored as part of the Hardwick action.
Cloverdale Rancheria is currently landless. This trust acquisition will be their first restoration land for
their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aborigirial area, but they are contiguous to their former

Rancheria, l‘ﬁ~ g
o Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efformuire a land base. The
R &7 - Cloverdale eria’s application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject
’lﬁ' to a Noticgli##ust Land Acquisition. We support Clo > Rancheria’s iribal sovereignty and their
efforts to | £6"a land base for their people. We urge th of the Interior to accept the land in
trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

b .
PR Sl

tfully,

vonne Miller :
hairperson ,
Ione Band of Miw 5 . .

Ce: Silver Galleto, Vice Chairman, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians

PO Box 699 9252 Bush Street »Plymouth+CA $5646Fspn: 209-245-5800+70x 209-245-3112 www.lonemiwok.org




Letter G-10
Kashia Band of Pomo Indians

of the Stewarts Point Ranchena

April 21, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: Support for Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-To Trust Application

On behalf of the Kashia Band of Pomo indians, i am writing to express our support for the Cloverdale
Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land piaced into trust as their restored land. In
1959 their Tribe was wrongfully terminated. In 2983 as part of the Tiilie Hardwick Lawsuit they were
restored, but had no tribal trust lands. This acquisition will be the first acquisition for their Tribe. These
lands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

Qur Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale’s long-standing efforts to acquire 3 iand base. The Cloverdale
Application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of the interior, subject to a Notice of Trust
Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdaie Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their efforts tc acquire a
land base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior to accept the land in trust on behalf of

the Cloverdale Trihe,

Respectfully, o=

Reno Keoni Franklin
Tribal Chairman,
Kashia Band of Pomo Indians




Letter G-11
LYTTON RANCHERIA e Lytton Band of Pomo Indians

A e ey

437 Aviation Blvd ® Santa Rosa, California 95403
(707) 575-5917 = Fax (707) 575-6974

Reg Dir
Dep RD Trust

Dep RD IS

Route AN LA

Response llcaqt:il"~°.d_._...._3

Fax

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of ndian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Due Date
April 21, 2014 Memo Ltr

Subject: Support for Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-To Trust Application

On behalf of Lytton Rancheria of California, | am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as
their restored land. In 1859 their Tribe was wrongfully terminated. In 1983 as part of the Tillie
Hardwick Lawsuit they were restored, but had no tribal trust lands. This acquisition will be the
first acquisition for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they
are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The
Cloverdale Application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject to a
Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their
efforts to acquiie a iand base for their peopie. We urge the Secretany of the interior to accept
the land in trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,
r";; )
L
Coli
T B
Margie Mejia, Chairperson . o
~ ~

Lytton Rancheria of California A




Letter G-12
Manchester Band of Pomo Indians

24 Mamie Laiwa Drive ¢ P. O. Box 623, Point Arena CA 95468

# Tele (707) 882-2788 ¢ Fax (707) 882-3417
e-mail: manptarenaf@email.net

Reg Dir ﬂfylj

Dep RD Trust#_

Dep RD IS
) Route AN
April 22, 2014 Response Required e

Due Date
Amy Dutschke, Regional Director Memo Lur
Bureau of Indian Affairs Fex
Pacific Regional Office -
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825
Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort

Casino Project
Dear Ms. Dutschke:

On behaif of the Manchester/Point Arena Band of Pomo Indians, [ am writing to express our
support for the Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed
into trust as their restored land. In 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later restored
as part of the Hardwick action. Cloverdale Rancheria is currently land less. This trust
acquisition will be their first restoration land for their Tnbe. These lands are not only within
their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land

base. The Cloverdale Rancheria’s application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of
the Interior, subject to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s ~
tribal sovereignty and their efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the Secretary
of the Interior to accept the land in trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

o (Q«mx

oisa C. Oropeza
Tribal Chairwoman
Manchester/Point Arena Band of Pomo Indians

i Copneil |

Elosia Cropeza ' Leonard Bechtol Lydia Aguayo Natalie Smith
Chair Viee Chair Treasurer Secretary




Letter G-13

of Chico Rancheria

[ PR
4
1
.

April 23, 2014 L, RESUNAL o
gy g dulg
120 Lir
Amy Dutschke, Regional Director iCle Other

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Pacific Regional Office
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project

On behalf of the Mechoopda Indian Tribe of Chico Rancheria, | am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as their
restored land. In 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later restored as part of the Hordwick
action. Cloverdale Rancheria is currently land less. This trust acquisition will be their first restoration
land for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contigucus to
their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The
Cloverdale Rancheria’s application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject
to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their
efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior to accept the land
in trust on behalf of the Cloverdaie Tribe.

Dear Ms. Dutschke:

Respectfufly,
1 &

- !\ L o VV""U\-/\‘
Dennis Ramirez \
Tribal Chairman

DR/aw

125 Mission Ronch Blvd.  Chico, CA 95926 ph. {530) 899-8922  tx. (530) 899-8517




Letter G-14
MIDDLETGWR RANCHERIR

OF POMO INDIANS OF CALIFORNIA

TRIBAL COURCIL

May 1, 2014

UNITED STATES
Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

Amy Dutschke, Regional Ditector
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Re:  Support Letter for Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians for Fee-To-Trust Status

Dear Ms. Dutschke,

Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California is a federally recognized Trbe located in the
County of Lake, Middletown, California.

Middletown Rancheria has a government-to-government telationship with Cloverdale Ranchetia of
Pomo Indians located in the County of Sonoma, Cloverdale, California and is aware of their landless

status and their persistent undertaking to attain land base in their indigenous ancestral area.

Middletown Rancheria is officially providing a suppott letter in favor of Cloverdale Rancheria to
obtain their Fee-To-Trust recognition by the United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of

Indian Affairs.

Please don’t hesitate to contact me at the Middletown Rancheria Trbal Office 707.987.3670 ext.
103, if there are any further questions or concemns tegarding this matter.

Thank you,

Tribal Council Chairman of
Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California

cc Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians Tribal Council Members

Post Office Box1o3s | Middietown, CA 95461 | Tel 707.987.3670 | Fax 707.987.9091




Letter G-15

PALA BAND OF
MISSION INDIANS

PMB 50, 35008 Pala Temecufa Road
Pala, CA 92059

Phone 760-891-3300 | Fax 760-742-1411

April 22, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino
Project

On behalf of the Pala Band of Mission Indians, | am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as
their restored land. In 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later restored as part of
the Hardwick action. Cloverdale Rancheria is currently land less. This trust acquisition will be
their first restoration land for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginal area,
but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

" Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a fand
base. The Cloverdale Rancheria’s application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of
the Interior, subject to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s
tribal sovereignty and their efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the
Secretary of the Interior to accept the land in trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

Chairman Robért H. Smith
Pala Band of Mission indians




'Letter G-16 .

April 24,2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project

On behalf of the Redding Rancheria Tribal Government, | am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo indians of California’s efforts to have land piaced into trust as their
restored land, in 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later restored as part of the Hardwick
action. Cloverdale Rancheria Is currently land less. This trust acquisition will be their first restoration
land for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to
their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The
Cloverdaie Rancheria’s application s currently pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject
to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their
efforts to acquire a land base for their people. Weumemsmwofm interior to accept the land
in trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

v

Jason Hart
Redding Rancheria

Tribal Chairman

2000 Redding Rancheria Rb.  Redding. CA 96001 Tribal Office: $30-225-897  Fax: 530-241-1879




Redwood Valley Little River Band of Pomo Indians Letter G-17

3250 ROAD I / REDWOOD VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 95470 (707) 485-0361 FAX (707) 485-5726
+ April 21, 2014

Redwood Valley Rancheria
3250 Road |
Redwood Valley, Ca. 95470

Amy Dutschike, Regignal Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, Ca. 95825

Re: Support for Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust Application

On behalf of the Redwood Valley Rancheria, | am writing to express our support for the Cloverdale
Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California efforts to have their restored land placed into trust. in 1959
their Tribe was wrongfully terminated. [n 1983 as part of the Tillie Hardwick Lawsuit they were restored,
but had no tribal trust lands. This acquisition will be the first for their Tribe. These lands were not only

* within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale’s long-standing efforts to acquire a fand base. The Cloverdale
application is currently bending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject to Notice of Trust Land
Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their efforts to acquire a land
base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the Interior to accept the land into trust on behalf of the
Cloverdale Tribe.

Sincerely,

S Sk /
;\[W’% flirer

Elizabeth -Hansen
Tribal Chairperson
Redwood Valley Rancheria

Cc:Tribal Council
Cloverdale Rancheria




Letter G-18
SHERWOOD VALLEY

BAND OF POMO INDIANS

April 23, 2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project
Dear Ms. Dutschke:

On behalf of the Sherwood Valley Band of Pomo Indians, | am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into trust as their
restored land. In 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later restored as part of the Hardwick
action. Cloverdale Rancheria is currently land less. This trust acquisition will be their first restoration
land for their Tribe. These lands are not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to
their former Rancheria.

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria’s long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The
Cloverdale Rancheria’s application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject
to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their
efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We urge the Secretary of the interior to accept the land
in trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

Michael Fitzgerral
Tribal Chairman [

190 Sherwood Hill Drive * Willits, California 95490
(707) 459-9690 e Fax (707) 459-6936




SUSANVILLE INDIAN |
RANCHERIA |

MAY 1 9 2014

A

May 16,2014

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and
Resort Casino Project

Dear Ms. Dutschke,

On behalf of the Susanville Indian Rancheria, I am writing to express our support for the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California’s efforts to have land placed into
trust as their restored land. In 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully terminated and later
restored as part of the Hardwick action. Cloverdale Rancheria is currently land less.
This trust acquisition will be their first restoration land for their Tribe. These lands are
not only within their aboriginal area, but they are contiguous to their former Rancheria.

The Coverdale Rancheria’s application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of
the Interior, subject to a Notice of Trust Land Acquisition. We support Cloverdale
Rancheria’s tribal sovereignty and their efforts to acquire a land base for their people.
We urge the Secretary of the Interior to accept the land in trust on behalf of the

Cloverdale Tribe.

Respectfully,

Ay Aot

Mr. Stacy Dixon
Tribal Chairman

Cc: Silver Galleto, Vice-Chairman, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of
California, 555 South Cloverdale Bivd., Cloverdale, CA 95425

745 JOAQUIN STREET - SUSANVILLE, CA 96130 * (530) 257-6264 - FAX 257-7986

L?ﬂggg%19m'?_;




meyers|nave

A Commitment to Public Law

June 2, 2014

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 1200

Sacramento, California 95814
tel (916) 556-1531

fax {916) 556-1516
www.meyersnave.com

Ms. Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Letter G-20

Jose M. Sanchez

Attorney at Law

Direct Dial: (916} 556-1531
jsanchez@meyersnave.com

Reg Dir M _

Dep RD 15
Route o Dl

Response e
quired
Due Dage

Memo______ 44y
Fax T —

‘ _-ﬁﬁ_“%—'_‘—’—'——-
M*“—‘—»——

—————

Re:  Comments on Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Cloverdale
Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Proposed 65 acre Fee to Trust Acquisition and

Resort Casino Project

Dear Ms. Dutschke:

The City of Cloverdale (the “City”) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the
Pomo Indian Tribe’s (the “Tribe”) final Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) for the
above-referenced project. The City’s comments provided with this letter have been
prepated in an attempt to balance the many interests in the community and assist the Tribe
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs in accurately assessing the environmental impacts of the

proposed project.

By this comment letter, the City is resubmitting all comments provided in the prior
comment letrers submitted on the draft EIS, dated October 19, 2010 and August 26, 2011,
attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit A and Exhibit B. This comment letter
further provides additional comments addressing changes to the project description, as well
as current economic and environmental conditions. The following comments supplement

the City’s previous comment letters:

1. No Analysis Related to Removal of 2.05-acre Parcel (APN 116-310-020) from
Project Description: Section 1.2 Project Location, page 1-2 of the EIS indicates:

“Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIS one of six parcels}@g
removed from the fee-to-trust application (Assessor’s Parc&l\\ fﬂ\‘\ CH O\"é
Number 116-310-020). As the removal of this parcel wobl Qé)

apprectably change the level of significance for the issues anal{r %;l ¢~ unf Ml
in this EIS, the Final EIS has not been altered to removqﬂug

parcel from the impact analysis.”

APROFESSIONALLAW CORPORATION < .

T G-20.1

T G-20.2

o (AN

QAKLAND  LOS ANGELES = SACRAMENTO . SANFRANCISCO - SANTA ROSA - FRESNO
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Letter G-20

Ms.-Amy Dutschke
June 2, 2014

Page 2

If we understand this comment correctly, it appears APN 116-310-020 is no longer a
part of this project and for ease in preparing the final EIS, this APN has been left in
the environmental analysis. However, the removal of this parcel from the project
description results in 2 number of potential impacts that must be analyzed.

This parcel is the only parcel in the project that is currently located in the City of
Cloverdale, currently having access off Santana Drive and abutting the Northwestern
Pacific Railroad. Improvements previously planned for this parcel included a 20,000
square foot tribal headquarters building comprised of workspace and offices, a
driveway with access to Santana Drive, off-street parking and landscape areas.

Based upon the above statement from the final EIS, it is unclear as to whether these
improvements will be relocated to another parcel or eliminated from the project
entirely. If these improvements are to be relocated, additional information and
analysis is needed in order to adequately assess the potential impacts associated with
these relocated improvements. If these improvements are to be eliminated from the
project description entirely, additional information and analysis is needed in order to
demonstrate at a minimum: '

a. whether adequate workspace and office area exists to serve the site if the
tribal headquarters 1s eliminated. If relocated, then the project description
should be further modified to explain where it is relocated to and the impact
that will cause on the rest of the project;

b. whether adequate access to the site exists if the Santana Drive point of access
is eliminated; '

C. whether adequate parking is available to serve the site if the associated
parking spaces are eliminated;

d. whether adequate fire and life safety access, including a turnaround atea, exist

to the east (rear) of the proposed parking garage and casino/hotel complex to
serve the site, particulatly in light of the fact that the project is bordered by
the railroad tracks to the east and any emergency blocking the single

~ driveway/point of access at the rear of the building would render emergency

. service providers and emergency response equipment stranded.

If we have inadvertently interpreted this statement incorrectly and APN 116-310-020

is planned to remain a patt of this project; please refer to any prior comments made
in relation to this APN.

APROFESSIONAL LAW CORFORATION OAKLAND - LOSANGELES SACRAMENTO SAN FRANCISCO - SANTAROSA  FRESNO

G-20.2
cont.
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Letter G-20

Ms. Amy Dutschke
June 2, 2014
Page 3

2. Availability of Adequate Water to Serve the Site: Contrary to the information | G-20.3
contained in the final EIS on page 2-7 which states, “the Tribe has begun discussions
with the City of Cloverdale on the provision of public services by the City to the
project site,” the Tribe has not engaged the City in meaningful discussions related to
the potential to provide water or sewer service to the proposed project.

Additionally, the City’s current water system is not designed to accommodate the
additional demand this project would generate and the City’s water capacity is also
suffering due to the drought. As is the case with most jutisdictions in the State, the
City is faced with the challenge of providing adequate water supply to setve existing
residents and businesses — a challenge made more difficult by continuing drought
conditions. Current drought conditions have resulted in reduced availability of |
supply increased air intrusion due to low groundwater levels, unprecedented low
levels in L.ake Mendocino, and reduced flows in the Russian River. Section 4.3 Water
Resources, page 4.3-7, seems to rely upon data that does not reflect these current

- drought conditions, stating “...the flow of the Russian River between November and
April is, on average, 1,763 cfs and during the summer months of May through
October, average 286 cfs.”

As recently as January of this year, the flows in the Russian River were as low as 25
cfs; just 2.5% of the average flows typically available in the ttver at that time. This
represents a significant discrepancy between the data analyzed and actual condidons
that exist today. To tely upon this out-of-date data as a basis for concluding, “...the
reduction of less than 0.1% of available flow to the Russian River caused by the
proposed groundwater pumping would be very small and not observable or
measurable and would not negatively impact the hydrology of the river or aquatic
habitats” (page 4.3-7) is misleading, inaccurate and irrelevant. What is relevant is
"how the additional water will be obtained and its impact on current water users,
including the City. As evidenced by the City’s prior comments, proper analysis of
groundwater impacts during drought vears, such as the current year, has and
continues to be of significant concern to the City and sutrounding property owners;
the EIS should be revised to adequately address this very real impact.

In response to these drought condittons, 2 mandatory City-wide 25% water use
reduction has been enacted for all existing users and all new and enlarged water
service connections have been suspended during the water shortage emergency. The
City has taken a proactive approach to preserving a dwindling water supply to ensure
that basic public health, welfare and life safety needs can be met, aggressively
pursuing grants and loans available from the United States Department of

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION - CAKLAND - LOS ANGELES SACRAMENTO SAN FRANCISCO  SANTA ROSA  FRESNO
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Ms. Amy Dutschke

Letter G-20

June 2, 2014

Page 4

Agriculture to ensure the City’s water supply and infrastructure are adequate to meet
the needs of its residents. Two new wells are currently under construction and are
anticipated to be brought on-line during the Summer of 2014.

Even in light of these capacity improvements, due to continuing drought conditions
and unpredictable levels in the Russian River and Lake Mendocino, the City’s ability
to provide surplus watet for new development remains unclear. As stated in priot
comments, the City’s General Plan identifies the land west of the railroad tracks for
industrial uses and the land east of the tracks for conservation. Both the adopted
Water Mastet Plan and the Wastewater Master Plan contemplate serving these lands
when developed with industrial uses; a use far less intensive and with much lower
water and wastewater demands than would result from the proposed 596,000 square
foot combined casino, hotel, entertainment center, convention center and related
amenities. In fact, the final EIS estimates the annual water demand for the project at

-33.6 million gallons with an average daily demand estimated to be approximately

92,023 gallons (page 2-9):

The proposed casino is a more intensive development than the General Plan land use
designated for that area and, therefore, the demands have not been accounted for in
the City’s Water Master Plan for supply, distribution, and storage. These new
demands need to be adequately analyzed; at present the City has neither existing nor
planned capacity to accommodate these large additional demands. The EIS should be
revised to adequately address how these additional demands (in addition to General
Plan buildout demands) would be met and their real impact on the City’s systems.

Availébility of Adequate Sewer to Serve the Site: Similar to the water analysis,
page 2-10 of the EIS estimates the annual wastewater flow demand for the project at

* 33.6 million gallons with an average daily demand estimated to be approximately

92,023 gallons. While it is not conceivable that the project’s water demand would

‘equal its wastewater rate at 2 1:1 ratio; analysis at this rate would be most

conservative from an environmental review perspective. However, this type of
generalized analysis wherein presumably a specific wastewater analysis that factors in
such things as use for landscaping, consumption, and evaporation was apparently not
prepared and does not provide a high level of confidence that the specific impacts
that can be anticipated from the proposed projcét have been adequately analyzed.
Nonetheless, the facts remain, the City’s General Plan and Wastewater Master Plan
contemplated the land for industrial and conservation use, not an intensive casino
project; resulting in a wastewater rate that far exceeds that which was prudently
planned for by the City. The proposed casino is a more intensive development than

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION CAKLAND  LOS ANGELES ° SACRAMENTO SANFRANCISCO SANTA ROSA  FRESNO
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Letter G-20

Ms. Amy Dutsc_hke
June 2, 2014

Page 5

the General Plan land use designated for that atea and, thetefore, the sewer loads
have not been accounted for in the City’s Sewer Master Plan for wastewater
collection and treatment. These loads need to be adequately analyzed; at present the

City has neither existing nor planned capacity to accommodate these large additional

demands. The EIS should be revised to adequately address-the real impact these
additional demands would have on the City’s systems.

Socioeconomic & Market Data: 'The sociceconomic and market data in the EIS,
particulatly related to the market impacts of the project as a result of the economic
decline and over saturation of the casino market place, as well as the provision of
adequate housing and impacts on local schools, are of great importance-to the City.
Section 3.7 Socioeconomic Conditions, page 3.7-1, states that most of the 498 tribal
members live within a 50 mile radius of the City of Cloverdale and that numerous
children of tribal members attend local schools. Assuming that employees will travel
as much as 100 miles round trip for employment anticipated to pay less than $30,000
a year is impractical, fails to adequately analyze the project’s impacts on affordable
housing in Cloverdale, and undermines one of the City’s key General Plan goals
which is to achieve a 1:1 jobs/housing ratio. To assume other cities that have already
absorbed the impacts of other casinos will also assume the housing needs of this
project is shott sighted; as is assuming employees will rely solely on a shuttle for
transportation to commute long distances to and from wotk.

In addition, page 3.7-2 states that between 1990 and 2008 the City of Cloverdale was
the fastest growing City in the County. This information is dated and no longer

~ factual; the 2010 Census indicates Cloverdale’s population was 8,618 and continues -

to hover near that number today. The City has expernienced a dramatic drop in
population and housing unit growth as a result of the Great Recesston; the
population is stagnating and new development has virtually ceased to exist in the last
6 years. In fact, the current ABAG forecasts set forth in Plan Bay Area support this
data, showing Cloverdale is not expected to meet the population buildout under the
General Plan until 2040, ten years later than previously projected. Furthermore, the
socioeconomic data presented dates to 2008, pre-Great Recession when many people
lost jobs and their homes due to the dramatic decline in the economy; the EIS does
not accurately depict the current condition in the City including cutrent population,
housing or job growth estimates. Given the age of data as well as the significant
changes in the economy that have occurred since 2008, the accuracy of the analysis
of the EIS does not represent current conditions and therefore inadequately analyzes
the potential impacts on housing, population and schools. Overstating current
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Letter G-20

Ms. Amy Dutschke
June 2, 2014

Page 6

conditions is a flawed basis from which an accurate assessment cannot be made
including appropriate mitigation for impacts.

Finally, and as stated previously, the lack of available market data that provides a
basis for the assumptions in the EIS and substantiates the viability of the project .
must be demonstrated in the EIS. Since the City’s 2010 comment letter was initially
submitted, the economy has continued to decline and new facilities have been
planned, approved and/or constructed - including the Graton Rancheria in Rohnert
Patk, Alexander Valley Resort in Cloverdale, Saggio Hills in Healdsburg and the
Green Center in Rohnert Park — all of which will contribute additional hotel rooms,
event space and entertainment venues to the region and result in oversaturation.

With the recent opening of the Graton Rancheria in Rohnert Patk, the Dty Creek
River Rock Casino has experienced a substantial decline in revenue; the Press
Democrat recently reported the Dry Creek Pomo Tribe failed to make a scheduled
interest payment on bonds used to build the now 12-year-old River Rock Casino neatr
Geyserville. The same article states, according to the Dry Creek Pomos' Chairman,
Harvey Hopkins, that River Rock's revenues declined by more than 30 percent after
the Graton Casino opened and that since 2011, at least two rating agencies warned
that the business otherwise faced a high risk of default. Cutting 120 workets since its
peak, River Rock’s recent decline is a direct demonstration of the potential for
market oversaturation and stands to further question the long term viability and
sustainability of the proposed 596,000 square foot project. The future viability of the
project is of paramount concern to the City — particulatly the potential impact to
existing commetcial uses of having almost 600,000 squate feet of vacant space in the
community and impacts to vital City services.

Construction of a casino, hotel and related entertainment amenities on the fringe of
the City will have detrimental impacts on existing businesses, hotels, and restaurants;
many of which are already struggling under cutrent economic conditions. As sales
are pulled from these local establishments and into the casino, the City’s commercial
retail and business districts such as the downtown core and Furber Shopping Plaza
will suffer a significant loss of retail sales — directly in opposition to the stated goals
of the City’s General Plan to create a vibrant and economically strong core. This loss
of sales will result 1 greatly reduced sales tax revenue and transient occupancy tax
revenue resulting in a direct impact to the City’s already challenged General Fund.

APROFESSIOMALLAW CORPORATION . OAKLAND  LOS ANGELES SACRAMENTO SAN FRANCISCO SANTA ROSA  FRESNO
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Letter G-20

Ms. Amy Dutschke
June 2, 2014
Page 7

The City remains committed to working with the Tribe cooperatively and on a government /\ G-20.8
to government basis to resolve its concerns. cont.

Very truly yours,

s~

]ose M. Sanchez
Attorney at Law

JMS

cc: Mayor Russell & Honorable City Councilmembers

Paul Cayler, City Manager
Katen Massey, Assistant City Manager/ Community Development Director
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Letter G-21

Cloverdale Health Care District
Post Office Box 434 '

Cloverdale, California 95425« RegDir___j1
L g:: SD Trust
S DIs S
May 13 2014 Route ST —
Response Required e
Ms. Amy Dutschke Due Date____if_%:
Regional Director, BIA —Ltr_
2800 Cottage Way h\ o
\

Sacramento CA 95825

RE: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino
Project.

Dear Ms. Dutschke,

At the regular Board meeting of the Cloverdale Health Care District, the EIS in regards to the
captioned casino project was discussed. With special focus to Sec 5.10-5 Public Services-
Ambulance Service Agreement, it was determined that additional wording needed to be added
to ensure mitigation of future impacts to the District by this project.

We recommend mitigating the impact through providing a basic level of EMS care on site at the
casino EMT-level responders with Automatic External Defibrillators (AED). (Providing basic
EMT-level care should limit the number of EMS responses to the casino, thereby limiting the
impact the casino has on the local community 911 response system.} This should be monitored
and discussed on an ongoing basis. A financial agreement for responses fo the casino which do
not result in transportation and care shall be in the form of a monthly/vearly stipend based on a
negotiated amount vs. actual data. Iff'when the responses have a greater impact than envisioned
the District shall have the ability to proportionally assess the costs for additional FTE positions
via negotiation. (Increased responses and transport also increase workload to vehicles, much
like the Fire mitigation proposal- 4 proportional monetary assessment to the District vehicle
replacement plan should be included in Sec 5.10-5by negotiation.

Thank you for your consideration in amending the relevant section of the EIS to help our District

mitigate the impacts from this project. =
R
C_-.? ::.5 P
LR — el
Q6 - °
Sincerely, nom O I
SHEL L
ma T
e e
. Z g) \_""
- F=
— [ %)
Alfred J. Delsid d

President of the Board
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COUNTY ADMINISTRATION CENTER
575 ADMINISTRATICN DRIVE,

Room 105A
SANTA ROSA, CALIFORNIA 95403

TELEPHONE: {707) 565-2421
FACSIMILE:  {707) 565-2624

AGRAICULTURE
INDUSTRY
RECAEATION

(iuMRT 28

34
ASSISTANTCOUNTYCOUS&G‘.FP S * |

SHERYL L. BRATTON !\,-'\',-l,_ VAW COUNSEL
CrriCE BRUCE D. GOLDSTEIN
County Counsel
May 28, 2014
VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL

Ms. Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, California 95825

ljflCE OF THE COUNTY

Letter G-22

CHIEF DEPUTIES
SUE GALLAGHER
BARBARA FITZMAURICE

C. Davip HURST
GREGORY T. DION

CEPUTIES
JEFFREY L. BERK Tamera CURTIS
Davip R. MCFaDDEN Lisa &, PHEATT
STEVE §. SHUPE JOsHUA A MYERS

PHyLLIS C. GALLAGHER Howly RICKETT
LiNDA D SCHILTGEN WERNE BaLL
ELIZABETH §. HUTTON 1aN TRUEBLOOD
WWILLIAM L. ADAMS ADam BRAND

ELIZABETH COLEMAN
LAUREN BORELLA
PETRA BRUGGISSER
Ryan POKRASSO

JEFFREY M. BRAX
JEnNIFER C. KLEIN
MARGARET A SINGLETON
DeeBIE F. LATHAM

CoRY W, O'DONNELL

Reg Dir aid
Dep Reg D|r¢
Reg Adm Ofcer

A Y W —
Respon se Required

Due Dat —_—
T —" T

Via i
-h.,l\., fron -
—— e uligr

——— T

S T

Re: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians

Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project

Dear Ms. Dutschke,

Enclosed please find the comments of the County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water
Agency on the Final EIS for the Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust and Resort

Casino Project.

Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns about the enclosed comments.

Very truly yours,

@ennifej C. Klein

Deputy County Counsel!

Enclosure

Ce:

Hon. Patricia Hermosillo, Chair, Cloverdale Rancheria
Vickey Macias, Tribal Administrator, Cloverdale Rancheria

Karen Massey, City Manager, City of Cloverdale
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COUNTY OF SONOMA MEMBERS OF THE BOARD

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DAVID RABBITT
575 ADMINISTRATION DRIVE, RM. 100A Cralk
SANTA ROSA, CALIFORNIA 95403 SUSAN GORIN
(707) 565-2241 - SHIRLEE ZANE
FAX (707) 565-3778 ThasTay MIKE MCGUIRE
EFREN CARRILLO

FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’
Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project

Jointly submitted by:
County of Sonoma
Sonoma County Water Agency

By: | m Date: ﬁ{ig ﬂ[y
David Rabbitt

Chair, Beard upervisors, County of Sonoma
President, Board of Directors, Sonoma County Water Agency

County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-10-Trust and Resort Casino Project FEIS fof 30




Letter G-22

Comments of the County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency

Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians
Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)

The following comprises the comments of the County of Sonoma and Sonoma County
Water Agency (SCWA) (collectively “County™) on the FEIS for the above-identified
project proposed by the Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians (Tribe).

The County takes its role as a NEPA cooperating agency very seriously. The
County has openly shared its concerns in the areas in which it has jurisdiction by law,
including {aw enforcement and other public services, use of Asti Road, the existing
Williamson Act contract over project parcels, and the County General Plan. The County
has freely shared the special expertise of its engineers, biologists, planners and other
experts in a good faith effort to help the Tribe identify and avoid adverse impacts.

The County expected that the EIS and Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) would use
the County’s “environmental analysis and proposals . . . to the maximum extent possible
consistent with its responsibility as lead agency.” 40 C.F.R. § 1501.6(a)(2). In a January
30, 2002 memorandum to the heads of federal agencies, the Council on Environmental
Quality explained that cooperating agencies provide significant benefits to the NEPA
process, including disclosing relevant information, applying available technical expertise,
and establishing a mechanism for addressing intergovernmental issues. See
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/cooperating/cooperatingagenciesmemorandum. html.
More importantly, the CEQ explained that enhanced cooperating agency participation
fosters intergovernmental trust and partnerships at the community level, and enhances the
ability of lead agencies to adopt environmental documents. See id.

Unfortunately, the FEIS does not use the County’s environmental analysis and
proposals “to the maximum extent possibie.” 40 C.F.R. § 1501.6(a)(2). Instead, the
FEIS declines to respond to many County comments, dismisses others in a sentence, and
rejects even modest suggestions like defibrillators and rainwater harvesting. The FEIS
inappropriately defers the analysis and mitigation of many project impacts, thus creating
the possibility of future disputes.

NEPA review is not a burden or a procedural hurdle to overcome. NEPA instead
presents a unique opportunity for the Tribe to work with the community to identify issues
and the best ways to address them. NEPA is an opportunity to create community

Connty of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project FEIS 2of 30
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Letter G-22

partnerships and build intergovernmental trust, and thus avoid disputes as the project
moves forward. The County requests that the BIA and Tribe reconsider the Draft EIS
comments discussed below, and consider new information also identified below,
including severe drought conditions affecting the site, and revise the FEIS to more
squarely disclose, evaluate, and mitigate the very real concerns expressed by the County
and the community.

1. Alternatives

NEPA requires that an EIS must “inform decisionmakers and the public of the
reasonable alternatives which would minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of
the human environment.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. Asaresult, in Comments 9.3 and 9.4, the
County explained that the EIS must be revised to include an alternative that would reduce
the project’s significant air pollution impacts to less than significant. The County
explained that it is feasible to avoid significant project impacts to air quality through a
combination of mitigation measures and reduced scope of some project components, and
that it is legal error to exclude that alternative.

The responses in the FEIS essentially confirm the County’s comments. Response
9.3 confirms that air quality impacts would be significant under all of the alternatives
currently proposed. Response 9.4 confirms that the current alternatives would all result
in significant adverse impacts for one or more air pollutants. Like the DEIS, the FEIS
does not inform the decisionmakers and the public of an alternative that would reduce
these impacts to less than significant.

This approach continues to violate NEPA. See Southeast Alaska Conservation
Council v. FHA, 2011 U.S. App. LEXIS 9097, *14-*16 (9™ Cir. May 11, 2011); NEPA
Forty Questions, No. 2(a) (reasonable alternatives are not limited to those that are
“desirable from the standpoint of the applicant”). Without an alternative that reduces air
quality impacts to less than significant, the FEIS does not make “a good faith effort to
find an adequate range of ways to fully and realistically meet the identified need or
purpose of the proposed action.” BIA NEPA Handbook, Section 4.4(D); see alsg 40
C.F.R. § 1502.14 (evaluation of alternatives is the “heart” of a NEPA document).

II.  Air Quality

The County’s Draft EIS comments attached a letter prepared by [llingworth &
Rodkin, Inc., and incorporated its contents “as 1f fully set forth in this comment letter.”

County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project FEIS 3of30
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Letter G-22

The letter is again attached to the present comments on the FEIS, as the comments
contained therein are still relevant to the FEIS, with few substantive exceptions.
[llingworth and Rodkin reviewed the FEIS and responses to its comments on the DEIS
and has provided additional comments, which are also attached to and incorporated by
reference as if fully set forth in this comment letter. In short, the FEIS continues to fall
short in its analysis of air quality, GHGs, and noise impacts, as explained by Illingworth
and Rodkin, and the document should be revised accordingly.

A. Greenhouse Gases (GHGs)

The FEIS declines to evaluate the project’s consistency with the BAAQMD
CEQA significance threshold of 1,100 metric tons/year of CO2e because the Notice of
Intent for this project was submitted before BAAQMD adoption. That refusal is
inconsistent with the BIA’s own practice and is legally unavailing. The Lytton
Residential Project was similarly initiated before adoption of the BAAQMD thresholds,
but the Final Environmental Assessment correctly compares project emissions to the
BAAQMD threshold and imposes mitigation measures intended to reduce the impact to
below 1,100 metric tons. Lytton Final EA, Volume 2, at 3-21, 4-9, 5-5
(http://lvttonhousingea.com/documents/final_ea/files/'Volume 2.pdf). That EA was
similarly prepared by ESA for BIA consideration. The County is not aware of any
authority obviating an agency’s NEPA duty based on the date of the NOI or approval of
CEQA thresholds by a local air district.

1t is not sufficient for the FEIS to rely on a threshold numeric threshold of 25,000
metric tons of CO2e. The FEIS has selected a significance threshold that is essentially
the highest threshold ever applied to any project in the United States. After considerable
effort and public input, the relevant air quality management district has identified the
proper threshold for GHG impacts in the project area. This EIS should similarly employ
that threshold.

The County, its cities, and public agencies across California have taken
greenhouse gases and global climate change very seriously, and devoted substantial
resources to reducing their own GHG emissions, developing regional emission
inventories, and ensuring that private projects are consistent with the threshold
established by the expert air quality management district.

While Mitigation Measure 5.4-10 has been added to the FEIS, to require purchase
of GHG credits, this is only for emissions in excess of the 25,000 ton threshold. As a
result, the Project will still be emitting 25,000 tons per year of new CO2e emissions

County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project FEIS 40of30
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Letter G-22

without any offset.

Response 9.16 claims that enforceability of FEIS mitigation measures “would be
ensured through the Tribe’s government.” Allowing any applicant to self-enforce
mitigation measures is not sufficient or adequate.

B. Criteria Pollutants

In Comments 9.7 and 9.9, the County asked that the EIS disclose the “criteria
pollutant emission factors embedded in the URBEMIS 2007 model.” FEIS at 4.4-3. The
County asked “How did the EIS preparers model construction emissions? What inputs
were used?” as well as “What inputs were selected? Were emissions from area sources
considered, or only “Onroad Vehicle” emissions? What trip length and trip assumptions
were used? How were they developed?”

The FEIS does not answer any of these questions. Responses 9.7 and 9.9 simply
note that the URBEMIS program does not supply input files. Input files are not
necessary to answer any of these questions, however.

In addition, the FEIS and its Appendix C do not include the emissions
documentation and traffic data used to model CO levels. The reader has no ability to
verify that the appropriate assumptions were used to model CO. The EIS should provide
(or refer the reviewer) to a CO analysis conducted following the Transportation Project-
Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol was approved by U.S. EPA, the Federal Highway
Administration and California for determining project-level carbon monoxide impacts of
transportation projects. This is the guidance required for making CO conformity
determinations in California.

Response 9.8 secks to avoid analysis and mitigation of construction emissions
because the Tribe considers construction to be “short term.” In fact, only construction
lasting for one building season (or one year) or less is considered a short-term project.

In Comment 9.10, the County asked why the Draft EIS omitted all analysis of CO
conformity in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. Response 9.10 does not answer this
question, except to implicitly admit that no conformity analysis has been conducted
except a “refined” analysis to determine localized impact. The fact remains that this
federal action would result in CO emissions in excess of the General Conformity de
minimus levels, and a CO Conformity determination is therefore required. No such
determination is included in the FEIS and there is no mention of a CO Conformity

County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency

Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project FEIS Jof30
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Letter G-22

Determination.

In addition, as the County previously indicated, the FEIS did not follow the
requirements outlined in the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol
approved by U.S. EPA, the Federal Highway Administration and California for
determining project-level carbon monoxide impacts of transportation projects. This is the
protocol used for determining whether or not projects conform with applicable State
Implementation Plans that pertain to carbon monoxide. The modeling shown in
Appendix C indicates that this protocol was not used. Appendix C did not include
information regarding how emissions or traffic inputs used in the model were developed.

Response 9.11 relies on Mitigation Measures 5.4-1 through 5.4-4 to claim that the
project’s significant construction emissions have been addressed. Those mitigation
measures are out of date, vague and no longer recommended by BAAQMD. The EIS
should apply the most recent version of mitigation measures recommended by
NSCAPCD or BAAQMD.

In Comment 9.12, the County pointed out that the recent ROD for the Graton
Rancheria Casino and Hotel Project includes measures to mitigate that project’s
significant emissions of NOx and other pollutants. Response 9.12 begins by claiming
that these measures were proposed “first and foremost” to comply with General
Conformity requirements. This alleged motivation is irrelevant; like the Graton project,
this project would result in significant adverse air quality impacts. Those impacts must
be mitigated.

Response 9.12 then notes that tribes “have had challenges” obtaining emission
reduction credits (ERCs). This statement is irrelevant; obtaining ERCs is feasible, and
the FEIS wisely does not claim to the contrary. In addition, ERCs are only one of many
feasible measures to reduce project impacts. Under NEPA, it is the job of the BIA and
the Tribe to investigate and require ERCs—and all other feasible mitigation—to reduce
the project’s significant adverse impacts on the community.

C. Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs)

In Comment 9.13, the County explained that the Draft EIS did not identify any
threshold of significance for TAC emissions and human health risks, provided no
analysis or evidence supporting its claims that construction and operation impacts would
be less than significant, and did not even contain a health risk assessment.

County of Sanoma and Sonema County Water Agency
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-10-Trust and Resort Casino Project FEIS 6 of 30
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Letter G-22

Response 9.13 does not address the County’s comments except to claim that a
health risk assessment is not necessary. This claim is without ment. The FEIS concedes
that the project would generate TACs through diesel buses and delivery trucks, both of
which would be substantial for the casino proposed by Alternative A. The FEIS admits
that the project proposes long-term construction of two years. And the FEIS admits that
the nearest sensitive receptor is just 250 feet away.

The EIS must address whether TAC emissions from project construction
combined with operation (delivery truck, bus, patron traffic, and combustion equipment)
would cause significant TAC exposures. The obvious and most appropriate means to
address this issue is in the form of a human health risk assessment. The fact that the
nearest sensitive receptor is 250 feet from the project site strengthens this conclusion,
since the BAAAQMD screening guidance indicates that minimum screening distance for
any construction project is 90 meters (or nearly 300 feet). See
http://www.baagmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/CEQA-GUIDEL INES/Tools-
and-Methodology.aspx. Based on BAAQMD guidance, the EIS should be revised and
recirculated to provide a health risk assessment of TAC emissions.

In Comment 9.14, the County explained that the Draft EIS included no
explanation or data demonstrating that Mitigation Measures 5.4-6 and -7 would reduce
TACs. Response 9.14 ignores the County’s comment and does not quantify any
reduction that Mitigation Measures 5.4-5 and 5.4-6 would have in reducing total
operational emissions, leaving the reader to wonder if they would have any effect at all.
The mitigation measures are vague and their effectiveness would vary considerably
depending on how they are implemented. Some mitigation measures would not be
implemented uniess they were determined to be feasible, with no definition of “feasible.”
The FEIS includes no commitment to implement these measures at all.

The FEIS still does not quantify the impact of TACs on the environment, and
provides no support for its continuing claim that Mitigation Measures 5.4-6 and 5.4-7
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure
5.4-6 would affect emissions mostly off site away from the project, and Mitigation
Measure 5.4-7 would have a small effect. Mitigation Measure 5.4-7 essentially requires
diesel powered vehicles under control of the proposed project to operate in accordance
with all other diesel vehicles that operate in California, which is hardly an effective
mitigation measure.

County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project FEIS 7 of 30
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D. QOdors

The FEIS continues to include no facts or real analysis of potential odor impacts.
If approved, the project described in the FEIS could construct a wastewater treatment
plant that has no odor controls and could cause significant odors. Odor control would
then only be addressed after the fact and, therefore, the public could be exposed to
significant odors for an extended period. Adequate odor control would only be addressed
after complaints are received from the public, an agency has verified the complaints, an
engineering solution is developed to address the situation, and then construction or
installation of odor control occurs. This would be a clearly unacceptable significant
impact that should be avoided in the first instance. Mitigation Measure 5.4-8 should
identify the appropriate odor control equipment and plant design that would be included
in the wastewater treatment facility to avoid odors (e.g., enclosed headworks).

III. Traffic and Transportation

In Comment 9.19, the County repeated its request that the EIS evaluate the
construction of a roundabout as an alternative to a traffic signal at the primary project
driveway onto Asti Road, a County road. The County explained that a traffic signal
would result in significant additional costs to monitor and maintain, and commented that
the EIS should require the Tribe to enter a maintenance and operations agreement with
the County prior to installation of any signal.

The FEIS and Response 9.19 do not analyze a roundabout as an alternative to
signalization. Response 9.19 implies that a roundabout would be less desirable because
of the potential for landscaping maintenance, but includes no actual conclusions. Of
course, a roundabout need not require any landscaping maintenance at all if no
landscaping is planted, and nothing more than de minimis maintenance if planted with
native plants. The FEIS should revisit its implication that the possibility of landscape
maintenance costs excuses all need to evaluate a roundabout in the EIS.

In addition, the FEIS does not adequately address the economic impact of a signal.
While Mitigation Measure 5.8-1 has been revised to require the Tribe to enter into a
signal maintenance agreement with the County, the FEIS continues to be silent on the
significant operational costs associated with a signal.

In Comment 9.23, the County commented that the EIS should be revised to
disclose and mitigate the significant adverse impacts of Alternatives D and E, including
the creation of level of service E or F at Asti Road and the project access.

County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project FEIS 8 of 30
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Letter G-22

The FEIS does not address the comment except to cite the City of Cloverdale
General Plan. The City’s General Plan is not on point, because the subject intersection is
within County jurisdiction. The Highway Capacity Manual states that “LOS for a two-
way, stopped control intersection is defined in terms of its individual movements. With
this in mind, total average vehicle delay (i.e., average delay of all movements) for a two-
way, stopped-control intersection should be viewed with discretion.” Alternatives D and
E would result in an unacceptable delay for the westbound approach, and that requires
mitigation.

[n Comment 9.27 the County referenced the 2010 Sonoma County Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan and indicated that bicycle parking policy and guidelines in that plan are
relevant to the Project. Nowhere in the FEIS has the Tribe committee to adopt the
adequate bicycle parking described in that Policy. Various “bicycle recommendations”
are made in section 4.8-6 of the FEIS, including proviston of short-term and long-term
bicycle parking. None of the recommendations are included as mitigation measures, with
one exception for installation “of either an off-street path or sidwal along Asti Road
between the SMART track/multi-use trail crossing of Asti Road and the project site
entrance.”

In Comment 9.28, the County explained that the EIS should assess the project’s
potential to damage to pavement on public roads from construction traffic, and mitigate
impacts by requiring the project to obtain a County encroachment permit before
connecting the project access to Asti Road. The encroachment permit would require
assessment of the damage during construction, repairs to maintain roads in a serviceable
condition throughout the duration of construction activities, and post-construction repairs
or an overlay to restore impacted roads to at keast their pre-existing condition.

The FEIS ignores this comment except to claim that project construction activities
are “short-term,” would not have on-going impacts, and are “not likely” to damage
pavement on public roads. These unsupported conclusions do not constitute analysis
under NEPA. Like any other development action, the project has the potential to track
mud onto public roads, result in inadequate sight distance for travelers on the public road,
and damage the pre-encroachment condition of public roads. There is no reason for the
public to bear these impacts.

Response 9.29 is similarly inadequate. Alternatives B through D would require
the import of approximately 30,000 cubic yards of material, necessitating more than
1,000 in-bound truck trips. These trips are not addressed in the FEIS. By contrast, the
recently-approved Sutter Hospital project in Santa Rosa required the import of
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approximately 70,000 cubic yards. The impacts of the resulting truck trips were fully
analyzed in the EIR for that project, and mitigated via imposition of a traffic control
measure.

In Comments 9.30 and 9.31 the County explained that the EIS should require the
Tribe to construct all required road improvements prior to project occupancy/operation
start-up. Without these necessary improvements, the project would result in significant
and adverse congestion, traffic safety, and other impacts. Relevant levels of service,
which are currently acceptable, would deteriorate to LOS E or F solely because of the
project. Neither the County nor the City of Cloverdale should be expected bear the
burden of these impacts.

In response, the FEIS notes that the Tribe “has indicated a willingness to fully
fund required road improvements to ensure the improvements are in-place prior to project
operation start-up™ and refers to Response 7.3, which states “the Tribe would commit to
paying its fair share, and if necessary, can commit to fully fund the construction of the
necessary roadway improvements.” The Tribe should commit, without equivocation, to
fully funding these improvements and ensuring they are in place prior to project
operation start-up. These improvements should be treated as a necessary part of the
project, given that adequate road access to the project cannot be achieved without them.

I'V.Public Services

A. Law Enforcement

The FEIS continues to assert that research is “inconclusive” on the issue of
whether casinos increase crime in the general community over time. That assertion is
incorrect. It is justified by a “literature review” that consisted of reading a 1999 study
and statements made in support of the proposed Graton Rancheria casino project. The
FEIS preparers do not cite and apparently have never reviewed the most recent and
comprehensive study of this subject, Gambling in the Golden State: 1998 Forward.
Prepared by the nonpartisan California Research Bureau and published in May 2006,
Gambling in the Golden State surveyed the relevant research and explained that:

crime rises as casinos attract visitors who either commit or are the victims
of crime. This phenomenon may also occur in other attractions with cash-
bearing participants. In addition, problem and pathological gambling
increases among local residents and is associated with crimes that generate
money to gamble and/or pay off gambling debts.
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Gambling in the Golden State at 5 (http://ag.ca.gov/gambling/pdfs/GS98.pdf).

The report further found that casinos:

are associated with increased crime (defined as FBI Index 1 Offenses:
aggravated assault, rape, murder, robbery, larceny, burglary, and auto theft)
after a lag of three or four years. Prior to the opening of a casino, casino[]
and noncasino counties had similar crime rates, but six years after casino
openings, property crimes were eight percent higher and violent crimes
were ten percent higher in casino counties.

Id. at 5, 82. The report also cited specific information from a wide variety of California
jurisdictions, including from San Diego County, which has experienced a considerable
increase in arrests, crime cases and calls for service on reservations with casinos. Id. at
82-83.

The FEIS should stop claiming that the relationship between casinos and crime is
“inconclusive,” and instead provide a detailed analysis of the funding necessary to reduce
potential impacts to less than significant.

The FEIS appears to include very few revisions in response to the County’s
important concerns and comments on the DEIS regarding law enforcement services. The
FEIS continues to correctly acknowledge that the project would adversely impact law
enforcement services by increasing the volume of calls for law enforcement services, the
number of visitors to the area, response times, and crime rates. Response 9.33 states that
Mitigation Measure 5.10-3 has been revised to require approximately 2.0 to 2.5 sworn
officer positions for Alternative A based on requests by the City. ' However, the FEIS
still fails to provide a detailed analysis or explanation of its conclusion that this is
sufficient to mitigate significant impacts. The County has repeatedly commented that
actual mitigation requires funding of at least one additional 24-hour patrol position,
which would require at least six officers to cover the necessary shifts.

* The City’s concerns are well-founded but not controlling, because the project site is in the
County rather than the City. The Sonoma County Sheriff's Office has enforcement authority
under Public Law 280 and no plan to relinquish it.
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The FEIS also continues to ignore the project’s potential impacts on the rest of the
criminal justice system, including SWAT, helicopter, and bomb squad services, as well as
jail, district attorney, public defender, and court services.

B. Fire and Emergency Services

Response 9.39 identifies a lack of clarity in Comment 9.39. The County intended
to express that in order to adequately determine the public service impacts related to fire
and emergency services, the EIS should calculate the number of annual calls for service
generated by the project.

In Comments 9.39 and 9.40, the County explained that NEPA requires an actual
analysis of project impacts on emergency service providers and jurisdictions that serve
the area, and consistency with objective performance standards. The County explained
that the EIS may not simply defer the NEPA analysis to an undefined future agreement
between emergency services providers and the project.

The FEIS does not address these comments except to again defer all NEPA
analysis to potential future agreements with the Cloverdale Fire Protection District and
Cloverdale Health Care District, and perhaps until after a Tribal-State Compact. This
deferral is improper. Stating that there will be contracts for emergency services does not
address (much less avoid) the public safety impacts related to emergency services.
Likewise, the response that “persons requiring emergency medical services are typically
charged to offset the costs of providing service which helps to fund increased demands™
does little to remedy the EIS’s lack of analysis of what the impacts on emergency service
providers and local jurisdictions are likely to be or how they will be addressed.

Furthermore, the EIS should require that the project conform to emergency
services performance standards regardless of the providing entity. The EIS should
specify objective standards for the response times and number of personnel for the initial
responder, as well as second and additional responders, such that the project would avoid
adverse impacts to the community.

In its Response to the County’s Comment 9.40 asking for additional details
regarding future agreements with Cloverdale Ambulance and Cloverdale Fire District,
including minimum standards, the FEIS references a letter of intent in Appendix N
between the Tribe and the Cloverdale Fire District to enter into good faith negotiations
for an agreement for fire protection services. The letter of intent, signed in April 2009,
states that the Tribe and the Fire District would use their “best efforts” to enter into an
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agreement by May 1, 2010. Four years later, no agreement has been reached. The FEIS
continues to fail to provide any details, much less minimum performance based
standards, for these services.

With regard to Response 9.43, the County understands that the Cloverdale Fire
District does not contain a fire prevention division in which the development standards of
the project can be properly reviewed and addressed. Sonoma County Code Section 13-
15(c) states that the County Fire Chief shall be responsible for plan checking and
inspection of new construction and alterations, including in unincorporated areas in a
local fire protection district, unless the local fire protection district notifies the County in
writing that it has elected to have the local fire chief exercise those responsibilitics within
its jurisdictional area, and that action is thereafter approved by the Board of Directors of
the local fire protection district.

With regard to Response 9.47, the amount of water supply designated for fire
suppression (500,000 gallons) may not be sufficient for the project due to the lack of
information provided to date regarding the proposed buildings. The amount of water
supply is dictated by the building construction type and area, information that cannot be
found within the FEIS. For example, the California Building Code requires 1,860,000
gallons of water for an 80,000-square foot building of Type-V construction, and at least
540,000 gallons if the building is of Type-I construction. The EIS should provide further
information regarding the construction of proposed buildings.

In Comment 9.50, the County stated that for each alternative, the EIS should
provide detailed information regarding the construction type, height, area, and use
(occupancy classification) of each building. Response 9.50 states that “[t]his information
is provided in Section 2.0 of the Draft EIS.” This response is not accurate. To
adequately assess project impacts, the EIS needs to disclose, for each proposed building,
the building height in stories or feet; the building area; the construction type; and the use
of each building as defined in the California Building Code.

An additional comment, not previously raised, is that the local ambulance
provider, Cloverdale Ambulance, staffs a single ambulance with the potential for a back-
up ambulance in response to surge situations. The next closest ambulances are in
Healdsburg to the south and Ukiah to the north. Although current call volume is well
managed by the provider, multiple calls occurring within the same time period could
overtax the available resources. With limited local surge capacity and the closest
available mutual aid some miles away, long wait times for ambulance response may
occur; both at the casino and in the surrounding community. Longer wait times for
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Advanced Life Support delays patient access to medications for cardiac and respiratory
emergencies as well as pain control. Additionally, extended wait times for ambulances
mean first response Fire Department units are on scene longer waiting to hand over care
to the transporting ambulance, making them unable to respond to other emergencies in
the community. This situation emphasizes the need for the FEIS to provide firm details
concerning how emergency medical services will be provided, and to enter into
agreements with service providers in advance of project approval.

As further mitigation, the Tribe should provide a basic level of emergency medical
services (EMS) care on site at the casino. EMT-level responders with Automatic External
Defibrillators(AED) can provide lifesaving CPR and defibrillation to cardiac arrest
patients on site. The assessment and treatment provided by the EMTs can often eliminate
the need for Fire and/or ambulance response in the case of minor injuries. When outside
resources are required, EMTs operating in coordination with the 911 responders can
provide a rapid and effective transition of care, minimizing the time 911 responders are
out of service. Providing basic EMT-level care should limit the number of EMS
responses to the casino, thereby limiting the impact the casino has on the local
community 911 response system.

In addition, the Tribe should monitor the actual responses and transports from the
casino and take additional steps if the system becomes stressed due to casino-generated
workload, including:

Staffing an on-site first aid station/ patient care area with an RN or

Paramedic
Contracting with an approved ALS Ambulance service provider for on-site

ambulance
Some combination of the above

C. Socioeconomic Impacts and Health Services

With regard to problem and pathological gambling, the County appreciates that
Response 9.55 and the FEIS require the Tribe to collaborate with the County to
implement Mitigation Measure 5.7-1. As a cooperating agency, the County welcomes
collaboration with the Tribe to identify and mitigate potential impacts in the Final EIS.
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For example, Mitigation Measure 5.7-1 does not address: G-22.30
cont.

* Measures to prevent gambling problems from developing. The measures
described to date focus on after-the-fact steps to handle customers with
evident problem and pathological gambling behaviors and disorders. See
Comment 9.55.

o Measures to limit access to vulnerable adults, particularly seniors on fixed
income who may be particularly vulnerable. See Comment 9.55. And limit
access to ATMs.

. A requirement that employees be trained to recognize elder abuse situations
and respective reporting requirements, display the appropriate hotline
number, and work with local agencies in elder abuse prevention. The
County raised this issue at the top of page 16 of its comments on the Draft
EIS, but the FEIS does not delineate or recognize the relevant paragraph as
a comment.

o A youth education program to prevent underage drinking and youth
gambling. See Comment 9.61.

. Web-based education resources, including interactive online gambling self
risk assessments. See Comment 9.55.

. Prevention and treatment for special populations, such as women, older
adults, ethnic and cultural groups. See Comment 9.53.

. Increased costs for new programs other than additional counseling services
for treatment of problem gambling. See Comment 9.55.

° The success of other employee training programs that address problem
gambling. See Comment 9.56.

. Collect, study, and share data to continually develop gambling treatment
and prevention programs that adequately address the needs of the
community.

County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency
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The FEIS unfortunately rejects even inexpensive and innocuous suggestions to
address impacts related to domestic violence and sexual assault. The FEIS states that
“given the uncertainty of the causal relationship between the casino gambling to problem
gambling and subsequent resulting crime incidence, the socioeconomic analysis regards it
likely to be too speculative to ascribe specific domestic violence/sexual assault
incidences and impacts to the project.”

The County did not actually ask the EIS to “ascribe specific domestic
violence/sexual assault incidences and impacts to the project.” The County instead noted
that the Draft EIS correctly cited a predictable increase in crimes, and recommended
mitigation to monitor and address impacts and cases if they occur. The County
recommended monitoring to measure increased demands on the Sexual Assault Response
Team (TEAM), domestic violence prevention education, working with Tribal staff and
local agencies to recognize and avoid DV/SA situations, and funding for any project-
related SART calls that do occur, and any services provided. These are modest,
reasonable, and straightforward suggestions. The FEIS should not misrepresent them,
nor dismiss monitoring and education efforts (and all other potential mitigation measures)
out of hand.

In Comment 9.60, the County explained that the Draft EIS correctly projected a
significant increase in crime, but did not address public service impacts related to alcohol
abuse, narcotic abuse, DUI checkpoints, underage drinking, and repeat offenders with
addiction disorders. The FEIS responds to this comment by stating “See Response to
Comment G-9.59.” Unfortunately for the FEIS, that response does not mention any of
the issues discussed in Comment 9.60. The FEIS simply ignores Comment 9.60
altogether.

In Comment 9.61, the County recommended specific measures to address
underage access to alcoholic beverages, over-consumption, DUI checkpoints, and related
impacts. The FEIS responds by stating that the Tribe would comply with whatever
conditions might be imposed as part of a future license issued by the California
Department of Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC). This response does not constitute
analysis under NEPA. The response instead represents a deferral of analysis, and a
failure to take the required “hard look” at potential impacts before project approval. The
ABC license process serves a different function; it is not now (and was never intended to
be) a substitute for NEPA review and mitigation.

Response 9.62 points to existing analysis of indoor air quality in the Draft EIS, as
well as Mitigation Measure 5.4-9, but neither addresses the impact of second-hand smoke

County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project FEIS 16 of 30

T G-22.31

TG-22.32

T G-22.33

T G-22.34



lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.31

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.32

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.33

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.34


Letter G-22

on women who are pregnant or people who have breathing disorders. See Comment
9.62. In addition, neither proposes a smoke-free indoor environment or addresses the
following provisions that the FEIS groups as Comment 9.62:

. A prohibition on the sale/use of tobacco products.

. Recognition of the cost-effectiveness of preventing exposure to second-
hand smoke and smoke-free environments.

In 2011, the County of Sonoma adopted a No Smoking Ordinance that takes bold
strides to reduce smoking in Sonoma County as part of its strategy to become the
healthiest county in California by 2020. The County’s goal is to reduce the percentage of
Sonoma County residents who smoke to 10% through collaboration with various
organizations in the County. The County welcomes a similar partnership with the Tribe.

Among its provisions, Sonoma County’s No Smoking Ordinance prohibits
smoking at any event on public or private property open to the general public. Smoking
is also prohibited in enclosed areas in places of employment, including indoor work
areas, bars, restaurants and at least 75% of guest rooms in hotels. We encourage the
Tribe to adopt a similar tribal policy and to advertise and promote the Project as a
“smoke-free” environment and to promote its policy with all patrons, vendors and staff,
to provide a gaming environment that is both healthier and preferred by most customers.
According to the JD Power and Associates 2008 Southern California Indian Gaming
Casino Satisfaction Study, a large majority — 85 % - of gaming customers at casinos in
Southern California report that they would prefer a smoke-free environment.

In response to County comments regarding food safety, the FEIS falsely claims
that “[fjood safety would be addressed by the anticipated Tribal-State Compact.” The
County is not aware of any mandate that Tribal-State compacts must “address” food
safety, much less perform the NEPA-required function of identifying measures to impacts
to less than significant. The possibility that a compact could “address” the issue does not
relieve the NEPA duty that the EIS fully disclose and analyze impacts now, before
project approval.

The FEIS should require the Tribe to enter into a pre-project approval agreement
with Sonoma County Department of Health Services {DHS), or other entity, to provide
food plan checking, inspections, and food-borne illness investigation services, and should
detail what those services will be. The DHS is currently planning to implement a new
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color-coded food safety placarding system to help improve communication with the
public regarding food safety. As part of a regional approach to food safety, participating
in this effort is recommended as both as mitigation and as a way for the Tribe to promote
consumer confidence that food safety standards are met. Additionally to further mitigate
impacts to public health and safety, the Tribe should be required to collaborate with
federal, state, and local officials on reports of food-borne illness, Health Alerts, and
Product Warning Bulletins and recalls.

Response 9.64a and new Mitigation Measure 5.10-6 do not identify specific issues
related to disaster response, including pandemic, or the measures to be taken during an
event. See San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace v. Nuclear Regulatory Com’n Nuclear
Reg., 449 F 3d 1016 (2006). Instead, the FEIS again defers the NEPA analysis to a future
document (in this case an emergency response plan) that is not governed or bound by any
performance standards.

D. Animal Control

Mitigation Measure 5.10-3 does not mention any inclusion of animal control
services. The document should be revised to address how the project will provide for the
care and control of animals that reside on the property or are brought to the premises by
patrons. For example, a particular need for animal control arises when patrons endanger
the lives of animals, such as when animals are left unattended in locked and sealed
vehicles. The FEIS is silent as to whether the tribal government will provide animal
control services directly, or whether this will be provided by a third party under contract.
The FEIS should require the Tribe to provide animal care and control services, or
contract with a provider of animal care and control services in advance of project
approval, and to provide details of what animal care and control services will be
provided.

V. Water Resources
A, Water Supply

In Comment 9.66, the County explained that the Draft EIS did not explain a clear
connection between the adequacy of the City’s water rights and water availability for the
proposed project. Response 9.66 again defers the required analysis. Response 9.66
admits that the adequacy of the City’s water rights and the water availability for the
proposed project “is a consideration™ and is the subject of “discussions.” This response is
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inadequate under NEPA; it is the responsibility of the Tribe and its EIS to determine and
document the adequacy of its proposed water supply before project approval. The need
for a thorough and realistic assessment of water supply for the proposed project is more
critical than ever given current drought conditions, declared “Water Emergency™ (See
City of Cloverdale Ordinance 691-2014 and Resolution 010-2014, attached), and
mandatory water restrictions imposed by the City of Cloverdale on its water customers.
Moreover following the Governor of California’s declaration of a drought state of
emergency on January 17, 2014, the State of California’s Department of Public Health
(CDPH) identified 17 rural drinking water systems, including the City of Cloverdale’s
system, with the most vulnerable water systems in California due to drought conditions,
which are at the greatest risk of running out of water. In short, the water supply is
already severely impacted, and the FEIS should address mitigation for existing and future
drought conditions.

In Comment 9.69, the County questioned the Draft EIS’s assertion that the
Russian River is a gaining stream in the project area. The County noted that “in many
parts of the riparian corridor it is likely that the Russian River seasonally changes from
gaining stream to losing stream.” The County asked that the Tribe provide supporting
well data, and re-evaluate the Draft EIS’s assertions for summer month conditions.

In Response 9.69, the FEIS asserts without citation that water in the Russian River
is at an approximate level of 271 feet in the project area. The FEIS also asserts that
hydrographs for three nearby monitoring wells confirm that the highest groundwater
levels in the project area are at approximately 343 feet and the lowest are at 276.6 feet,
which “suggests that the Russian River is always a gaining stream in this reach.” The
FEIS does not appear to include the hydrographs themselves, nor any analysis of them
beyond one paragraph on page S-24.

The County has independently obtained the hydrographs and reviewed the relevant
USGS contour maps, which appear to support the opposite conclusion—that the Russian
River seasonally changes from a gaining to a losing stream in the project arca. First, the
USGS contour maps appear to show that the Russian River is at an elevation of 280 feet
in the project area. In addition, historical ARM Plan data show that the thalweg in the
project area ranges from approximately 275 to 280 feet NAVD 88, meaning the water
surface elevation is at least 280 feet, if not several feet higher. The FEIS should provide
documentation for its claim that the river elevation is actually 271 feet.

Second, the groundwater level data for well 1 INIOW17P002M shows many water
surface elevations below the river’s 280-foot elevation, especially during summer and fall
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months. The well, which is located at a ground surface elevation of 292 feet, had
groundwater level readings below 280 feet in 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996,
1997, and 1998.

These results accord with the findings of the 2006 USGS Report Geohydrology
and Water Chemistry of Alexander Valley, Sonoma County, California, Scientific
Investigations Report 2006-5115, which contains the most recent and comprehensive
information concerning groundwater hydrology for the Cloverdale Area Subbasin of the
Alexander Valley Groundwater Basin. The Report’s preparers examined upstream and
downstream gages near Cloverdale and Healdsburg to determine whether the River
experiences discharges (gains) or decreased discharges (losses). Page 23 of the Report
explains that:

After June 17, discharge decreased between Cloverdale and Healdsburg on

most days; this pattern persisted until October 25, when discharge began to

increase consistently between the two gages. The decrease in discharge is a
measure of evapotranspiration along the riparian corridor, direct diversions

from the river, indirect diversions from ground-water pumping near the
river, and see page from the river into the alluvial aquifer.

Report at 23 (emphasis added).

The Report thus supports the conclusion that in the project area the Russian River
changes to a losing stream in the summer and early fall, when precipitation and surface
water runoff is absent or very low. The County previously commented that the
administrative draft EIS did not incorporate or even reference the USGS Report.
Unfortunately, the Draft EIS similarly did not incorporate or reference the USGS Report.
Indeed, the EIS preparers did not even access the Report until May 2, 2011 (FEIS at 3.3-
15), and have not yet confronted its evidence that the river seasonally changes from a
gaining to a losing stream.

In addition, the FEIS appears to rely on groundwater level measurements at well
11IN10W119F0002M for its statement that the highest groundwater levels in the project
area are at approximately 343 feet. Unfortunately, the FEIS does not disclose that this
well is located at a ground surface elevation of 346 feet, more than 60 feet above the
project site. Groundwater elevations at that height appear anomalous and of little
relevance to the project site, especially since the identified well appears located on a
parcel adjacent to the project site but on a hill or other elevated area. This well is likely
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screened in a different aquifer than the proposed project well, and thus should not be used
for an evaluation of water level elevations.

The BIA should direct the Tribe’s EIS preparers to undertake a water balance that
quantitatively compares precipitation to all existing and proposed diversions in the
relevant watershed. The water balance should include and account for future
development in the watershed that is permitted in the City and County General Plans and
would require only ministerial approvals. Without this data, the EIS can not rule out the
possibility that groundwater is already being replenished by Russian River water losses,
and that additional groundwater pumping would directly increase Russian River losses to
groundwater. The impacts upon the Russian River presented in Section 4.3.1-5 could be
seriously understated in the summer and early fall months.

In addition, the limited groundwater elevation data presented to date is not
adequate to evaluate the interaction of surface water and groundwater at the project site.
Consequently, the FEIS does not adequately support its claim that the project does not
require a surface water right because it would pump groundwater.

In Comment 9.72, the County made the innocuous suggestion that the project
evaluate the potential to implement rainwater harvesting to help reduce the project’s
water demand. It is disappointing that the FEIS aggressively rejects even this modest
suggestion.

Page 3.3-5 (Water Resources) of the FEIR says that: “the proposed water supply
well would be located on the southeastern parcel (APN 116-310-005), approximately 200
feet southwest of the western bank of the Russian River”, This location is directly
downstream, roughly 1300 feet from the closest City of Cloverdale wastewater pond. A
sample from an existing, nearby water well is reported to contain 7.8 mg/L of nitrate-
nitrogen in Table 3.3-1, which is 78% of the Federal drinking water MCL (Maximum
Contaminate Level). Normal Sonoma County groundwater that has not been polluted by
human activity is about 0.2 mg/L of nitrate-nitrogen, or about 2% of the Federal MCL.,
While it is possible that nitrate contamination is the result of normal vineyard operations
which commonly results in nitrate-nitrogen values in shallow groundwater of 1 or 2
mg/L, we are unaware of any example where a vineyard has produced groundwater
contamination of 7.8 mg/L of nitrate-nitrogen in Sonoma County. The most likely source
of the majority of the nitrate-nitrogen contamination is the City of Cloverdale wastewater
ponds on the adjoining upstream parcels. The data in Table 3.3-1 suggests that the
proposed water supply well will be located within the City of Cloverdale wastewater
disposal contaminate plume.
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While the proposed water well may have met the Federal limits of 10.0 mg/L of
nitrate-nitrogen and less than 1.1 MPN per 100 ml of E. coli at the time of sampling,
placing the water supply well within a sewage treatment plant contaminate plume is still
an exceptionally poor choice and a high public health risk. The standard test is done for
E. coli because this organism occurs in human fecal material in very high numbers (as
much as 50% by weight of fecal material) and the test is both rapid and inexpensive. But
many human pathogens such Crytosporidium parvum, Giardia and most viruses have
much higher survival rates than E. coli and can travel much further in the environment
once they have left a human host. It is entirely possible for these pathogens to be present
long after the E. coli has died and can no longer be detected in the legally required
laboratory tests, so placing a water supply well within a potential source of these human
pathogens creates an unnecessary risk to public health. ( Corso PS, Kramer MH, Blair
KA, Addiss DG, Davis JP, Haddix AC. Cost of lliness in the 1993 Waterborne
Cryptosporidium Qutbreak, Milwaukee, Wisconsin. Emerg Infect Dis [serial online] 2003
April. Available from: URL: http://wwwnc.cdc.gov/eid/article/9/4/02-0417.htm. DOI:
10.3201/eid0904.020417.)

While the extent of the City of Cloverdale sewage treatment plant contaminate
plume is not delineated, it is possible that the plume may not extend as far as the western
portions of assessors parcels 116-310-035 and 116-310-040. If a water well site can be
found outside of the sewage treatment plant contaminate plume it could result in a much
safer water supply to serve this project. If the water source for this project were much
lower in nitrate-nitrogen, there might be the added benefit of lowered wastewater
treatment costs with respect to nitrogen removal. The BIA should investigate and the
FEIS should be modified to identify a safer location for the water supply well for this
project. Given the aforementioned drought conditions, careful consideration and analysis
of the location of wells and resulting water quality is of paramount importance.

B. Wastewater and Water Quality

Page 3.36 states that the water supply has been tested and none of the results
exceed the applicable Maximum Contaminate Limits (MCLs). However, Table 3.3-1
shows E. coli (which is fecal coliforms) at 110 MPN/100 ml, which exceeds all State and
Federal limits for potable water. The EIS should clarify this issue, and include any lab
results for E. coli or total coliforms in Appendix K.

In addition, while the FEIS now measures for nitrate, which is one of the most
common contaminants in Sonoma County, the reported levels still pose a risk to public
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health. Nitrate prevents blood from carrying oxygen, and is especially dangerous for
pregnant women and children. Table 3.3-1 continues to not list phosphates or
phosphorous-containing compounds. Without this information, the FEIS does not
properly disclose or analyze project impacts, including potential project contributions to
future contamination. This flaw is not remedied by Mitigation Measure 5.3-3, which
states only that in the event the water supply well becomes contaminated with nutrients or
pathogens associated with the project some further action will be taken.

Moreover, page 3.35 of the FEIS states that the South Cloverdale Water District
water well is operating on the project site and that the 6-acre Water Company has a water
supply well adjoining the site. If groundwater under this site is already as high as 7.8
mg/L. of nitrate-nitrogen as reported in Table 3.3-1, then only a small amount of
additional nitrate pollution (2.3 mg/L) from project wastewater disposal will push
groundwater supplies over the Federal MCL for nitrate-nitrogen of 10.0 mg/L, thus
jeopardizing the current groundwater uses in this area. Under these circumstances a
detailed nitrogen analysis is warranted. The nitrogen analysis should accomplish all of
the following:

¢ Provide an engineered estimate of the nitrogen levels expected in the
wastewater produced by this project.

¢ Evaluate the extent of current nitrate pollution and calculate the maximum
concentration of nitrogen that can be disposed of on this site without
causing groundwater to exceed the Federal standard of 10.0 mg/L of
nitrate-nitrogen.

e Provide a specific example of wastewater treatment technology that will
provide the required treatment levels.

e Specify that a wastewater treatment system equal to or better (with respect
to nitrogen removal) than the example specified in number 3 above, will be
employed by this project.

e Provide a reasonable plan to do mitigation monitoring to ensure that
wastewater disposal by this project does not cause groundwater to exceed
the Federal standard for nitrate-nitrogen and does not jeopardize current
groundwater uses.

County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project FEIS 23 0f 30

G-22.43
cont.


lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.43
cont.


Letter G-22

Page 4.3-9 states that only a 50-setback will be maintained between water wells
and spray fields for treated wastewater. The County standard is 100 feet, because in the
County’s experience 100 feet is necessary to avoid contamination. The State standard for
leachfields is also 100 feet.

In Comment 9.73, the County requested additional details regarding the “constant
flow membrane bioreactor” that was mentioned in the Draft EIS but not described in any
way. Response 9.73 aggressively refuses to provide any additional details.

With regard to Comment 9.74, it appears that after reclamation and recycling,
roughly 30 MG and 20 MG (without and with recycling) would be discharged through
percolation into the ground. The FEIS depicts 291 inches (~24 feet) and 202 inches
(~16.5 feet) of applied discharge over 4 acres over the summer months (Appendix J,
Attachment 2), without and with recycling, respectively.

The ground water depth ranges between 6 feet to 23 feet below ground surface.
FEIS, Section 3.3 Water Resources. As a result, it appears the treated effluent discharged
to the four acres of vineyards would co-mingle with ground water and likely interact with
the Russian River. The Russian River is considered a sensitive water body and is 303(d)
listed for nutrients and pathogens, both of which are components of domestic waste. As a
result, greater detail is needed to evaluate the wastewater treatment and the potential
impact to the groundwater table and the Russian River. As noted above, the FEIS does
not discuss the wastewater treatment system beyond stating that a “constant flow
membrane bioreactor” would be used. In addition, the FEIS does not address the
project’s potential impact to groundwater and/or the Russian River from the treated
effluent discharge.

The County appreciates that the FEIS includes a new Appendix Q, and that the
BIA granted the County additional time to review it. Unfortunately, the new appendix
and Response 9.75 do not include any of the details necessary to review and evaluate
project impacts. Instead, like other impacts, the FEIS defers all discussion of the
proposed subterranean detention system, piping network, and upland drainage release
system until after project approval. This approach appears intended to avoid public
review and comment, and precludes informed decisionmaking.

In Comment 9.77, the County noted that in the Draft EIS the Tribe had expanded
the acreage available for irrigation, but explained that the project should seek further
ways to avoid discharging effluent to the ground and the groundwater table. Response
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Letter G-22

9.77 reiterates what the County already knew, and does not address the impacts of
discharging effluent to the ground. The project continues to rely heavily on percolation,
creating potentially significant adverse impacts.

In Comment 9.78, the County asked about the quality of effluent treated by the
City. Response 9.78 refers the County to other responses in the FEIS, none of which
appear to address this issue.

D. Storm Water Runoff and Flood Control

The County has reviewed the significant concerns raised by the Environmental
Protection Agency in Letter G-4, as well as the responses and cross-references. The
FEIS never passes on an opportunity to point out that this project is not required to
comply with zero net fill and other County requirements, but it misses the real point.
Zero net fill is not a technical or esoteric standard, but a Countywide requirement that is
necessary to avoid adverse impacts. The project’s failure to comply with the requirement
indicates that the project will in fact result in significant impacts.

Indeed, the FEIS discloses that the project would result in an 0.67-foot elevation
change in the 100 year flood event. Unfortunately, the FEIS does not provide
calculations to support or verify this finding. This estimate appears to be based on
spreadsheet calculations, not a HEC-RAS model. The HEC-RAS computer software is
the recognized standard for evaluating potential elevation increases due to encroachments
into flood plains. Further, the spreadsheet calculations have not been provided for
review. All calculations and modeling should be provided to verify the conclusion.

V. Land Use and Agriculture

Responses 7.13 and 9.82 predictably note that local land use policies would not
apply if the project site is ever taken into trust. These responses miss the point. The legal
applicability of local land use regulations after project approval is not relevant to the
NEPA-required determination of whether the project, as proposed, is consistent with
General Plans and zoning. It is not appropriate to suggest that this NEPA document need
not mitigate land use impacts because the project, if approved, would not be subject to
local land use plans. Instead, the BIA’s NEPA Handbook requires the disclosure of
inconsistencies with “Land Use Plans,” as well as violations of “local law or
requirements imposed for the protection of the environment.” BIA NEPA Handbook,
Sections 4.4(E)(7)(g), 5.2(B)(10), and 5.2. The BIA NEPA Handbook correctly makes
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no distinction for trust projects that, if approved, would be exempt from land use plans or
local laws.

The responses also miss the fact that local General Plans and land use regulations
are real, substantive requirements. The Sonoma County General Plan is the constitution
for future development and the embodiment of the community’s long range vision of
city-centered growth and natural resource protection. The FEIS should not disrespect
that community vision by declining to acknowledge and mitigate significant General Plan
and zoning inconsistencies. The EIS should be revised to include appropriate mitigation
measures, including but not limited to the preservation of other open space and
agricultural lands to buffer the project land.

Responses 7.14 and 9.84 inappropriately minimize the importance of the Tribe’s
Williamson Act contract with the County. The Tribe’s intended “Notice of Non-
Renewable™ would cause the contract to expire over a ten year period of time. During
this ten year phase-out, the contract restrictions remain in full force and effect. A
contract may only be canceled if the Board of Supervisors finds the cancellation is
consistent with the purposes of the Williamson Act and that the cancellation is in the
public interest. Furthermore, Government Code § 51282 states that “The existence of
any opportunity for another use of the iand involved shall not be sufficient reason for the
cancellation of the contract. A potential alternative use of the land may be considered
only if there is no proximate, non-contracted land suitable for the use to which it is
proposed the contracted land be put.”

V1.Visual Resources

The FEIS continues to address the project’s significant adverse visual impacts in a
cursory and inadequate manner. The County previously transmitted a copy of the
Sonoma County PRMD Visual Assessment Guidelines. The FEIS has ignored these
Guidelines to its own detriment, because the Guidelines provide a framework for a real
analysis and “hard look™ at visual impacts. The Guidelines facilitate the identification of
impacts through establishing the level of visual sensitivity of the site and characterizing
the visual dominance of the project in terms of its form, line, color, texture, and lighting.
The FEIS does not employ any of this analysis, or any other evaluation that meets
NEPA’s requirement of a “hard look™ at project impacts. The FEIS simply asserts that no
project aiternative would result in a significant visual change. Any evaluation of the
project’s form, line, color, texture, and lighting compels a contrary conclusion.
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Response 9.92 is not adequate. The County appreciates that project signage would
not employ neon, but that is only one of the many attributes of a sign that can result in
significant adverse impacts. In Comment 9.92, the County recommended that the EIS
impose “substantive limitations on the height, width, location, and light output of all
project signage.” The FEIS does not address this comment, and imposes no other
performance standards on project signage. The FEIS should be revised to avoid the
significant visual and safety impacts that will accompany projects signs that are
unbounded by any height, width, location, or non-neon light limits.

VIII. Noise

In Comment 9.95, the County explained that the Draft EIS lacked many details
necessary for the public and decision makers to take the requisite hard look at noise
impacts. The County attached a thorough review of the Draft EIS Noise section by
IHlingworth & Rodkin, Inc., and specifically commented that the EIS should be revised to
disclose baseline noise levels at sensitive receptors to provide adequate comparison of
existing to project noise levels. See Exhibit A-1 for [llingworth and Rodkin’s updated
comments on the FEIS, which are incorporated herein.

In Response 9.95, the Tribe claims that Table 3.11-1 and Figures 3.11-2 through
3.11-11 provide a very detailed look at the existing noise environment in the project area,
including noise measurements near sensitive receptors. In fact, most measurements were
made on-site or in areas significantly removed from identified sensitive receptors.
Measurements LT-1/ST-1 and LT-3/ST-2 were made off-site, but not in close proximity
to nearby noise sensitive receptors. To adequately represent the existing noise
environment at noise sensitive receptors, noise levels should be measured and modeled at
representative noise sensitive receptors.

Response 9.95 also states that anticipated construction noise levels at the nearest
receptors are evaluated in the Impacts, 4.11.1-1,4.11.2-1, 4.11.3-1, 4.11.4-1, and 4.11.5-1
of the Draft EIS. In fact, while the FEIS does provide estimates of construction noise
levels at the sensitive receptors in the project vicinity, these levels are not compared to
existing ambient levels and other appropriate criteria for speech, activity, or sleep
disturbance to adequately evaluate the significance of construction noise that will last for
two years.

Response 9.95 also concedes that FHWA RD-77-108 is not appropriate for current
FHWA highway construction projects, but claims it is appropriate and commonly used by
acoustic professionals in California for projecting simple noise levels from increased
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traffic on highways. In fact, an outdated traffic noise model is not appropriate for
evaluating the traffic noise level increases caused by the proposed project. Highway
noise impacts should be evaluated using the FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM) as it
contains more accurate and up to date algorithms to calculate noise emissions from
complicated roadways such as multi-fane highways and off-ramps.

Response 9.95 also states that the EIS considered land use and noise compatibility
standards. In fact, the FEIS only evaluated City of Cloverdale standards. As noted
repeatedly in these comments, the project site is not in the City. The project site is in the
County, and the County’s 2020 General Plan noise standards should be applied to the
project.

Response 9.95 also declines to assess noise impacts from project traffic during the
late nighttime hours because the entrance route to the project site (Asti Road) currently
exists and no new access roads are proposed. These facts do not appear relevant. What
is relevant is that, due to the 24-hour operation of the proposed facility, project traffic
will not have a normal traftic distribution. The FEIS applies a “general rule” in which
the Ly, is roughly equivalent to the peak hourly noise level when traffic noise dominates.
But the Draft EIS and FEIS fail to acknowledge that traffic in the middle of the night
(particularly buses) would cause an impact on the rural residents located along the access
roads to the project site that would be greater than the L, noise level evaluated in the
“general rule.” Appropriate noise metrics would include hourly average noise levels and
Lnax levels during the various nighttime hours to determine when the greatest effects may
occur based on the expected distribution of project-generated traffic.

Response 9.95 also states that cumulative impacts are quantified in Table 4.11-5
and further discussed on page 4.16-23 of the FEIS. Table 4.11-5 identifies a noise level
increase of 5 dBA (45 dBA to 50 dBA) along Asti Road north of Santana Drive under
buildout conditions, and identifies this as a cumulatively significant increase in noise
levels. Table 4.11-5 also shows that with the addition of the project the noise level would
increase another 4 dBA (50 dBA to 54 dBA). The contribution of an additional 4 dBA
over the already cumulatively significant increase is cumulative considerable, and a
significant impact.

When the predicted General Plan build-out cumulative baseline noise level plus
noise contribution from each Project Alternative is compared to the existing noise level at
the roadway segments at the 50-foot reference distance (as given in Table 4-11-5), it can
be seen that noise levels would increase by 9 dBA on Asti Road north of Santana Drive
and by 6 to 7 dBA on the US 101 south ramps north and south of Citrus Fair Drive.
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Letter G-22

Thus, the FEIS continues to fail to identify these areas as having cumulatively significant
increases in noise between the existing noise environment and the General Plan build out
conditions.

In Comment 9.96, the County requested that the Draft EIS be revised to include a
map specifically identifying all sensitive receptors, and the distances from each receptor
to roads and all proposed on-site sources of noise during both the construction phase and
operational phases of the project. Response 9.96 notes that the general location of
sensitive noise receptors in the immediate site vicinity is shown on Figure 3.11-2;
however the distances from receptors to roads and all proposed on-site sources of noise
during both the construction phase and operational phases of the project is not described.
The FEIS inadequately describes the locations of sensitive receptors.

In Comment 9.97, the County explained that the project would impose significant
construction noise on surrounding receptors for two years, that the mitigation measures
proposed in the Draft EIS were inadequate, and that additional measures are needed.

Response 9.97 merely restates the Draft EIS and does not respond to the County’s
comment at all. Mitigation Measure 5.11.1a remains inadequate. The measure allows
construction to begin at 7:00 am Monday through Friday, which would result in sleep
disturbance, particularly if personnel arrive and start equipment prior to the official start
time. In addition, the mitigation measures do not make any attempt to minimize the high
levels of construction noise that would occur for upwards of two years.

The County recommends the following additional construction noise mitigation
measures:

1. Limiting the allowable hours for the delivery of materials or equipment to
the site and truck traffic coming to and from the site for any purpose, the
start up and/or operation of noise producing equipment, and the cleaning or
servicing of machinery to weekday (Monday through Friday) non-holiday
hours between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.

2. Placement of temporary noise barriers, such as mass loaded construction
blankets on temporary fencing or a solid plywood construction barrier,
around the perimeter of the construction staging/work areas during the
entirety of its use and at the perimeter of each of the project phases before
loud construction activities begin. The placement of these barriers should
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not allow clear, line of sight openings for site access between the site
activities and adjacent residential land uses.

3. A prohibition on the unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines.

4, Designation of a noise disturbance coordinator responsible for responding
to any local complaints about construction noise. The disturbance
coordinator would determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting
too early, bad muffler, etc.) and require implementation of reasonable
measures warranted to correct the problem. The telephone number for the
disturbance coordinator should be conspicuously posted at the construction
site and included it in the notice sent to neighbors regarding the
construction schedule.

IX. Cumulative Effects

Response 9.104 incorrectly states that the Dry Creek Rancheria Economic
Development Master Plan (River Rock Casino) proposed by the Dry Creek Rancheria
Band of Pomo Indians would merely replace a tent structure with a permanent structure.
In fact, that project proposes a significant expansion of gaming-related facilities as well
as a substantial hotel and other non-gaming facilities at the site of the existing River Rock
Casino, located just fourteen miles from the project site. This expansion was not
analyzed in the Draft EIS, and is not analyzed in the FEIS,

The Tribe’s alleged consideration of the existing River Rock Casino is not helpful
to the County or the public, because the FEIS does not provide a copy of the “market
study.” If the Tribe wishes to rely on external documents to support the FEIS, it should
allow the public to review them.

X. Conclusion

The County remains open to working with the Tribe toward an EIS that discloses
the project’s significant environmental impacts, analyzes them now, and imposes
mitigation sufficient to reduce or avoid them.

Attached and incorporated fully into these comments are Exhibits A-1 through F.
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ILLINGWORTH & RODKIN, INC.
IIR@ Acoustics « Air Quality EHl|

1 Willowbrook Court, Suite 120
Petaluma, California 94954

Tel: 707-794-0400 Fax: 707-794-0403
www.illingworthrodiin.com illro@illingworthrodkin.com
May 16,2014

Jennifer C. Klein,

Deputy County Counsel

Sonoma County Counsel's Office

575 Administration Drive, Suite 105A

Santa Rosa CA 95403
Sent Via Email: Jennifer. Klein@sonoma-county,org
Cc: Sandi Potter, Sonoma County PRMD

Subjeet:  Cloverdale Casino FEIS
Technical Review of Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas and Noise Sections

Dear Jennifer;

This letter describes the results of our review of the Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians Fee-to-
Trust and Resert Casino Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Our review was
specific to the FEIS s described impacts to air quality, greenhouse gas, and acoustic effects of the
proposed action. We previously commented on the DEIS in a letter dated October 19, 2010.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

Response to Comment G-9.108.109 and 110 — Reparding Signjficance Thresholds

The FEIS does not respond to this comment. No description of the source for these thresholds other
than a footnote to Table 4.4.2 is provided. The FEIS does not address the comment that the
emission-based thresholds for MCAQMD were not properly identified. Attachment ! to this
document describes the significance thresholds used by MCAQMD for indirect sources beginning
2003. The Districts Indirect Source Rule [Regulation 1, Rule 1-130(1X1)] should have been used to
evalvate the significance of emissions in Mendocine County, Downloaded from
http://www .co.mendocino.ca.us/agmd/pdf_files/ISR_Policy.pdf.

Response to Comment G-9.111 — Construction Emission Methodology

The FEIS provides no clear explanation that describes construction modeling inputs. The FEIS refers
the reader to Appendix C that includes raw model output.

T G-22.66

TG-2267



lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.66

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.67


Letter G-22

Jennifer Klein
Sonoma County PRMD
May 16, 2014 - Page 2

Response to Comment G-9.114 — TAC Emissions and Health Risk T G-22.68

The FEIS continues to treat construction and operation health risks separately, Sensitive receptors
could be exposed to both construction and operational toxic air contaminants (TACs), so the FEIS
should address the COMBINED impact. Cancer risk is based on chronic exposure, so itis logical to
address the risk of combined construction and operational cancer risk. Residences located near the
project (e.g., those on Santana Drive) would be exposed to substantial emissions of TACs during
construction, and then to lower emissions of TACs during operation that would in theory occur
during the rest of their lives. This effect needs to be evaluated properly by performing an air
pathway health risk assessment. The FEIS provides no basis for the findings.

Response to Comment G-9.116 — CQ Modeling and Conformity Determination T G-22.69

FEIS is unresponsive to this comment. The analysis does not use any formal CO modeling
methodology. Based on the description in the FEIS and the response to Comment G-9.10 {referred to
in response to Comment G-9.116), the FEIS does not appear to have followed any appropriate
guidance for modeling CO concentrations. The Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide
Protocol (CO Protocol) (University of California Davis, December 1997) is the appropriate guidance
to use for modeling CO from roadways. The FEIS provides no basis for the meteorological inputs to
CALINE4 (i.e., wind speed of 1.0 meters per second, sigma theta of 30 degrees, ambient temperature
of 28.0 Celsius). CO concentrations are greatest in winter, when winds are light, “F* stability, low
sigma theta, and quite cool temperatures. Wintertime conditions are conducive to higher CO levels
and it appears the FEIS modeled summertime conditions. This is a serious flaw in the CO maodeling.

CO predictions should have been made for ambient air (i.e., receptor grid), rather than just confined
to sensitive receptors that are several hundred feet from the highway. It appears the FEIS was
arbitrary in predicting CO concentrations that would be attributable to the project, when there is
standardized guidance for conducting these types of assessments (i.e., CO Protocol). The FEIS
should be revised to include CO modeling consistent with the Transportation Project-Level Carbon
Monoxide Protocol (CO Protocol).

Response to Comment G-9.120 — GHG Emission Threshold T G-22.70

The FEIS use of the 25,000 metric-ton per year threshold is confusing and arbitrary. In response to
Comment G-9.120, the FEIS refers the reader to comment G-9.15, where it states that 25,000 tons is
the size of major facilities required to report emissions nationally and then refers to Response to
Comment G-9.6. The 25,000 metric ton per year value is a threshold option arising from a 2010
federal DRAFT NEPA GUIDANCE ON CONSIDERATION OF THE EFFECTS OF CLIMATE
CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. On the other hand, the FEIS rejects the
BAAQMD 2009 evaluations of lower GHG thresholds', stating the Notice for Intent of the project
was July 7, 2008, The FEIS is trying to paint a picture that this was the only threshold option
available during preparation of the DEIS. BAAQMD published options for GHG emissions
thresholds in 2009, which included an annual threshold of 1,175 metric tons per year for land use

| BAAQMD. 2009. Workshop Draft Options Report California Envirommental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance April,
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projects. Sa the FEIS selected the 25,000-ton threshold that was developed after the 2008 Notice of G-22.70
Intent without consideration of any other thresholds being developed. BAAQMD thresholds are cont.

used by Sonoma County and most other agencies in the Bay Area, Furthermore, we are not aware of
any environmental documents that use the 25,000-metric ton threshold. 1

Response to Comment G-9.128 — TAC Impacts T G-22.71

FEIS does not respond to the comment and states that the impacts regarding TACs were not
significant, The FEIS states that diesel bus and truck travel to and from the gaming, facility,
especially loading areas, would result in an increased concentration of diesel emissions in those
areas, resulting in a potentially significant impact of TACS in the area. This contradicts the response
to the comment. Adequate mitigation needs to be identified along with an analysis that demonstrates
those measures will reduce the tmpact to less than significant.

Response to Comment G-9.132 through G.9-135 — Mitigation Measures TG-2272

The FEIS is nonresponsive to these comments. The mitigation measures are essentially deferred
until they can make a determination if they are feasible, It appears that it would be feasible that all
facility owned or leased light-duty vehicles could meet the State requirements for zero- or low-
emission vehicles. What is unfeasible about charging for parking? Can the project subsidize or
provide transit passes? : 1

Response to Comment G-9.138 — Odors and Odor Mitigation TG-22.73

The FEIS states that the “Sensitive receptors at these distances may be affected by odor if the facility
needs maintenance and/or during stagnant meteorological conditions,” The area will include
stagnant metecrological conditions, so odors will occur (according to the FEIS). How will the odor
control plan prevent these odors? The project design should include specific measures to prevent
odors, rather than trying to solve a nuisance issue when it occurs and solutions may not be feasible at
that time, Mitigation Measure 5.4.7 must include specific measures that reduce odors to avoid a
significant impact, rather than waiting for the significant impact to occur. This mitigation measure is
deferring the actual necessary miligation that would be required to prevent nearby residences and
business from potentially experiencing objectionable odors.

Response to Comment G-9.139 — Energy Efficiency TG-22.74

Again, the FEIS is nonresponsive to the comment and deferring mitigation. How could it not be
feasible to include California State Building Code standards for energy efficiency?

Noise
Response to Comment (G-9.142 - Baseline Noise G-22.75

The FEIS was revised to provide noise measurement locations and noise data. After review of the
FEIS noise data, we are concerned that the background levels for L.T-1, which represents a nearby
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Jennifer Kiein
Sonoma County PRMD
May 16, 2014 - Page 4

sensitive receptor, are unusually high. The data quality appears suspect. According to these data, the
quietest hour over 1,000 feet from the highway at a site adjacent to the project would be 50 dBA.
There appears to be no other sources than the distant highway in the area of the measurement and
sensitive receptor. We believe the level is actually lower and should be used to establish noise
performance standards for non-traffic noise produced by the project. Based on our experience, we
believe the background noise levels would be at least § dBA lower, Highly localized sources of
sound may have affected the measurements, but would not affect the sensitive receptors (e.g., noise
radiated from the power pole where the measurement was made),

Response to Comment G-9.144 - Noise Modeling

The EIS relied on old traffic noise prediction metliodology. TNM has been available since 1998.
While the FEIS may be technically correct, the use of traffic noise modeling methodology that is
over 30 years old in lieu of the current methodelogy (i.e., TNM) indicates the level of quality
provided in this analysis to predict nose impacts.

Response 1o Comment (-9.144 - Noise Impacts

The FEIS does not properly evaluate the impact of noise level increases caused by the project.
Tables 4.11-4 and 5 show noise level increases along different roadway segments. The impact of the
noise level change is based on the difference between built out project and the built out environment
noise. The analysis should compare Project plus existing to existing conditions and then identify the
project impact in terms of noise level increase. Otherwise, the analysis is not isolating the project
impact.

Response to Comment G-9.146 — Non-Traffic Noise

FEIS did not respond to comment regarding use of the County’s General Plan stationary noise
standards, Without proper noise conirol, residences along Santana Drive may experience elevated
noise levels from mechanical equipment, especially at night. The FEIS should use stationary noise
standards set forth in Table 2 of the County of Sonoma General Plan to evaluate and mitigate non-
traffic noise impacts.

Mitigation Measure 5,11.2 is not adequate. As we stated in our response to comment G-9.142, the
noise measurements do not appear to be accurate to reflect the existing environment. Without
adequate background measurements, an appropriate acoustical performance standard cannot be
effectively implemented. The 50 dBA performance standard that is included in the FEIS Mitigation
Measure 5.11.2 is either arbitrary or based on the suspect noise data collected at location LT-1. The
implementation of stationary noise standards set forth in Table 2 of the County of Sonoma General
Plan would ensure that a significant noise impact from non-traffic noise would not occur. Mitigation
Measure 5,11.2 should be revised. Otherwise, the FEIS needs to justify the 50 dBA performance
standard identified in Mitigation Measure 5.11.2. We believe that mitigating to a level of 50 dBA
would not mitigate the impact appropriately and the nearby residences would be subject to annoying
mechanical or other noise from the project, especially at nighttime.

G-22.75
cont.

TG-22.76

T1G-22.77

TG-22.78

T G-22.79
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¥ % ¥

This concludes our review of the FEIS for the proposed Cloverdale Casino, Please let us know if
you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

/{j A //7

James A. Reyff
Senior Consultant, Principal
Hlingworth & Rodkin, Inc.
Jobh No.: 10-127

Attachment 1: MCAQMD Indirect Source Rule
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Attachment 1
Functioning of the MCAQMD Indirect Source Rule

In May of 2003 the Mendocino County Air Quality Management adopted amendments to
District Regulation 1, which (among many other things) established an indirect source
rule for Mendocino County.

Purpose

The purpose of this rule is to ensure that large development projects enact reasonable
mitigation measures to reduce emissions. Unlike other indirect source rules in California
it is not fee based, put permit based.

Regulatory anthority

While this process may initially appear completed, please keep in mind it only applies to
the largest projects with the most significant indirect air quality impacts, the vast majority
of projects are not subject to this rule. Because supporting and enabling regulations reside
in three separate places within Regulation 1 the actual structure of this rule is somewhat
complex.

The first section is in Regulation 1, Chapter 1 Rule 1-130 section I(2), which contains the
definition of an indirect source:

A facility, building, structure or installation, or combination thereof, that
indirectly resulis in, or is prajected to resulr in unmitigated emissions in excess of
the following: ROG — 180 lbs/day, NOx — 42 ibs/day, CO — 690 Ibs/day, PM10 -
80 lbs/day. Projected unmitigated emissions are 1o be generated using the latest
ARB approved version of URBEMIS with the Mountain and Rural Counties
default settings, or other ARB approved indirect source model. In any model the
latest available fleet, meteorology, and trip generation information will be used
and the model run for each season.

The next section is in Regulation 1, Chapter 2 Rule 1-200 (Permits) which lists the
requirements for a permit {Authority to Construct)

A written authorization shail be obiained from the District prior to starling
construction, modification, aperation or use of any stationary, portable, or
{ndjrect source (emphasis added) which may cause, potentiaily cause, reduce,
control or eliminate the emission of air contaminants, A single authorization
may be issued for all camponents of an integrated system or process. An
Authority to Construct shall remain in effect for one (1) year or until a Permit to
Operate is issued or denied, or the application is canceled at the request of the
applicant, whichever occurs first. If the Authority to Consiruct expires prior (o
issuance of a Permit to Operate, the authorization inay be extended by the
applicant submitting an annual renewal fee per Rule 1-300(). Construction not
in agcordance with this Authority to Construct shall be sufficient reason to deny
a Permit to Operate.

T G-22.80
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Permit fees will be calculated based on the major emissions fee table in Regulation 1,
Chapter 3, Rule 1-350.

Implementation Procedure

As a matter of policy the indirect source rule operates as follows —

Step 1 - The applicant or the District determines if a given project is subject to the rule by
running the latest approved URBEMIS model. The District recommends that any
development aver 75 dwelling units and all large commercial projects (20,000 sq
feet) run the model.

The URBEMIS model should be run initially without any mitigation measures,
even those the applicant has already designed into the project or is willing to
implement, and with 80% usage of woodstoves (for residential projects only).

Step 2 - If the project is below the emission standard set in 1-130 (above) then no further
action is required by the applicant by the indirect source rule. A leiter stating that
modeled emissions were beiow the 1-130 thresholds and copies of the modeling
inputs and outputs will be provided to the District for verification. The District
will keep a file documenting the compliance with the indirect source rule.

If the project exceeds the emissions standards set 1-130 {(above) then the applicant
has the option to run the URBEMIS model with any mitigation measures (from
the program) which they choose 10 implement to attempt to lower emissions
below the threshold established in 1-130.

If emissions from the second URBEMIS run (with mitigation measures), are
below those set in 1-130 then the applicant may proceed with the project without
any further action under the indirect source rule, provided the mitigation measures
(above) are documented and implemented. A letter stating that modeled emissions
where below the 1-130 threshalds and copies of the modeling inputs and outputs,
including selected mitigation measures, will be provided to the District for
verification. The District will keep a file documenting the compliance with the
indirect source rule,

Step 3 - If mitigated emissions still exceed those set in 1-130, or the applicant is
unwilling to implement mitigation measures, then an Authority to Construct will
be required by the District. As part of the Authority to Construct process the
District may require additional mitigations, or verify the proper implementation of
the proposed mitigations, The mitigation measures do not need to reduce
emissions to below the thresheld set in 1-130, however they must reasonably
be expected to significantly reduce emissions over the lifetime of the project
(e.g. a CC&R condition banning the installation of woodstoves). The Authority to
Construct may be renewed, but provided the mitigation measures are

implemented no annual permit will be required.

G-22.80
cont.
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If the applicant is unwilling to implement mitigation measures then the Authority G-22.80
to Construct will convert to an Annual Permit to Operate and will be subject to cont.
annual renewal fees from the original project owner.

All modeling runs must reflect the actual project that is under consideration and any
changes made afier the initial modeling which may result in higher emissions will require
a new modeling run. Mitigation measures may include off-site mitigation. 1
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ILLINGWORTH & RODKIN, fNC,
{ii8 Acoustics « Alr Quality B8l

305 Petrluma Boulevord South
Petatuma, Californic 94952

Tel: 707-766-7700 . Fee: 707- 766—7?90
wne J ingworthradkin.com : itlro@iilingworthrodkin.com

T G-22.81
Octaber 19, 2010

Chris Seppeler

Senior Environmenta Specialist

Sonome County Permit and Resource Management Department (PRMD)
2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rose, CA 95403-2829

Re: Cloverdale Casino DEIS
Subject:  Technical Review of Air Qualify, Greenhouse Gas nud Noise Sections

Dear Chris:

This letter describes the results of our review of the Cloverdale Rancheris of Pomo Indians Fee-
to-Trust and Resort Cesino Project Dreft Environmental [mpact Statement (DEIS). Our review

was specific to the DEIS's deseribed impacts to air quality, preenhouse ges end sconsfic effects

of the proposed action. Our comments are described for each discipline. )

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

Seiting

This section is outdated. For example, Table 3.4-1 does oot reflect the curtent smbient gir
quality standards, specifically the recent changes made to the NO; and SQa standards.

The attainment status desigations are outdated. For exarnple, the San Francisco Bay Area was
designated nonattainment for the 24-hour PMas NAAQS (final designation made in 2009) and
NCAB has changed with respect to ozone.

Table 3.4-4 only conlains data through 2007, when data through 2009 is availeble. The PM; ¢
24-hour NAAQS published in the table is not comrect and the table does oot include the State 8-
hour ozone stenderd.

There is no discussion regarding SB 375, which would establish regional GHG reduction targets
for 18 metropolitan planning organizations in the State. This would inctude the San Francisco
Bay Area, which would be affected by this project. The DEIS should include a description of SB
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375 and desedbe how the project may conform or hinder the mthI'aI'lOﬂ of long-range Jand use, G-22.81

housing and transportation planniog for the region, cont

Enviranmental Consequences

Section 4.4 overall comment: The DEIS does not describe the basis for significance criteria. Tt
is difficult for the reader to understand how any of the environmental consequences pertaining to
air quality would be significant.

" Alternative A
Page 4.4-1, Table 4,42 on page 4.4-2,

The EIS does not describe what *Local Air District Thresholds™ are besed on and do not describe
bow they apply to the proposed project.

The emission-based thresholds for MCAQMD do not appear correct and the muthors should
consult with the District to determine the appropriate thresholds that apply to land use projects.

Bath BAAQMD and MCAQMD recently updated their threshoids.

Table 4.4-2 should include a proper souree cimﬁun,/
——

The DEIS should make clear how these apply to the proposed project {&.g., construction,
opetation girect emissions, operation indirect, etc. ..},

Page 4.4-2, Impact 4.4.1-1 Construction Emissions

The EIS should describe the emissions modeling methodology, ather than to state that the
emissions are based on “emission factors embedded in the URBEMIS 2007 model.” The jack of
this informefion makes the DEIS conclusion unverifiable. Please provide more construction
information such as the specific inputs to the model, canstruction schedule, and amount of
impaort/export of material.

The DEIS should explain the conelusinn thet “Based on this evaluation, construction emissions
would pot violate federal standards or NSCAPCD threshelds.” What is the besis? How are
emissians caleulations related to violation of federnl standards, which we assume to be the
concentration based national ambient air-quality standards?

FPage 4.4-3, Toxic Air Conlaminanis
What ere the criteria the DELS used ta evalvate the stgnificance of TAC emissions?
The EIS should address whether TAC emissions from project construction combined with

operation (delivery truck, bus, patron traffic, and combustion equipment) would cause significant
TAC exposures,
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Chris Seppeler
October 19, 2010 - Pagel

Page 4.4-3, Impacr 4.4.1-2 Operatiopal Emissions

The EIS should describe the emissions. modeling mathodology, other then to state that the
emissians were estimated using the URBEMIS 2007 model. The tack of this information makes
the DEIS conclusion unverifiable, The EIS should provide mare information regarding trip .
lengths and trip assumptions used and bow those were developed. What year was analyzed?

"Were area sources included in the prediction of emissions for NSCAPCDT The DEILS indicates
that only “Onroed Vehicle" emissions were computed. - RO G emissions from area sources could
be quite high and would likely change the findings for this impact with respect to ROG
emissions in the NSCAPCD.

The destription of bow operational trips were estimated for each of the air basins is not clear.
The EIS should pro\nd!: information reperding the number of trips in each basin a.nd the avernge
distance of travel in each basin along with the besis for those estimates.

Page 4.4-3, and Table 4.4-3

The DEIS does not adequately describe the methodology for medeling CO concentrations, What
methodology was used? The Transportation Project-Leval Carbon Monoxide Protocol was
appraved by U.S, EPA, the Federal Highway Administration and California for determining
project-level cerbon manoxide impacts of trapsportetion projects. This is the protocol used for
determining whether or not projects conform with applicable State Implementation Plans that
pertain to carbon menoxide. The modeling showa in Appendix C indicates that this protocol was
not used. In eddition, there is no information regarding how emissions or tmffic inputs used in
the model were developed

Why is the DEIS addressing federal Clean Air Act General Conformity requirements in an air
basia thet is pot considered a nopattainment or maintenance ares for the carbon mogpoxide
NAAQS? Shouldn't this analysis be applied ta the Sen Francisco Bey Area Air Basin where
traffic levels are higher?

Page 4.4-3, Toxle Alr Cantaminants’

The DEIS states that the project (Le., Alternative A) “would not itsef contribute or genecate
toxic air contaminants,™ Then the DEIS goes on to conclude that diesel buses and delivery truck
traffic “would result in an increased concentration of diesel emissions. . resulting in e potentially
significant impact.” This is ilogical and the conclusion in the DEIS is not supperted by facts.
The EIS should provide en evaluation of project TAC emissions and evaluate the signfficance.
This analysis should include emissions of diesel particulate matter from bus end truck traffic, as
well as other TAC emissions from patron traffic or equipment use.

FPage 4.4-5, Odors
The finding in the DEIS that odors from the wastewrm:r treatment plant could affect s substantia)

number of people is not besed oo any evaluation or facts.

G-22.81
cont.
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Poge 4.4-6 [mpact 4.4. 1< Greenhouse Gas Emissions . G-22.81

The significance thresholds applied to the proposed project appear arbitrery. There should bea cont.
discussion supporting the use of these thresholds (or what the DEIS refers to as

“Considerations”).

The DEIS states that the proposed project “would not posc any apparent conflict with the AB 32
Scoping Plar 39 recommended actions,” There was no evaluation provided to support such a

- stetement.  Some examples of possible conflict (with measures listed in Table 3.4-3) that we
believe-the EIS shonld examine are provided below:

« Measure T-3 Regional Transpartation —Related Greenhouse Gas Tergets, The EIS
should evaluate how the relatively large volumes of traffic the proposed project would
attract may eondlict with these targets, given that trips lengths will be reletively long.

» Measure E-1, CR-1 and CR-2 — Energy Efficiency, The EIS should evaluete the
consistency of the proposed project with respect to these meastures.

» Measure GB-1 — Green Building. Agein, the EIS should evaluate the consistency of the
proposed project with respect ta this measure.

The DEIS points out that the proposed project would-contribute 0.03% of the overall statewide
goal of reducing emissions by 174 million metric tons of CO2 per year, although ertoneously
reparts this as 0,0003% in Table 4.4-6,

There is no enalysis or facts to suppor! the conclusion statement on page 4.4-7 (1 paragraph
below Table 4.4-6) that the proposed project “wauld not be consistent with the goals of AB32
end would generate substantial amounts of pgreenhouse gas emissions.” This statemeat is in
conflict with-the previous statement on page 4.4-6 thet states the proposed project “waould not
pase any apparent conflict with the AB 32 Scoping Plan 3% recommended actions.”

How does the EIS define “substantial amouats of greenhouse gas emissions?”

The same comments apply to the air quality assessments for Alternatives B - E. The discussion
and conclusions in the DEIS for these alternatives are almost identical fo Altemetive A,

Cumulstive Impaets

For sir quality, we would have to sgree with the statement that significant project impacts would
be considered to have a significant cumulative impact.

Mitieatipn

Overall comment regarding mitigation measures: No facts or evidence are presenied in the DEIS
to demonstrate how mitipation measures reduce impacts to a |ess-than-significant leve] or that
they would not reduce impacts encugh to be less-than-significant. A fairly generic list of
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mitigation messures appear ta be somewhet arbitrarily put in the DEIS &nd there appears to be no
analysis as to whether or not they would be effective,

Page 3-3, Dust Abatement Frogram, Mitigation Measures 5.4-] through 3.4-4

The EIS should explain how Mitigation Messures 5.4-2 through 5.4-4 reduce TAC impacts to a
less than significant level as described oo peges 4.4-3, 4.4-9, 4,4-15, 4.4-20, and 4.4-24.

Mifigation Measures 5.4-2 and 5.4-3 are quite general and ot specific. Staté law prohibits
excessive equipment and truck idling, so pechaps the EIS mitipation should be consistent with

the law and go further by requiring notification/signage and enforcement. How will the lead
agency enforce Mitigation Measure 5.4-27

Suggest the EIS include a mitigation measure thet would require constructiof equipment meet
performence stendards in terms of NOx aed particulate matter emissions. This is used

throughout the State and NSCAPCD would probably be willing to assist the applicant in
developing such a mitigation measure,

Page 5.-3 and 34, Transporiation Motor Velicle Adeasures, Mingation Measure 3, i

2% tutlet: The EIS shoutd identify how vehicle idling times wilf be limited and how the measure
would be enforced.

39 bullet Use low or zero emission vehicles for what? More explanation is necessary,
6" bullet: Does the mitigation measure propose fee parking? If so, provide detail.

8" bullet: Would the mitigation measure require the opermator to provide free or low-cost
monthly transit passes?

What about mitigation measures to offset project emissions? Especially those emissions in the
San Franecisco Bay Area Air Basin, which is a nonatisinment area for NOwx, PM,q, Bnd PMa 57

Page 3-4, Mitigation Measura 5.5-6 Toxic Alr Comaminants

‘This mitigetion measure should be labeled as Mitigation Measure 5.4-6 mather than 3.5-6. In
eddition, it is lmost the'same ns Mitigation Messure 5.4-5, and is therefare, redundant,

Poge 54, Mitigation Measure 5.4-7

As mentioned above, State Law restricts diesef vehicle idling time. Perhaps the Mitigation
Measure should be reviged ta restrict idling times in 8 manner consistent with State Law and
include signapge and enforcement provisions.

Page 3-3, Mitigation Measure 3.3-8 Odor Management Plan

G-22.81
“cont.



lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.81
cont.


Letter G-22

Chris Seppeler
Cctober 19,2010 - Page §

The mitigation measure and acalysis provided in Section 4.4 provide no evidence that significant
or edverse odors would ocenr or not-occur with the proposed project, The mitigation meesure is
vague and defers the impact finding. There are no specific meesures that would prevent or
reduce the potential for odors. The desipn of the treatment plant with respect to pdor generation
is not even deseribed. How would adars from the head works, aeration ponds, or siudge be
prevented? Our interpretetion of this mitigation measures is thet the operator would be informed
of received “'strong™ odor complaints. There ere no performance standards. In essence, odor
controls would be developed after a signifieant impact, where odor complaints have ncenrred,

Page 5-3, Mitigation Measwre 5.5-9 Energy Effficient Mensires

These mitigation mensares are much too broad and not specific to the project, Is there any
commitment by the project to meet verifiable energy efficiency standards {e.g., LEED
standards)? By what standards would this mitipation measure he based?

What are not performance standards or emission reduction goals identified for the proposed
project? !s it possible to redece preenhouse pas impacts through a combination of design
features and mitigation meesires, such that the emissions would be less than significant?

Naise and Vibration

Setting

Maise sensitive receptors are generally identified in the text. The EIS should specifically identify
the representative |ocations of most effected residential receptors near the project site that are
refersnced in the text. A grephic illustrating these locations would be helpful.

The EIS should apply the results of the baseline noise survey and baseline traffic noise modeling
to establigh existing ambient noise levels at the representative sensitive receptors identified as
requested in Comment 1. This would support the rationale for the ambient noise measurement
locations and noise modeling.

Affected Envirnament
Alternative 4

The EIS should estimste consiruction noise ievels at the most affected receptors and compare the
leyvels to existing ambient levels and other eppropriate criteda for speech, actvity, or sleep’
disturbance.

Nate that the DEIS used the outdated FHWA traffic noise model (FHWA RD-77-108),
developed in 1978 to predict traffic noise levels. FHWA meplaced this model meny years ago
with the-Traffic Noise Mode! (FHWA TNM). As outlined io 23 CFR 772 published on July 13
2010, only use of the FHWA TNM or any other model determined by the FHWA 1o be
consistent with the methodology of the FEWA TNM may be used for highway traffic noise
pssessmeats. ’

G-22.81
cont.



lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.81
cont.


Letter G-22

Chris Seppeler
October 19,2000 - Page7

The proposed project is unique in thet it would be a 24-hour pperation. The teaffic noise impact
analysis only evaluates changes in the 24-hour dey/night nverage noise level (Ldn). The DEIS
spplies a “genecal rule™ that where traffic noise dominates, the Ldn is roughly equivalent to the
peak hourly noise level. However, the proposed project is not Jikely to beve a normal traffic
distribution and would probably generate traffic at night that would have n greater effect oo the
Ldn noise level. The EIS should discuss the potential for traffic during the middle of the night
(particularly buses) ta cause an impact on the rurel residents located atong the sccess roads to the
project site. Appmprlatc noize metrics would include hourly mverage noise levels and Lmax
levels during the various nighttime hours to determine when the greatest effects may occur bﬂsed
on the expected distribution of project-generated traffic during the nighttime.

The DEIS simplifies the prediction of non-transpprtation-related noise effects by only discussing
the noise from rooftop HVAC systerns. The proposed project, consisting of a Jarge casino, hotel,
and restaurent, with associsted facilities is likely to include numerous sources of mechanical
equipment noise, There would be severnl HYAC systems, possible chillersfrefrigerntion systems,
exhaust fans, trash compactors, and possible emergency generators, Combined, these are likely
to produce noise |evels greater than 55 dBA et & reference distance of 100 feet.  The EIS should
utilize the stationary noise source standards set forth in Table NE-2 of the County of Socnoma -
General Plen to assess the effects of non-transportation noise sources. The EIS should present a
range of expected neise |evels for mechanical equipment (it is recognized that noise levels
cannot be determined specifically until equipment hes been selected during design). Estimated
ndise levels could then be made &t the pearest potentially affected receptors to support the
suppositian that “g less-then-significant effect is expected”, County General Plan standards
should be used as performance standards,

The same comuments apply to the noise essessments for Alteroatives B - F.

Curnulative Impacts

The DEIS does not properly predict cumulative traffic oise impaets. The DEIS identifies noise
leval increases of 5 to 6 dBA along Ast Roed north of Sentang Drive. This would he o
cumulatively significant increase in noise levels. The proposed project contributes 3 to 4 dBA to
thiz significant cumulative impect, and therefore, should he considered te have a cumulatively
considerable contrjbution. Much of the significant noise inerease aloog this roadway would be
the result of the project, even though it has a less-then-significant project impact,

The cumulative noise apalysis should compare the predicted General Plan build-out cumulative
baseline noise Jevel, plus noise contribution from each Alternative, to the existing noise level at
representative sensitive receptors (or along roadway segments at the S0-fool reference distance)
to determine whather or not an adverse effect would resuit cumulatively from the proposed
project in combination with other projects by tbe General Plan build out year. Otherwise, itis
not pnssible to determine the overall increese in noise that sensitive receptors in the ares would
experience between now, the existing condition, and the General Plap build out,

G-22.81
cont.
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Mitigation,

The EIS shou!d state that noise from stationary sources, including HYAC equipment, shall
comply with the stationary noise sowrce limits set forths in Table NE-2 {current County
interpretation) m the Sonoma County General Plan. The EIS should clarify how unnecessary
vehicle idling is to be pravented from trucks in loading docks or buses in ereas adjacent to

sensitive receptors.

*

Letter G-22

This concludes our review of the DEIS for the proposed Cloverdale Cesino. Please let us know

if you heve éoy questions or comments,

Sincerely,
1" Exgpiaivg igrmeet by tames eyl

éﬁj/%b“’.m“ﬂl“

Plaks JH B, 1D FEIR IO
James A, Reyﬁ'
Senior Consultant
[llingworth & Rodkin, Inc,
Ce Jeffrey Brax, Sonoma County PRMD

10-127

G-22.81
cont.
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National Indian Gaming Commission G-22.82
Record of Decision cont.

Approval of Management Contract for Gaming Facility at the
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in Section 4.0, Variaat H-subl would have similer environmental irepacts as Altemative H
after mitipation, with a reduced impact to wetland features, as well as better meeting the
parpose and need.  Variant H-subi was therefore chosen as the Prefeired Alternative,

6.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

All practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm fom the Preferred
Alternative (Variant H-sub! with wastewater disposal Option 3) have been identified and
adopted. The fallowing mitigation messures and related enforcement and monitoring
programs have been adopted as a pert of this decision. Where applicable, mitigation measures
will he monitored and enforced pursuant to federal law, tribal ordinances, and agrezments
between the Tribe and eppropriate governmentsl authnrities as well as this decision. By
implementing these mitigation measures, it is reasonahly expected that the Preferred
Alternative would pot result in any significant edvarse impacts to the swrourding commumity
or the environment. Specific best management practices and mitigation measures adopted
pursnant to this decision are set forth below: '

6.1 GEOLOGY AND 3018

A The followmg mitigation measures shall be implemented to result in a less than
significant fmpact to the development fram expansive soils:

a. For structures with a light to moderate bearing load (one to three stories), a
shallow, spread footing foundation system would be sufficient to provide suppost
under sxpansive soil conditions (see FEIS Appendix K for mors details and
optionel systems). However, & shallow foundation system shall be desipned to
reduce the potentiel for seasonal moisture variation undar the buildings by
providing continuous perimeter strip footings that extend below the depth of
seasonal moisture vardation (typicelly I8 inches or deeper).

b. PFor etruetures with a bigh bearing load, either a post-tensioned conorete slab, or
heavily reinforced structural mat slab (shallow foundation systams), or a deep
foundation system stich as & drilisd piers would be necessary fo provide support
under expansive soil conditions (see FEIS Appendix K. for more detail). Shallow
system designs applied to high bearing load structures will elso be designed to
reduce the potential for seasonal moisture varietion,

¢. To mitigate impacts to pavemeat caused by expansive soil, one or a combination
" of the following measures shali be raguired:

i Removal and replacement with non-expansive soils,

ji. Lime treatment of soils.

iit. Design of pavement sections to withstand potential swelling pressures.

B. All structures shall be designed in compliance with the Califonie Building Code
(CBC) Building Code {Article VI Chapter 6.04) current at the start of construction
such that risks to the health or sefety of warkers or members of the public fom
earthquake hazards are reduced to a less-than-significant level.
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6.2 WATER RESOURCES -

Surfoce Water
Construction Impacts

‘A During constroction, snrface water quality shall be protected by using BMPs as
fisted in the Erosion Control recommendstions found in FEIS Appendix C. These
BMPs would be included in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Flan (SWPPP) to
be filed with the USEPA).

B. A stormwater sampling and monitarng program shell be develaped end
irmplemented to essess the quality of surface water entéring and leaving
development sites. At 2 mininmm, sampling sites shall inchide: a location
upstream at an elevation abave all proposed development; and a location
downstream of 2li development, yet at ax intarception point prior io surface waters
entering the T.aguna de Santa Rosa. Anelyses shall inclode total suspended solids
(T88), oils and grease,

Operations] Impacis

C. Application of fertilizer chall be lmmited to the minimwm amount necessary and
shall be adjusted for the nutrient levels in the water used for irdgation. Fertilizar
shall not be applied immediately prior fo anticipated rain.

D.  The garbage bin area shatl ba covered. Any runoff or drainage fiarn the garbage
bin erea shall be directed to the sewer system and treated by the WWTP.

E Landssape irrigation sball be adjusted based on weather conditions and shell be
reduced or eliminated during the wet portiop of the year in ordar to prevent
excessive nmolf

Wastewater

F. In order to mzintain the water balance degcribed in Section 4.3.1 of the FEIS, &
minirmmm of 50 gallon per minute {gpm) of treated westewatar shall be designated
for use by the casino and botel.

G. The WWTP shall be staffed with operators who are qualified {o eperste the plant
safely, effectively, and in compliaote with gll permit requirements and Tegulaticos.
The operators shall have qualifications similar to those required by the State Water
Resources Control Board Operater Cedification Program for municipal
wastewater treatment plants. This program specifies that for lertiary Jevel
wastewater treetment plants with design capacities of 1.0 million gallons per day
(MGD) or less, the chief plant operator must be & Grade IIT operator. Supervisors
and Shift Supervisars must be Grade II operators. An Operations and Maintenance
Progrem must be followed by the plant operators, Emergency preparedness shall
include ali appropriate mensures, including a high level of redundancy in the major
systerns.
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Regional Groundwater - ' G-22.82

H, Existing op-site wells shall be sbandoned and sealed. On the Wilfred Site, two cont.

wells shell be abandoned and capped.

L 1n order to offset the groundwater used by implementetion of the project, the Tribe
shall implement one or more of the following meastres:

a. ‘The Tribe shall work with the City of Rohnest Park and Sonoma County Water
Agency (SCWA) to allocate end deliver more surface water, aiding in the
City's compliance with the City’s settlement with the South County Resource
Preservation Comimittes.

b. ‘The Tribe may work with apd compensate the City and/ar SCWA to
implement 8 water copservation program end/or a conjunctive water use
progrem. The program shall (1) assess existing and potential sourees of
reciaimed westewater within SCWA's service area, end detennine potential
points of uec for the reclaimed westewater, and/or (2) supplement the City’s
and/or SCWA's existing water canservation programs ta identify and
implement additionel consarvetion measures within City and/or SCWA service
aress. ‘The program{s) ehell incorporate reclaimed water use and/or
conservation to an extent that would completsly offset gproundwater pumpiog
associated with the selected project Alternative.

. The Tribe shall participste in the creation of or create an off-site artificial
recharge project, such as purchasing a groundwater well in the sub-basin and
retiring the well from service in order to offsst a portion of the groundwater
used by implementation of the project {in liau recharge).

T The Trbe shall coopermte with the conduct of the ongoing Joint USGS/SCWA
Study of the Senta Roea Plain Groundwater Sub-basin by providing its
Groundwater Smdy and any aquifer testing and monitoring data compiled during
the EIS mitigation phese. In addition, the Triba shall join other stekeholders in
participating in the Cogperative Agreement to Provide Funding and Support
Information for Senta Rosa Plain Groundwater Study for Years 4 and 5 of the
study and fature supplemental studies, subject to the agreement of the other
stakeholders in the Tribe's participation. If added to the agreement, the Tribe shail
provide funding of en equitable shere that is proportionate with other participating
non-tribal stakeholders, and that considers its fraction of the mumicipel
gromndwater demand in the Szata Rosa Plain Groundwater Basin {currently abput
1.8%). In addition, the Tribe shall participate in the identification and
implementation of reazonehie measures or action plans developed through the

. smdy, in the same manner es participating non-tribal stakebolders, and in
pruportion to its contribution to any besin decline identified by the study.
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As part of the Tribe's MOU with the City of Rohnert Park, the Tribe will .
contributs to help establish or support ongoing water conservation measures city-
wide in Robnert Patk. - .

Water conservation measures including use of reclzimed water for landscapa
watering, cooling tower makeup water, and toilets shall be implemented. In
additior, the following water conservation measures shall be edopted (resuliing in
A weter savings of approximately 12,800 gallons per day for the full size
casino/hotel pltemnatives): -

2. Check steam traps and ensuring return of siearn condensate to beiler for rausa,
b, Limit boiler blowdown and edjusting for optimal water usage.

¢, Use low fiow faucets and/or eecators in casine and hotel,

d. Use low flow showechends in botel

e. Encourage voluntary towel] re-use by hotel guests,

f. Use pressige washers and water brooms instead of hoses for cleaning.

g Use garbage disposal on-demand in restaurant.

h. Incorpomate ate-circulating cooling loop for water copled refdgeretion and ice
machines in restaurants,

. Serve water to customers only upon request at restaurants.
j. Use air-cooled uxits in central plant.

k. Use low volume spray rinse valye for pre-cleaning dishes,
1. Use low voiurme dishwesher.

m. Operate dishwashers w@th full loads only.

n. 1Jse high pressure/low flow spray rinsers with automatic shot off fer pot
washing,

0. Reuse dishwasher wastewater for low-grade purposes such as pre-washing and
garbage dispasals,

p. Use zelf-contained (connectonless) vegetable steamers,

g. Reduce flow to minimum necessary in scrapper troughs, wash down, and
fruzen food thawing.
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. Use air-cooled ica machines.

Localized Groundwater

" M.

The Tribe shall implement 8 groundwater mondtoring program preceded by & pump
test (see FEIS Appandix G for » detailed description of the recommended pump
test and monitoring program) as soon es feasible after project epproval and
preferably at Jeast one year hefore opening of the project facilities to the public (to
allow for baseline monitoring). The ptmp test shell include at least one shallow
monitadng well Jocated in close proximity to the Laguna de Santa Rosa in arder to
verify that purnping associated with the Prcfm:red Alternative will not affect the
Laguna de Santa Rosa.

The Tribe shall implement 2 program fo compensate neighborng well owners for
impacts to well operation based an interference drawdown caused by project
pumping. The actual amount of interference drawdown associated with the project
sball be estimated from the proposed pumping test and proundwater level
monitoring program {se= shove and FEIS Appendix G) At least one year of

‘baseline daia and mne year of data after project pumping begins should be eollected

prior to implementation of the fallowing well mpact cumpeusahun Program:

8. ‘Well Usability (Irapacts 1 and 2) - The tnbe sball reimburse the owners of
wells that become unuseble within three yeers of the onset of project
pumping for a portion of the prevailing, customary cast for well
replacement, rehabilitation or deepening. ‘The mitigation rmethod for which
reimbursement is made shell be the lowest-cost customary and reasoneble
method to restora the lost well capacity, The percentags of the cost
reimbursed by the tribe shall depend upon the degree to which the impact is
caused by project pumping ve. pumping by ather wells. Reimbursement
shall be for replacement in-kind; that is, for a well of similar construetion,
but deepened so as o restore the Jost wall cepacity. A depreciation
allowance ghall be subtracted from the reimbursement amount for welis or
pumpe that have condition issues. In order to be eligible, the well owner
must provide the Tribe with docurnentation of the well locatioz and
construction {diameter, depth, sereened interval, pump type, ete.), and that
the well was constructed and nsable before project pumping was initiated,

b. Diminished groundwater level near or belaw pump intake (Impect 3) ~ The
Tribe shali reimburse the owners of wells with pumps that requirs loweting
within three years of the onset of prujcl::t pumping for a portion of the
preveiling, customary cost for this service, The percentage of the cast

" reimbursed by the Teibe shall take into consideration the degree to which
the impact is caused by project pumping vs. pumping by ather wells, and
the degres to which & well’s capacity may bave been reduced in the
nbsence of project pumping due to shaflow placement of the pump intake,

. Replecement discharge piping shall not be reimbirsed, and replacement of
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pumps shell not be reimbursed unless the pump was damaged doe to

* projectrejated interference drewdown, In order to be eligible, the well

owner must provide the Tribe with documentation of the well lacation end
eonstruction, including pump intake depth, and that the well was
constructed and usable before project pumping was initisted. The Tribe
must be made sware of the cost reimbursement claim priar to Jowering of
the pump intake, so that the need for possibie well deepening, replacement
or rebabilitation can be essessed. At the Tribe’s discretion, compensation
may be paid toward wel! deepening, replacement, or rehabilitation in e
of toward lowering the pump inteke,

Increased Electrical and Maintenance Cost (Trapact 4) ~ The Triba shali
reimburse well owners pumping more than 100 acre-feet/year for their
addibonal annval electrical costs at the prevailing eleclncal rate based on
the following formula:

K Whr/yesr = {galions Pumped/year} x {fest of interference drawdown)
1,621,629

In order ic qualify for reimbursement, the well owner must provide proof

of the actual annual volume of water pumped ant/or the electrical vsaps
essociated with the pumping. A% en altamative fo annuel peyments, a ane-
time lump sum payment of a mutually agreenble amount could be mede,

No reimbursement would be made available for wells installed aftar
operation of the project wells commences,

For any of the sbove impacts, the Tobe may choose at its discretion to
provide the well owner with a connection to a Jacal public or private water
supply system in lieu of the sbove mitlgation messures, at reduced cost in
proporticn ta the extent the impact was caused by project pumping.

The known owners of identified wells within two miles of the project
purnping well(s) shall be notified of the well impact compensafion Program
outlined ahove bafore project pumping begins. .

We recormmend that the Tribe contract with a third party, such es Sonoma.
County, to oversee this well impact compensation program.

0. The proposed storm water detention basin shall retain & portion of the storm water
runoff, where it will percolate into the ground, if possible witholtt compromising
primery stormwater fow control ohjectives.

63 ARQUALTY

Construction Impacts

A The generation of construction-related PMyp and PM; s emissions would cause g
less-then-significent impact. However, Basic Control Measures and Enhanced
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Control Mebsures from Tahls 2 of the Bay Atea Air Quality-Manﬁgament District G-22.82
(BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines - Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects : cont
and Plans are recommended as mitigation during construction. '

. The Tribe shall designate an on-site Air Quality Construction Mitigation
Manager (AQCMM) wha shall be responsible for directing complinnce with
mitigetion mersures for the construction project.

b. Basic Control Measures shelt include the following:

i, ‘Water all active copstruction arees at Jeast twice daily.

ii. Cover ell truckinads hanling soil, sand, and other icose materials or
require ali truckioads to maintain at least two fent of freeboard.

iif. Pave, npply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers
to all unpaved eccess roads, parldng areas and steging areas at
construction sites.

iv. Sweep daily (with water swespers) all paved eccese roads, parking
areas and staging areas at constnction sites.

v. Sweep streats daily (with water sweepezs) if visible soil material is
serried onto adjecent puble streets.

¢. Enhanced Control Measures shall include the following:

i, Hydroseed or apply {non-toxie) soil stebilizers o inactive construction
 areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more),

ii. Enclose, cover, water twice deily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to
exposed stockpiles (dirt, send, ele.)

fii, Limit traffic speeds on vnpaved roads to 15 mph

jv. Instal] sandbege or ofiter srosion control measures to prevent silt mnoff
to public roadways,

v. Replant vegétation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.
vi. Use of conatruction sntrances to reduce soil/dust transport off-site,
vil. Time-staged construction shall be used to avoid dust/open eoils,

B. The generation of ROG, NOy, PM,q, and diesel perticulate matter emissions from -
construction equipment would cause b less-than-sipnificant impact. However,
implementation of the following basic messures are recommended during

" construction in order to firther reduce the affects from construction activities:

a. To the exient that equipment and technology is available mnd cost effective, the
contractor shall use catalyst and Sltration technologies '

b. Al diesel-fueled engines used in construction shdll use ultra-low sulfir diese] .
fel conteining no more than L5-ppm sulfur, or a suitable altemative fuel,

c. All construction diesel engines, which have a rating ¢f 50 hp or more, sball
meet the Tier [T California Emission Standerds for off-road compression-
32 '
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ignition engines, unless certified by the AQCMM that such an engine is nat
available for a particular use, In the avent that & Tier II engine is not available,
Tier I compliant or 1996 {or newer) engines will be used preferentialty. Older
cogines will only be used if the AQCMM certifies that compliance is not
-fensible.

d. All diesel fusled engines used in construction shall bave elearly visible tags or
other suiteble means of identification showing that engine meets the above
requirsments

€. Idle time shall be minimized to five minutes when the equipment is not in use,
unless safsty requiremants or mmfacn.n'ers specifications indicate that more
time is required.

f Heavy duty diesel equipment shall be maintained in nptlmum running
condition.

Operzatenol Lmpacts

C.

" In coordination with the regional transportation agency, such as the Sonoma

County Transit, the Golden Gate Transit, and the potential Sonoma Marin Ares
Rail Trapsit (SMART) rail, the Tribe shall provide the following to support
regularly-scheduled commmnity transit ar shiritle service to and from the nearest
mitually-acceptable major transit node:

a. Transit shelter beaches,

b. Street lighting,

c. Ronie siges and display, end

d. Bus tnmouts.

The Tribe shall implement feasible travel demand meoagement (TDM) measures

for & project of this type. These measures shall inclade, but are not Limited to:

8, Designation of en on-site TDM coordinator.

b. Pruvisions to encoerage hicyele commmuting. Bicycle lanes and parldng areas
will be provided whersver approprate and fessible.

c. Provision of trapsit use ineentives, provisior of information, printed schedules
and commilier promotions,

d. Carpool incentives, guch as monetary or othr.r rewards will be made available
to employees. )

e. Ibstallation of sectire bicycle parkding facilities at comeercinl areas.

Buses and other commercial dissel-fueled vehicles shall comply with the

California Air Resaurce Board’s (CARB) Airbome Toxic Contro] Measure to
Limit Diesel-Fueled Commermial Motor Vehicle Idling {Celifornia Code of

. Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, Article 1, Chapter 10, Section 2485), which

reqnires thet the driver of eny dieszl bus shall not idle for more than five mimutes
at any Jocation, except in the case of passenger boarding wheee a ten minute limit

) a3
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is imposed, or when passengers are onboard. Furtbermore, the Tribe shail provide
a “Drivers Lounge” for bus and truck drivers to discourage idking,

Where feasible, the Tribe shall use alternative firelg for casino vehicles.

The Tribe shall encourage and facilitate the use of ‘carpocls’ for construction
warkers and facility employess; tour buses for casino patrons to reduce vehicular
use and air pollution.

The Tribe shall maintain eli vehicles to menufecturer's specifcations.

The Tribe shall eusure that buildings are orientzd to take advantage of salar
‘heating and netaral cooling, and use passive solar designs.

The Tribe shall ensure use of solar, low-emission, central, or {ankless water heaters
and install wall insulation that shall exceed Title 24 requirements.

If mechanica) ventilation {5 included in the parkdng structure design, the exhaust -
ghall be vented in & dirsction away from inhebited areas. Directing the exhaust
away from inhebited aregs wonld reduce the impacts of parking structure-
generated CO to a less-than-significant level. ' '

Tha Tribe shall ensure that all shift changes ocour during non-peak hours,

A minimum of 20 pargent of landscape muintenance eqiipment used by the Tribe
thall ba electric ind outiety ghall be provided on the extedor of all buildings for
this use,

A fingl Confornmity Determination has been issued (see FEIS Appendix W) based
upon cvidence of conformance with the Stete Implerentation Plan (SIF) for NOx
end CO through the purchase of 149 taps of NOx Emission Reduction Credits
(ERCs). ‘The ERCs will be purchased in the BAAQMD pursuaat to an enforceahle
contract to purchase the ERCs before the start of construction (see FEIS Appendix
W, Addendinn 1),

Repional air quality impacts would be reduced, but not to a Jevel that is ess than
significant for ROG, NO,, or PM,q with the addition of Mitigetion Measnres 6.3A-
M. However, with ths implementation of Mitigation Measuras 6.3N, NO; impacis
are less than significant. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures 6.3,
ROG and PM,|; impacts would be less than significeant, asswning Mitigetion
Meesure P is cost and t=chnologically feasible and eppropriate mitigation
programs are available within the air besin (ses Table 1). If Mitigation Measure P
is not implemented; then a significant end wmavoidable impact to air quality would
Temaim,

One or mare of the following measures will be implemented o reduce ROG and
PMq emissicns to less then 15 tons per year end PMa sto Jegs than 100 tons per
year.

a  Pave or resurface unpaved madway(s} of roadway(s) in a deteriorated state
within the Sen Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, which have a minimum daily
vehicls count of 100 vehicles.
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Contribute to a program to retrofit residential Greplaces that do not mest

USEPA certification stendards within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin.
. Purchase low emission buses ta raplace older municipal or school buses used

within the San Fraucisco Bay Area Air Basin,

Purchase hybrid vehicles to replace existing governmental fleet vehicles within
the Sar Francisco Bay Area Air Basin.

. Purchase and install an-site or within the San Francisco Bay Area Adr Basin; a

photovolteic array, wind powered energy, and/or other form(s) of renew&hle
energy.

Contribute u fair share percentage to the synchronization of traffic signals
within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Bagin,

. Purchase Emission Reduetion Credits if avm]able from sources within the San

Francisco Bay Area Air Basin

TABEE 1
MITIGATED OPERATION EMISSIDNS — VARIANT H-SUS 4

ROG NOx PMu PH'

Sources

tpy ipy ey oy
Miigelad Emlasions ¢all mitigalion sxcapl 5.2.3 P) 7234 123,07 139.61 138,49
Reduclian from MiUgation Measure 5.2.3 P &8 123.07 124 61 3844
Final illigaled Emiasicns 16 0 16 100
Sipnifcant Effactt No " No No No

Motz iy = tong per yeor, BA = Nol Applicabde

' CARS sperinticn profila showns thal 93.2% of Pivly is Py for grsalise powered eplne eesions angd
D2.0% Tor dlostl powered engine ciisslons.  59.7% 15 assumed et for o conservatlye onojysis, See
Atiachment 7 to this ROD lor a h:hni:nl memarmdum demongroting the sorssrvalve ooture of this
nssunpton.

Soigoe URBEMIS, 2007,

Odoi Impacis

Q. The WWTT shall be constructed with comprehzngive odor control facilities,
including the injection of odor control cxddants at the sewage lift station and
construction of a covered headwarks with odor scrubber at the WWTE.

R Spray drift from the WWTF or spray disposal field shall be monitored daily during
operation by qualified persnmel, Spray drift fom these two sources shall not be
allowed to migrate out of the plant’s property bounderies. In the event that spray
drift emanating from sprayfield does migrate outside of the property boundaries,
operational meagures shall be taken to eliminate offsite drift of spray.

S. Spray field irrigation will cense when winds exceed 30 mph

Toxic Air Contaminents -
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T. Prupuseﬂ commercial land uses {e.g., Joading docks) that have the patential to emit G-22.82
toxic air emissions shall be located s far away as feasibly possible from existing {
and proposed sensitive receptors in accordance with CARB's Air Quality and cont.
Land Use Handboole. In addition, Joadmg docks will provide refrigeration trucks -~
with electrienl outlats. Truck using the loeding docles shall not idle far more than
five minutes.

U, Air intakes associeted with the heating and coaling system for buildings shall not
be Incated next to potential TAC-emitting locations (e.g., loading docks) in
accordance with CARB's Air Quality and Land Use Handbook.

Indoor Alr Quality

V. The Tribe shall epsure that veatilation of outdoor eir is consistant with American
Society of Beating, Refrigerating, end Air-conditioning Bngineers (ASHRAE)
Standard §2-1999" under all operating conditions.

W.  Tolimit poblc exposure tn exvironmentel tobacco smoke, the Tribe shall provide
non-smoking areas, or ¥smoke-free zopes' in the casmo gaming area,

The Tribe shall provide non-smoking rooms in the hotel,

Y. The Tribe shall ensure that comfort Jevels are accepizble to most occupants, and be
copsistent with ASHRAE Standard 55-1992°, vmder all opcmmg conditions.

Z. Signege ghall be promicently displayed slerting patrons a.nd empioyses of aress
that permit smoking, nottog that environmenta) tobacco smoke has been found ta
be deleterious fo heelth, end noting the eveilability of a brochure(s) describing the
health effects of expasure environmental tobacco smoke.

AA. A brochere(s) describing the health effects of exposure to environmental tobacco
smoke ghall be made available to casino patrons in coommon areas that permit

smoldng.

BB. Prospective coployees shell be informed, prior to their hire, that indoor emoldng is
permitted in portions of the buildings where they mey be employed.

{CC. Prospective employees shall be given 8 brochure(s) describing the health effects of
exposura to environmental tobacco smoke. .

2 ASHRAE Standard 62-1999, Ventilgtion for Acceptable Idoor Afr Quality, s the g:nn'al}y accepted
stondand for commercic 'hmldings in the United Statzs,
: ASHRAE Standard 55-1992, Thermal Environmental Conditions for Humean Occupancy, identifies

mnoy fuctors that influence thermal comfort and the pereeption of thecmal conditions. Among them are
tzmpemtue, rediation, humidity, uir movement, vertical, nnd harixontel tzmpmtu.rc differences,
terpemturz deift, pecsasal aciivity, and clathing.
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The Tribe ehall ensure that significant expected sonrces of pollutant emissions are
isolated from occupesnts nsing physical barriers, exbausts, and pressure controls,

The Tribe shall ensura that sutdoor air entering the building is protecte& fom
contamination from local outdoor sources and from building exheusts and
sanitefion vents.

The Tribe shzll ensure thet provisions are made for easy aceess ta lma‘iing,
veptilation, erd air conditioning (HYAC) equipment requiring periodic
maintenance.

The Tribe shall ensure that occupant exposure to constrction contaminaots is
minimized using protocals for material selection, preventive installation
procedures, and special ventilation and pressure control isoletion techniques.

The Tribe shall ensure the usc of low-emitting building products pursuast to
Integrated Waste Menagement Beard'e Section 01350 where feasible.

Climate Change

As noted in Table'2, e less than significant cnmulstive impact to glabal climate chenge would
result pfter the implementation of Atr Quality Mitipation Measures E, In sddifipn, the
implementation of the following mitigation measures is recommended, subject to the
discretion of the Tyibe, to further reduce project climafe change imparts,

TABLE 2
Prefarred Altemativa Gompllance with Stale smisslons reduction strategles

Preject Deslgn | Migallon

Evee Crder S-3-05 / AR 22 Siralagy = Compliance
Projact vould be In comeliencs alier

Dlege| Amr-lmi& wﬁnmn;m. CARS edopled p messire o lbmi ] assl-fustad AT pimaetaie of Al ety Bt
ot '""‘"‘m. - Meacira £
Achiava S0 garcan| stabawide Recycling Goal: Achlaving the Stalo's 50 pamcant s
fhversl datn as ealeblished by the Integroind Wesls M | Act of 1088,
|AB 338, Sher, Chaplar 1005, Stainies of 1908), will rodurs clmale changs noissions Project wodd be In casmbancs as
ax=nciated with cragy Intenslva malsdal exirecllon o predoeciiog a5 well ax mehena fiecusxed In FE2S Socllan 4.12

amisslon Imm landis. A diversion rels f 48 pascert bes heaon gshieved on @ Stalawlds
baskw Thareiwe, a 2 parcen addianel redition [ pooded,

Walor Use ERdency; Approwialaly 10 porcenl of sl slaciicly, 30 parcon! of uY natim)
gas,ardnammmmlmumnsnlymumumusy.mw“dmm . Profed wiudd ba In mmplance a5
0d wasiewsiaf. Incroasing e Offedency of waler imnspo and mdocisg vaior usa disoirsad in FEIS Sechion 4.12
mmdgnduanrmnhnusemsnmlnm

SOURCE: Stte of Callfomniz, Environmentl Prolection Apency, and Cliomie Aciios Team, 2006

1L

I

The Tribe shall ensure the use of low-emitting building products prrsuant to
Integrated Waste Mapagement Board’s Section 01350 where fersible,

The Trﬂ:e.sha]] plant frees and vegstatior oo-site or fund such plentings off-site,
The eddition of photosynthesizing plants would reduce atmospheric C0O2, because
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plants nse CO2 for elementel carbon and energy production. Trees planted near G-22.82
buildings would result in additiopal benefits by providing shade to the building; cont.
thus reducing heat absorption, reducing air conditioning needs end saving energy.

K¥. 'The Trbe shall ensure use of solar, low-emission, central, or tankless water heaters
and mstall wall insulation that shall exceed Title 24 requirements.

1L. The Trbe Shall use enargy eficient appliances in the botel and casino,

MM, Environmestsily preferable materdals shall be vsed to the extent practical for
construction of facilities. :

NN. The Tdbe shall install a photovoltaic cell array{s} on the roof of the proposed
" pariding garage and/or the roof(s) of other ou-site structures, if feasible. The
installadon of photovoltaic (V) on-site would reduce dependence on Pacific Gas
and Eleciric (PG&E) electricity. PV cells convert energy from the sun into
electrical energy with no emission of green honse gases ((FHGs); thus, the indirect
GHG emissions wauld be reduced,

Q0. The Trbe shall enrol] in the ClimateSmart program that is offered to PG&E
customs to reduce their indirect GHG smissions form elecirical generation to zero.
PG&E provides elsctricity uses with the opportunify to become “carbon reuiral”
under the ClimateSmert prograr,

PP,  The Tribe shall purchase CO2e offsets to reduce or eliminate GHG impacts, where
feasible,

QQ. The Trbe shall increase the recyaling goal noted in Mitigation Mensure 5.2,8d
from 25 to 50 percent.

6.4 BioLoeIcAL RESOURCES

A.  Forimpacts to wetlands or other waters of the U.S,, avtherization from the
" UBACE istequired Replacement of directly affected wetlands will be at a ratio
approved by the USACE. Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality certification
will also be required fram the USEPA.

B.  Wetland mitigation shall be accomplished through creation/restoration of seasonal
wetlands onsite and/or within an vpen space preserve. This creation/restoration
will provide an increase in the inventory of seasonal wetlands for the area. The
proposad 1.5:1 ratio of seasonal wetland restoration/ereation to impacted acreags
1s expected to be sufficient to safisfy the ratio of replacement to impacted acreage
required by regulatory egencies based on wetland fusctions zod values present on
thie Willied Site.’ A deteiled mitigation plan shall be designed that includes
monitoring and reporting requirements, responsibilities, performance success
critedis, Taporting procedures and contingency requirements,
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C. ~ Aplanshall be devaloped end implemented to consarve ecological resources in the G-22.82
southemn portion of the-Wilfred Site. The plan shall address management activities cont
tn ensure maintenance of breeding, refugial, and dispersal habitats for California '
tiger salamander {CTS); and should provide & prazing regimen that will conserve
.populations of Scnoma sunshine and Burke's goldfields. Tha current mitigation
ratios for listed plants species on the Santa Rosa Plain as required in the
Programmatic Biological Opinion ars bazed oo the presznce of suitable versus
occupied babitat, and the potential for presence of Burke's goldfields end Sonoma
sunshine; or Sebastopol meadowform, The site is considered fo be occupied if
surveys copducted using the USFWS protocol determined presence of the plants,
or if the site had listed plants in the past. Protocol botenical mventories for federal
listed plents on the Senta Rose Plain consist of & minimum of three site visits per
year and 8 minimum of two years of negative survey data within tires years of
projact proposal submission to substantiate s negative finding. Under the
Programmatic Biological Opinion, seasonal wetlands such 2s those present on the
Wilfred Site and that are within the range of the three listed plants species are
cansidered suitable habitat for the listed plants even if intensive surveys fidl to
locete their presence. This provision is necessary becanse seed banks are offen
persistent; some plant species may not produce seedlings for many years until
conditions are appropriate.

The mitigation requirements for the Prefarred Alternative ar: shawn in Table 3

TABLE 3
Preferred Alternalive Mitigalion Regqulrament far impacts to Listod Plant Spaclas of the Sapta Resa Plain
*  Apres
Saasonal Welland Impacts .55
Mitgation — Decupied/Established Hahilst 0.55
Mitkation — Estahilshed Hahjtat 0.275
To'tal Mitipation Requirement 0.775

Saures: AES, 2005

D.  Development impacts on CTS aestivation habitat on the Wilired Site bave been
evaluated in a USFWS Biological Opinion, issned on February 3, 2006, This
epproved BO requires mitigation for CTS asstivation habitat at & ratio of 1:1
within 1.3 miles of 2 known breeding site and 3:1 for projects that are within 500
feet of an adult oceurrance,

With impacts to 81.13 acres of CTS babitat, Variaot H-sub1 would require the
purchase of 88.84 seres in a mitigation hank or of farenland purchase and
plecement under a conservation casement. Impacts to CTS asstivation hebitet
shall be mitigeted off-site and shall consist of purchase of CTS credits from an
approved mitigation baok or purchese of farmiand providing suitehle habitat for
CTS (where CTS are known fo occur) end placement of the land under
canservotion sasement
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At Jeast a 50-foot buffer shall be maintained between wetlands end sprayfields.
‘Mitigetion plans shall also include reloeation of CTS from development areas
{including locations of created wetlands), the use of biological moniters on a daily
basis during construction and or excavation activities, end fencing to exclude the
CTS from entering the construction zone. Pdor to construction work beginning
each moming, the binlogical monitor will check equipment for animels and CTS
under construction equipment snd stored pipes. The biological monitor shall also
check all steep-walled holes and trenches graater than one foat in depth for any
CTS. The biological manitor shall rernave CTS as needed from equipment and
construction-related features (i.e., trenches, holes, ete.). Purchase of credits at ap
off-site mitigation bank may be ipsplemented if determined to be appropriate by
the TISFWS during the Section 7 consiltation process.

A pre-construction survey for bumowing owis shall be conducted to ensure
impacts to butrowing owls, if present in the construction area, do not oceur during
the nesting season. The pre-construction survey shall be conducted within 30 days
prior to initiation of construction activity. If active burrows are found prior (o the
nesting season, pessive relocetion measures shall be provided for each burraw in

the area of the Wilfred Site, as sppropriate, that is rendered biolagieally vnsuitshle.

Pascive ralocation measores shall include the creation of twa natural or artificial
burrows for each burrow rendered biologically unsuitable. Daily monitoring shal]
bt implemented until the owls have been relocated to the new burrows.  This
measure will reduca potential fmpacts to burrowing owls. Other mitigation
measures may be implemeated, in lien of the proposed mitigation, including-
avoidance or passive relocation with one-way doors, ag ontlined in the “Staff
Report on Bunowieg Owl Mitigation™ (CDFG, 1995).

Pre-construction surveys for nesting birds shall be corducted within 30 days prier
to initietion of copstruetion ectivity. If feasible, construction and tree removal
(grabbing, vegetation removal) should be timed to take place during late punmner
maontbs and through winter, ideally fiom September irough February, to avoid
impacting nesting birds end other sensitive wildlife specics. The approximate
nesting season exctends from Febouary to September, with a peak nesting period
betwesn March through June. If construction or grubbing activities are to take
place between late February and late June, a pre-construction survey shall be
performed by a quaiified biologist to identify any active nests or other special-
status species, at least two weeks prior to the start of construction. I bird nests are
found, appropriate buffer zones shall be esteblished around all active nests to
protect nesting adnlis and their young from construction distarhapes, Through
direct consultation with wildlife agency staff, the siza of buffer zones shall be
determined based on site conditions and species involved. Ifimpacts to pests are
unevoidable, consultation shall continue with specific egency guidelines followed
for relocation. Tf construction is delayed for more then two weeks, a second
survey shall be performed. '

All grading and clearing shall be conducted after April 15 and before October 15
of any year, depending on reinfall and/or site conditions to minimize srosion.
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Access roads and routes will be limited, as well as the construction staging srea, to
the minimum size required ta achieve the goals of the project. A speed limit of 15
mph on dirt roads shall be maintained. These practices will limit erosion and dust
bome particles.

During construction, vegetation shal only be cleared from the permitted
construction footprint and neccasery lay-down and assembly arcas. Areas cleared
of vepetation, pavement, ar other substrates shall be stabilized as quickly as
possible and BMPs applied (erosion fenring, straw and pther material applied to
soils) to prevent erosion and renoff that could affect steelbead fish in the Laguna
de Santa Rosa,

Hazardous materfals including fuels, oils, solvents, efc., shall be stored m sealed
containers in a designated location at 2 minimum of 200 feet fiom aquatic
amvironmenis, All fucling and maintenance of equipraent shall bc conducted at a
minimum of 200 feet from aquatic environments.

All food items and food-related trash shail be sealed in containers prior to leaving
the constructon site at the end of the workday; these items ghail be removed from
the site once evecy three deys. This measure will Hmit attraction of wildlife and
eliminate trash pollution in the Lagmma des Santa Rosa.

‘Where appropriate, vegetation removed 25 & result of project activities shatfl be
replaced with native species that ere of value to local wildlife. Native plants have
8 significant cultural value, are generally mors valuable as wildlife food sources,
end require less jrripgation, fertilizers, snd pesticides than exotic species.

Turn off as meny exterior and interior lights as possible during the peak bird
migration hours of midnight to dawn te reduce potential building collisions with

migration birds.

Install downcast lights with top and side shields to reduce upward and sideways
ilumination. This will reduce patential disorientation affects from non-directed
shine to birds and wildlife species.

The Tribe shall make feasible changes to the parking lot design, in consultation
with the USACE, to reduce wetland fill.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The TriEc will implement all mitigation measures concurred upon by the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) during the Section 106 consultaon process,
including, but not limited to, the following:

8 Site RPC- 5 shatl be avoided by all ground disturbing activity,
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B. Ta avuid potentiel impacts to previously unknown cultural resources, including ' G-22.82
subsurfece resournzes, the Tribe shall include the following requirements in '

construction contract specificatians for the project: cont.

a In the event of any inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources
during constuotion-related earth-moving activities, all such finds shall he
subject to Section 106 af the Netional Historie Preservation Act (NHFA) as
amended {36 CFR 800), Once the land has been taken into trust for the
Tdkbe, the inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources is also subject
to the Native Amediesn Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(MNAGPRA) (25 TISC 3001 et seq,) and the Archaeological Resources
Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 (16 U.S.C. 470 sa-mm). Specifically,
procedures for post review discoveries without prior pianning purseent to
36 CFR.800.13 shall be followed. The following shall apply ta the
inadvertent discovery of both archasological or paleontological resources:
All work within 50 feet of the find shall be halted vatil 2 professianal
archaeologist, or paleontologist as appropriate, can assess the significance
of the find. H apy find is determined 1o be significant by the srcheeologist,
or tho palzontologist, then representatives of the Tribe and BIA shell mest
wifh the archaeologist, or paleantologiat, to determine the appropriate
course ofactipn. ' ‘

h. If humean remeains are discovered during ground-dishnbing activities on
Tribal lands, pursnant to Nalive American Grave Protection and
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), Secton 10.4 Inadverient Discoverjes, the
County coronar, the Tribal Official, and representatives from the BIA snd
NIGC shall be contacted immediately, No further disturbance shall oocur
unfil the Comnty coroner, the Tribal Officizl, and the BIA and NIGC
represeatatives have mads the necessary findings as ta the origin and
disposition.

6.6 SOCIOECONOMIC COND(TIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTIGE

A.  The Tribe shall provide ennuzl payments of at least £157,500 to Sonoma County
to mitigate for fiscal impacts to Sonome County. The County and the Tribe ars
fres io negotiate payments preater than this amount; however, a MOU must at Jeast
provide for pannal payments of $157,500 in order to mitipate fiscal impacts to &
less-than-sipnificent Ievel,

B Given that Variant H-subl bas a gaming component that is sraller then FEIS
Alternsfives A-C, but 6tilt larger than most in Califarnia, the same crime
witipation payments cited in FEIS Table 5-5 (Table 4 below) and the City of
Rohnert Park MOU would apply. Thus, the Trabe shall provide annusl payments
of at ieast 500,000 to the City of Rohnert Perk end $700,000 to Sonoma County
and the additiona) neighboring cities (distributed per Table 4).
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TABLE4
Crims Impact Mitigetion
Jurisdiction Mintmum Mitigation [doliars}
Cotatf 512,808
Petaluma $102,591
Santa Roza 52B6.923
Sehastopal §14,598
Uninepporatad Sonoma Couenty $283,082

SOURCE: Bay Arm Ecopomioy, 2008, Fiol Soclorennemic imgocl Study for the Propesed
Graion flaacheria HoleWCasing Profect, Febrsory B, 2008,

cC The Tribe shall provide at l=ast 3250,000 per year to a problem gambling
treatment and prevention program(g). In order to meximize the effectiveness of
MOQAJ payments to freatment and prevention programs, the organization that
receives the payments for problam gambEing treatment must serve the Soncoma
County region, and be acoessible to County residents.

D. The Tribe shall prominently display (including on any automatic teller machines
(ATMEz) located on-site) materials describing the risk end signs of problem and
puthalngical gambling beheviers. Materials shall also be prominently displayed
(including on any ATMs loeated on-site) that provide avsilable programs for those
seeking treatment for problem and pathological garmbling discrders, including, but
not imited to a toll-free hotline telephone number.

E. The Tribe shall train employees to recognize domestic violence and sexnal assault
situations, display damestic violence hatling mmmbers, and work with local
egencies in domestic violence and sexnal assanlt prevantion.

F. The Tribe shall conduct annual customer surveys in an attempt to determine the
nnmber of problem and pathological gamblers and make this information available
to City of Rohnert Parlt, Sonoma County, state, or federal gaming regulators upon
request. .

G.  The Tribe shall undertake respopsible gaming prachiées fhat at a minimum require
that employees be educated to recogmize signs of problem gambiers, that

employees be trained to provide information to those seeking help, and thata
gystem for voluntary exclusion be made available,

H.  ATMs shall be not be visible from geming machines and gaming $ables.

6.7 RESOURCE.USE PATTERNS

Transportation/Circulation

43

G-22.82
cont.



lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.82
cont.


Letter G-22

Recommended intersection improvements identified in the FEIS traffic impact stndy (FEIS
Appendix O) snd the revised traffic impact study in ROD Attachment 4 ere identified in
Table 5. Additionel detaf] on the recommended intersection improvements is contained in
Appendix O of the FEIS and Aitachment 4. Refor to FEIS Appendix O for taffic - :
improvement recommendations thet do not differ between Alternatives A and H (and hence
would be the seme for Variant H-subl). Where traffic improvement recommendations differ
between Altemnatives A aod H in FEIS Appeadix O, refer to Attechment 4 for the Variant H-
subl improvemeant recommendatiops,

In ordex to redoce ot eliminate Variant H-subl's traffic impact, the Tribe must pay either a
proportionate share of the full cost of the implementation of the recommended traffic
improvements, A proportionate share is required when the Jevel of service (LOS) at the study
intersection is recorded as an tpacceptable LOS without the addition of project trips, In such
cases, the Tribe shall be responsible for the incremental impact that the added project trips
geaevate, caloutated as a percentage of the costs involved for construction of the mitigation
measiure. The proportionate share is dedved from the percentage that the added project trips
contrbuts to the new total trips at the stoedy intersection. The proportionate share calculation
methodology recommended by the agency with jurisdintion shall be used for each individual
improvement. In most cases, & full share is reguired when the LOS at the study intersection is
recorded a5 an acceptabla LOS without the addition of project trips. An exception to this
general reguirement is situations where the project’s contribution to operation of ag
intersection may be relatively small, but sufficient to ceuss ag intersection that is on the verge
of gperating unaccepiably to operate at an mnacceptable 1.OS. Note that the Tribe has
independently apreed to *fimd any snd all mitigation koprovements for Wilfred Avenue set
forth m the FEIS which are within the County’s junisdiction when the improvements are
made, inclnding, but not limited to, sy required scqidsitions for Hght of way, environmental
studies, and road improvements.”

The Ttibe shall make fonding for implementation of the recommended near term road
improvements available prior to initiaHon of project constructon, Funding for long temm
improvements chall be made available prior to 2020. Funds shall be placed in ag egorow
account for use by the govemmental entity with jurisdiction aver the road to be improved so
that the entity may design (funding shail be for design standards cansistent with those
required for similer facilities in the region, unless a deviation is approved by the eatity with
Jurisdiction), ohinin approveis/permits for, and construct the recommended road improvement
(note that the entity may request that the Tribe dirctly perform some of these tasks). In some
cases, the govermmental entity mey feel that an improvement slightly diffecing from that
tecommended may better facilitate traffic Aow while still mitigating the aliemative’s fmpact.
In this case, the terms of the escrow account shall ellow use of the funds provided by the
Tribe to implement the improvement even though the improvement differs slightly from that
recommended by the traffic impact stedy.

A, Since Calirans’ fimding is limited, the Tribe shall pay for nprﬁpurﬁouate share of

the remaining costs (if any) to implement the Caltrans high-occupency vehicls
(HCOV) pojects aiong TS~101 between Wilfred Avenne and Old Redwood

44

G-22.82
cont.



lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.82
cont.


Letter G-22

Highway, thereby essisting in a more expedited and timely construction schedule
{near term),

The Tribe shall cantribute & propoartionate share of the costs to widen Wilfred
Avenue from Redwood Drive to Langner Avenue to three lanes in the near term
end five lancs in the long term (2020).

The Tribe shall support efforts to complete the US-101 HOV lane projsct so that it
can become operational pricr io the scheduled caompletion as estimated by Caltrans
{near term).

The Toibe shall contmbute & proportionate share of the remaining costs (if any) of
the construction of the Wilfred Avepue interchenge project, including HOV lanes,
ramp metering, and auxiliary lanes and support efforts rejated to the completion of
the project in a timely fashien (near texmn).

The ramp metering shall be adjusted ta account for the additional project traffic at
the Wilfred Avenue mterchange in the Jong taan (2020).

The Tribe shall contribute a proportigpate share o the consbuetion of an
additional traffic lane in the southbomd direction from Santa Roga Avenue to
Rohnert Perk Expressway and fiom SR-116 fo West Sierra Avenue (2020). The
Tribe shall coptribute a proportionate shere ¢o the construction of auxiliary lanes
between Rohnert Park Expressway and SR-116 (202C).

Should the sbave additiopel traffic lanc mitigation on US-101 be infeasible or
unaveilable as oitigation in the near-term or long-term, the Tribe gball investipate
other aptions to redvee traffic congestion on US-101, such as partial funding of the
planned SMART commuter transit system and other regional transit programs.,

A Traffic Management Plan (TMF) shall be prepared in accordance with standards
set forth in the United Stete Department of Transportetion (USDOT) Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways. The traffie
management plan shall be submitted to each affected local jurisdiction and/or
agency. Alse, pror to construstion, the Tribe shall work with emergency service
praviders to avoid obstricting emergency response service. Police, fire,
ambulance, and other emergency response providers shall be natified in advance of
the detnils of the construction schedule, Iocation of canstrmetion activities, duration
of the construchon period, and any aceess restrictions that conld impart emergency
response services. The TMP shall include details regarding emergency asrvice
coordination. Copies of the TME shall be provided to all affected emergency
service providers.
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TABLES
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE INTERSECTION MITIGATION

FEIS NoarTerm*| 2020
Intarseclion Improvements
Cs Share Shara

Gigmallze

. [Sonales - P P
‘Indd WB left and changa WE all sharad i throegh right P .
Add EB left and chenge EB alf sharad to through-right P
iChange WE laft-through i hrough 3 p
T KChange phasing sast-wesl o protecied from spiit F P
Oplimize signal Sming . F P
EB laft and EB right and change EB al-shared to thmog hright F
10
d EB right lum ovadap phase . . - P
12 nstnuct Stata Farm — Business Park Overcmssing and a southbound sl
tha LIS-101 NB Racrps \o the overcrossing W F F
4
Altamalive access kitarsection E E
17 : ;
S8 left bem bay to 350 fest (from 100 feet) E F
20 NB laft furn Jana bay lo 400 fast {from 275 Foat) : F F

idd second NB left lum lane

Adet an EB dght lm bay for 100 faal - F
25 o
P A
HOTE:  F=lull ol of miligolion mensare, P = peaporitogalz cosdl of mitiglon mensire, NB = northbound, 5B« southboumd, EB =
ensibommne, WEB = westhornd
s Moor iom imp pond with [m tabeled “2008™ in Ihe FEIS, Fundlop al (hese Lo romenis shall ocoue
mﬂiﬂ;!nﬂclﬂnﬂmI'b\ldul.ltllcs{mh;nﬁedimG.Ilnadcrhmﬂutlhmlmpmnmnumhpimum
5 pretibke Lo dhe projeat oponing dole.
SOURCE: Kimley-Horn ol Amociaies, loe., 2008, Oraios Rancheria Cocioo and Hotod — Allermative A, B, ©, I, E, & F Fianl Traffie Lt Sudy. July
) 8 )
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Flagging done in consultation with the Califoria Highway Patrot (CHP), Caltrans,

and the County’s Sheriff*s Department, shall be provided when necessary to assist
with trafiic cpnirol.

Importation of construction material shall be scheduled outside of the arez wide
commute peak benirs,

Preferential carpool or vanpool spaces shall be provided at the site to eacourage
‘ridesharing by employess and patrons.

The Tribe shall sponsor charter buses from destinations such as Merin County and
the Worth Bay.

The Tribe shall pravide a shuttle between the casino end Rohmert Park tranzit hubs
that would operate on s helf hoor rotational basis during busy bours and on a on
call basis in the times when the fraquency of employees and patrons arriving or
leaving busy is low.

Where feasible, lane clasures or obstructions associated with construction ghall be
limited to off-peak hours to reducs traffic congestion and delays.

Pricr to construciion, the Tribe shall worl to notify all potentially affected parties
in the immediats vicinity of the Wilfred Site, as appropriate, Notificetion ahall
includa a construction schedule, Yocation of construction actvities, the dumhnn of
construction period, and alternative access provisions,

Emesrgency service providers shall be notified of the areas thet have the grestest
potential for unusual traffic delays as a resnlt of constuction activities. Specific
detours shall be recomemended to ciroumvent any area that might suffer traffic
delays.

The Tribe shall coordinate with the Green Music Center during events that will
generate high traffic levels. During that period, traffic control services at the
Rohnert Park Expresswey intercheange may he necessary. Thus, the Tribe shall
provide funding for special event treffic moritoring at the Robnert Park
Expressway interehange to identify conflicts during outdoor events genemating high
traffic levels. Should conflicts oceur, the Tribe shall provide traffic management
coordination between the project and the (Green Music Center, in consultation with
the CHP and Calirans.

Debris along construetion vehicle routes shall be monitored daily during
construction and the roadways cleaned as necessary.

The Tribe shall contribute their fair share to bicycle and pedestrian fcilities that
will ipcrease casino patronage. The Tribe ghall consider bicycle and pedestrian
circulation in the design of intersections and turming movements, and that adequate
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sidewall: facilities, striped crosswalks, and pedestrian countdown signals for G-22.82
eidetly and disebled citizens be provided. cont.

T. The Tribe shall minimize the emount of constructien fill transparted on the
surrounding street network by eliminating the off-site trave] route except where
necessary to obtam materials that cannot be obtained on-site, Potential options for
eliminating off site transport include moving fill material via conveyars acrmss
barriers such as creeks and ditches or installing temporary bridges for haul vebicles
acrass the barriers.

. Construction meterial importation shall be scheduled outside of the area wids
' cormmuts pezl hours. Debiis along the truck route caused by trocks should be
monitored daily and the roadways shall be cleaned as necessary.

V.  Roadways subject to £l truck traffic shalt be agsessed by an independent thind
party consultant prior to the start of construction and following the completion of
construction. If the third party determines that roadway deterioration has occurred
as & result of casino consiruction, the Tribe shall pay to hayve surrounding
roadways resurfaced 1o restors the pavement to at least preconsiruction condition,
unless the resurfacing iy already expected to occur within a year or sooner in
conjunction with other planned or proposed roadway improvements, In any eveot,
the Tribe shall fally fond the restruchming of Lebeth Avenne md Langner Aveaue
between Wilfred Avenue and Business Park Drive following construetion to
facilitets site Bocess.

W.  Even if Wilfred Avenue is not widened to moroase capacity, due fo the increased
use of the roedway in combination with fitture eumulative traffic, the Tribe shall
make & proportionate shere contribution to roadway improvements along Witfred
Avenue from Redwood Drive to Stony Point Road, including widened shoulders
znd Cless I bilte lancs consistent with applicable standards,

Land Dse

X, The Tribe shall maintain the existing Williamson Act requirements in place in
accordance with the provisions of that Act.

6.8 PUBLIC SERVICES

Bolid Waste

Construction

A Construction waste strll be recycled to the fillest extent practival bry diverting
green waste and recyclable building materials awey from the solid waste stream.
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B.  Eavircomentally preferable materials shall be used to the extent practical for
construction of facilities.

Operation

C. A solid waste management plan shall be adopted by the Tribe that addresses
recycling and solid waste reduction an-site. The plan shall have & goal of at least
35% diversion of materials from disposal, which includes reduction, recycling, and
TElSE MEeASLTes, :

The Tribe shall install a trash compactor for cardboard and paper products.

E. The Tribe shall install recycling bins throughout the facilities for glass, caus, and
paper products,

F. Decorafive trash end recycling recepiacles shall be placed strategically throughout
the area of the Wilfred Site, Stony Point site, or the Lakeville siis, as appropziate,
1o encourage peaple not to litter at the facilities.

G. Security guards shall be trafned to discourage on-site liftering.
H. The Tribe shall pay all standard fees for trash collection and disposal.

o

Eleciricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunication

L Air conditioning snd refrigeration systems shall utilize eavironmentelly fiendly
refrigersnts, Energy efficient chillers shall also be utilized.

I The gir handling systams shall utilize outside air economizer cycles to teke
edvantege of ambient cooling when the outside air temperatire is below 55
degrees F

XK.  For spplicable alternatives, hotzl and casino buildings shall be equipped with
direct digital energy maragement and control system to perfoom coergy
conservation measures, such as optimum start/stop, duty cyeling, and demand
limiting.

L. The Tribe shall use energy efficient appliances where feasible,

Public Healik and Safaty

M.  The Tribe ghall make an agresment with the epplicable City ar County department
to address inspection, maintenance, and operation of any swimming pools, spas, or
hot tubs available to patrons. The terms of the agreement shall imclude design
review of the swimming facilities, inspection of the swimming facilities prior to
operation, and at least one annual inspection for sessonal swimming facilities or
hi-anousi inspections for year-rownd swimming facilities thereafter. The
agreement sbatl include & commitment to comply with standards for design,
maintenance, and operation similar to those followed by non-tribelly owned
businesses in the City or County, as spplicsble.
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. Law Enforcement G-22.82
N,  The Tribe shall provida on-site secnnty to reduce 9.11!:1 pravent criminal end cm] cont.
incidents.

O. The Tribe shall adopt ump]uyac training programs aod policies re]atu:lg ta
responsible beverage services with ammual traning, which would inclede, but not
be limited te, checking petyon identification and refising service to those who
have imhibed bayond their ability to function gafely. The Tribke shall caligborste
with law eaforcement by waming intoxicated patrons not to drive and by reporting

 drurk drivers to the authorities.

P. The Tribe shall suppart local law enforcement effbris in conducting driving under
the influentce (DUL) checkpoints and other programs known to reduce the impacts
of aleohol on the commusity (support shall include firlly finding at isest one DUI
checkpoint in the vicinity of the Wilfred Site monthly or less frequently st the
discretion of Jocal lew enforcement providers).

Q.  All parking arens shal] be well kit and monitored by parking staff and/or security
puards. This will aid in the prevestion of auto theft apd other related criminal
activity.

R.  The Tribe shall provide traffic control with sppropriate signage and the presence
of peak-hour traffic conirel staff. This will aid in the prevention of off-site
paridng, which could create possible security and safety issues.

s, The Tribe shall pess an ordinance creating 2 standard palicy that encoorages
responsible d::'mkiJ:lg and designated driver programs. As part of this policy, the
employees serving alcohol shall undergo annual Responsible Beverage Service
Training (RBST), 2lso known es “server training,” RBST educates mangers,
servers and sellers at alcoho] establishments about strategiss to avoid logally
selling alcohol to underage youth or intoxicated patrons. The goal of RBET is to
decrease the number of illege] alcahol seles to undernge youth and ininxdcated
patmns thruugh education programs,. In.ﬁnmahun provided in server trainipg must
at o minfnum incirde;
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= The importance of checking age identification of customers who appear ta
be under the age of 30.

o How to identify fake IDs end what o do onec 2 fake ID is confiscated.

» How ip recognize sitvations in which adults are buying slcoho] for
inderage youth .

= Bow io refuse eales to individuals who may supply alcohol o underage
youth, ’

= How lo identify intoxicated costomers.

+ How o refuse service to underage youth and intoxicated customers.

To mitigate potential impacts to law spforcement resources, the Tribe shall adopt
rules prohibiting anyone under 21 years of age from gambling, adopt employee
tzaining programs and policies relating to responsible beverage services with
annual fraining, conduct backgronnd checks of all gaming employees, provide a
full complement of secusity personne] st the Wilfred Site during all times, and
adopt propraims snd policies which diseourage gang members frum visiting the
paming facilities.

Hotel menagement shall wark collabortively with schoal and law enforcement
persotnel to prevent the nse af hotel rooms for parties involving minors and the
hote! shell have an internal monitoring program to reduce the insidence of such
parties

Areas sumounding the gaming facilities shall bave *“INo Loitering” signs in place,
shall be well lit and shall he patrolled regnlarly. This will aid in the prevention of
illegal laitering and loitering hehavior thet conid potentially lead to other criminal
acls.

Fire Protection/Emergency Medical Service
Construction

W

Any consiruction equipment that ormally inchides a spark aester ghafl be
equipped with an arrester in good working order. This includes, but is not limited
to, vehisles, heavy equipment, end chainsaws. During construction, steging areas,
building areas, and/or areas slated for development using spark-producing
equipment shall be cleared of dried vegetation or other materals that could serve
gs foel for combustion. Ta the extent feasible, the contractor shell keep these areas
elear of combustible materials to maintain a frebreak.

al
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Operation

¥ The Tribe shall make reasoneble provisions for adeguate emecgency, fire, medical,
- and releted relief and disaster services for patrons and employees insluding the
development of a disaster management pla.

Y.  Tbe Trbs shall use fire resistant construction materials and aquip alt enclosed
buildings with sutomatic gprinkler sysiems. The entometic sprinkler systems shalt
be designed to meet or exceed the National Fire Protection Asgociation {NFPA)
standards goveaming the different ocoupancies associnted with the projest
structures. - : .

Z:  The Tribe shell emplay the most modem construction aod five-engmesring
techniques in their automatic fire comtainment system designs so that any fire
enconntered is contained to the room of orgin.

AA,  Through the use of modem fire engineedng technology, the Tribe shell create and
maintain a facility squipped with early detection systems that agsurs an jnitial
Tespanss time to eny fire alamm {automatic, local, or report) within thres mirmtes.
These systems shall ipclude antometic sprmlder systems in the occupied areas and
smoke detection, along with sutomatic sprinkier systems, in the areas of the
fecility that are normally unoccupied, such as storerooms and mecheanica) areas.

BB, . Ifonly ane fire pump is pravided, it will be eithet diesel, or provided with
emergency power; thereby, meeting the requiraments of the California Fire Code
{CHEC), and the CBC.

CC. Pdor to operation, the Tribe shell exter into an agreement with a fire service
provider io provide pimary fire protection services.

DD. Pdor to operation, the Tribe shall ectar mto & contrect with AMR or another entity
for ambulence service. ]

- Noisg
A On-site HVAC equipment shall be shielded to reduce noise,

B.  To the extent feasible, HVAC equipment shall be located = significant distence
from neighborng houses along Whistier Avenue, Wiltfred Avenbe, and Labath
Avenue, Whenever an HVAC unit is to be placed within 125 fest of an exasting
residence, an acoustical analysis shall be required to demonstrate that the HYAC

"poise level does not exceed 45 dBA af the nearest residence,

C.  The Tribe shall fully fund the cost of installation of acoustically-rated, dual pane
windows {with & Tpnimum Sound Transmission Class (STC) zating of 30} and
acoustically mated doors on the fcades facing the natse souree(s) to minimize
noise effects for residences adjscent to Wilfred Avense between Redwood Drive

gnd Stony Point Road.
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The Tribe ghall fully fund the cost for the construction of miged, landscaped berms

or solid walls at Jeast B fset in height in order to separate sources of unwanted
noise (including on-site traffic circulation noise) from patentiel noise receptoss
along Wilfred Avenue, Should 4 wall be installed, it shall be eitractively. designed.
Adjacent landownars and adjécent govemmental jurisdictions shall be consulted
with prior to finalizing the design of the berm or wall,

Unnecessary vehicle idling siall be prevanted dudag loeding dock operations
oceurring between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM.

Buses shall not be allowed to idle unnecesserily in areas edjscent to sensitive
receptors. Bus parldng sreas shall also be located as far a5 feasible from sensitive
receptors.

To the extent feasible, project construction shail not occur prior to 7:00 AMar
after 10:00 PML

File driving, should it take place, shall not occur prior to 9:00 AM or after 5:00
EM.

On-site wastewater treatment plent equipment shall be shislded or enclosod.

StaHonery noise-prodicing equipment such as compressors and generators shafl be
placed as far as practical from homes, and shielding shall be provided between any
such equipment and bomes when it is necessary o operate the equipment closer
than 200 feet from 8 home )

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

T the svent that contaminated goil and/or groundwater gre encountered during
construction relnted earth~-moving activities, all work shall be haitad untila
professioneal hazardous materials specielist or a qualified environmental
profeseional can assass the extent of contamination. If contsmination is
determined to be significant, representatives of the Tribe shall consult with
UBEPA ta determine the appropriste course of action, which mey include the
development of a Sampling Plan end Remediation Plan if necessary.

To reduce the potential for sccidental releases, fuel, oil, and hydreaulic fluids shell
be rensferred directly fiom & service truck to construction equipment and shall not
otherwise be stored on-site. Paint, print thinner, solvents, cleaners, sealants, and
Iubricants used during construction shall be stored in e locked utility building,
handled per the menufacturers’ directions, and replenished as needed.

Persanne] shall fallow written standard operating prucedures (SOPs) for flling and
servicing construction equipment and vehicles. The SOPs, which ers designed to
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reducs the potential for incideats invelving the hazardous materials, shall inelude G-22.82
the following: cont.

o Refueling shall be canducted oaly with approved pumps, hoses, and nozzies:

b. Caich-pans shall be placed under equipment to catch potential spills during
servicing, .

c. All disconnected hoses shall be placed in containers to collect residual fuel
from the hose,

d. Vehicle engines shall be shut down during refueling.

e. No smoking, open fames, or welding shall be allowed I refueling ar service
areas.

£ Refueling shall be perforned away from bedies of water to prevent
contamination of water in the event of a leak ar spill.

g. Service trucks shell be provided with fire extinguishers and spill containment
equipment, such as absorbentz.

h. Shovld a spill coptaminate any soil, the soil ghel] be put into contriners snd
disposed of in accordance with local, state, end federsl reguletions.

i. All contriners used to store hazardous matedels shall be inepected at least once
per week for signs of leaking or faihre. A)l maintenance and reficling areas
shzll be inspected monthly. Resnlts of inspections shall be recarded in a
loghoolk that shall be mainirined on-sits,

j. Staging areas, welding areas, or arees slated for development using spark-
producing equipment ghell be cieared of dried vegetation or other materials
that cotld serve as fuel for combustion. To the extent feasible, the contrector
shall keep these areos clear of combustible materials n order to ipaintain a
frebreak. ;

k. Any construction squipment that narmally includes a spark axrester shail be
equipped with an arrestor in gnod worldng order,

D.  The amount of hazardous materiels used in project construction and operation shall
be kept at the lowest required volumes,

E The least toxic material capsble of achieving the intended result shall be used to
the extent practicable. Non-toxic alternatives shall include garden care products
end organic non-toxdc cleanars whee feasible.
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A hazardous materials and hazsrdous wasts minimization program shall be
developed, implemented, and reviewed annually by the Tribe tn determine if
‘additional oppertunities for hazardous materials and hazardous waste minimization
are feasible, for both project construction and operation,

Use of pesticides and toxic chemicals shall be minimized to the greatest extent
feasible in lendsceping; or less toxic altenatives shall be used.

In addition to mitigation described under FEIS Section 5.2,2, the following -
mitigation shall be implemented: During the gromndwater monitoring and pump
tests, the potestial for the verticel and laters] migration of contaminants from
nearby leaking underground storage tank (LUST) sites shall be evaluated (see
FEIS Appendix Z for detailed recommendations). The pumping test conducted .
shall include taling water level measurements in wells that ere screensd in the
Lower Intermediate Zone, Upper Inteome=diate Zane, and uppermost portion of the
saturated zone to verify the conclusions based on historical well hydrographs,
refine the drawdown model for the Site, end evaluate the potential for contaminant
migration using a typicel wellhzad protection approach. Implementsation of the
above measures will rednce apy potential impacts to less than significant.

Materdl Safety Date Sheets (MSDS) will be available to casine and cmergency
personnel and to janitors that identify emergency procedores, safe handling send
storage practices. A Hazardous Materiats Business Plan for the WWTP will be
prepared to addresses emergency response and employes training in first aide in
the event e spill of citrie acid and sodivin hypochloride cccurs that conmpromises
the chemricg! storage contamment vessels,

A Wastewster Contingency Plan shell be prepared for the WWTE priar to
construction that shall identify potentinl system failures and containmant
measwres. These contamment measures hall be made part of the WWTP design
to ensure np untreated wastewater witl be eleased from the WWTP in the event of
a system faflure.

Prior to demotition of any residential struchures on the Wilfred Site, an asbestos
consultant will be hired by the Tribe to determine if Asbestos Conteining Materials
(ACME) and lead based paints are present within the residential structures, If
ACMSs gre present within the residential sbructures, the Tribe shali comply with
any federal NESHAP laws requiring BMPs to be employed during demblition as
well 25 recommendations from the asbestos consultent for the removal and
disposal of demulition debris that contain lead based paints and ACMs,
Recommendations shall at & minimum include BMPs such a5 applying water to the
structures before, doring, end after demolition.
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5141 ABSTHETICS G-22.82

A, Design clemeats shall be incorporated into the project ic minimize the impsct of cont.
buildings and parking lots on the viewshed. These elements include:

a  Incorporation of landscape amemities to complement buildings and parking
areas, including setbacks, mised landscaped berms and plantings of trees and
shrubs {see Moise Mitigation Measures)

b.  Use of earth tones i paints &nd coatings, and pative bnilding matertals such
as stons,

B. To minimize the impacts of light and glare:

g  Placement of floodlights on buildings shall be set so as not to cast frespassing
light off-site.

b.  Upliphting of structures has a high potential for off-site Light spillege and
shall be minimized by, limiting uplighting ta the main casino and hote)
facades and prohibiting uplighting of the paddng struetire end ancillary
stmetures. Any uplighting of the main casino and hotel facades shall be
directly focused on the structuores.

t. Shielding, such as with' 2 horizontal sbroud, shall be nsed for all outdoar
parking lot lighting so as to snsure it is downcast,

-d.  Timers shall be utitized so as to urnimize lighting after a certain hour,

e,  Signsand facades shall be tastefully designed, without the use of obtrusive
light emitting devices such as neon lights or flashing lights.

f Al exterior glass ghall be non-raflective low-glare glass.

6.12 LEED CERTIFICATION
A The Tribe shall pursus LEED Certification for the hotel component of the project.

B.13 MMGATION MEASURES THAT ARE NOT ADOFTED

CEQ NEPA regulations 40CFR § 1505.2(c}) call for identification in the ROD of any
mitigation measures specifically mentionsd in the FEIS that are not adopted. There areno
maitigation measures listed in the FEIS for the Preferred Alternative that are not included in
this ROD.
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February 18, 2010
MEMORANDUM FOR HEADS OF FEDERAL DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES
FROM: NANCY H. SUTLEY, Chnir, Council on Buovironmental Quality

SUBJECT: DRAFT NEPA GUIDANCE ON CONSIDERATION OF THE EFFECTS OF
CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

L INTRODUCTION

The Couacil on Egvironments] Quelity (CEQ) provides this draft guidapee memorandum for
public considerstion and eomment oo the ways in which Federal agencies can improve their consideration
of the effects of greeahouse gas (GHG) emissions' and climate change in thair evaluation of proposals for
Fedetsl actions under the Netional Environments] Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq, This
draft puidance is intsoded to help explain how egeocies of the Federa! government should enalyze the
environmental effects of GHG emirsions end climate change when they describe the environmental

" effects of a proposed egency action in accordance with Section 102 of NEPA end the CEQ Regulatinns
for Implementing the Procedural Provizians of NEPA, 40 CF.R. perts [500-1508. Thiz dmft guidance
affirms the requirements of the statute and regulations and their applicability to GHGs and climate change
impacts, CBQ proposcs to advise Fedetal agencies that they should consider opportunities to reduce
(GHG emissions caused by proposed Federal actions and adapt their 2etions to climate change impacts

" throughnut the NEPA process and ta eddress these issues in their spency NEPA procedures,

The enviroamentzl acalysis and decuments produced in the NEPA proceas should provide the
decision maker with relevant and tmely information sbout the environmentnl effects of his or her
decision and reasoogble altermetives to mitipate thoss impacts. In this context, climate chanpe tssueg arise
in relation to the consideration of: .

{1) The GHG emissious effects of & proposed action and alterpative netions; and

{2) The relationship of climate change effects to a proposed action or altermatives, inchuding
the relationskip to proposal desiga, covironmeatal impacts, mitigation and adaptetion
measures. :

NEPA demands infonmed, realistic govermnmental decision maldng. CEQ proposes to advise
Feder! ngencies to consider, in scoping their NEFA, anatyses, whether analysis of the direct and indirect
GHQ emissions from their proposed actions mey provids meaningfu) information to decision makers and
the public. Specifically, if a proposed action wauld be reasepably enticipated ta cause direct emissions af
25,000 metric tons or more of COrequivaleat GHG emissions on an annual basis, sgencies should
consider this an indicator that s quentitetive and quelitstive assessient may be meeningful fo decision
makers and the public.  For long-tcrm actions thet have anmusl direet emissions of Jess than 25,600

¥ For purposes of this guidance, CEQ defines “GHGs” in accomlunce with Section 19(i) ofExecutive Order 13514
(carkon dioxide, methane, ritrous axide, hydrmAeomcarbons, perflucrocarbons, ond sutfur hexafivorids).
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metric tons of COs-equivalent, CEQ encourages Federsl ngeacies to consider whether the sction’s long-
term emissions should receive similar anatysiz, CEQ does not propose this as 2o indicator of & threshold
of significont effects, but ratber es an indicator of 8 minimum level of GHG emissions that may wairaat
spme description in the appropriate NEPA analysis for agency sctions invalving direct emissions l:lf
GHGs.

CEQ does not propose ta make this guidance applicable ta Fedrral land and resource
mamegement actions, but seeks public comment on the appropriate meens of assessing the GHG
emissions pnd sequesiration that are affectzd by Federal land and resouree management decisions.

Becouse climate chenge is a global problem that results from global GHG emissions, there gre
more sources and actions emitting GHGs (in t=ons of both absolute numbers and types) than are typically
encountersd when evaluating the emissiops of ofber poliutants. From e quantitative perspective, thete are
no dominating sources and fewer Sousces that would aven be closo to dominating fatal GHG emissions.
The global climate change problem is mech more the result of numerous and varied sources, each of
which might seam to meke & relatively small eddition to glabal abnospheric GHG concentrations. CEQ
propases to recommend thet environmental documents roflect this globel context and be realistic in
focusing oo epsudng that useful informatias is provided to decision makers for thoge actions that the
apency finds are a rignificant source of GHGs,

With regards to the effscts of climate change an the design of & proposed action and alieroatives,
Federal agencies must cosure the scientific and professionn] integrity of their assesspoeot of the ways in
which climate change i affecting or could affact environmenotat effects of the proposed action. 40 CFR
1502.24. Under this proposed guidance, sgencies should use the scoping process to set reasoneble spatial
aod temporal byupdasies for this assessment and focus on aspects of climete chsupe that may lead to
changes In the impacts, sustainebility, vulnerability and design of the proposed action end altemative
coursas of ection. At the same time, apencies should recopnizs the scientific Himits of their ability to
sccuraiely predict climate changs effects, especially of o short-term nature, aod cot devote affort to
snalyzing wholly speculative effects. Apencies can use the NEPA process to reduce vulaembility to
climate-change impaets, adapt to changes in our énvironment, and mikipate the impacts of Fuﬂaml agency
acnuns that are exacerbated by climate change. [

Finelly, CEQ seeks publ.(c comment on several issues not directly nddressed by this deeft
puidance, including the assessmant of climate change effects of land maocagement sctivities, and means
by which apeocies can tailor the smount of the documertatioe prepared for NEPA soalysis so that it is
proportionat to the imporiance of climate change to the decision-maldng process,

18 CONSIDERATION OF THE EFFECTS OF A PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION ON GHG
EMISSIONS: WHEN TO EVALUATE GHG EMISSIONS

By statutes, Executive Orders, and egeacy policies, the Federa] govemment js committed to the
goals of energy conservetion, reducing enerpy use, eliminating or reducing GEG emissions, and
promoting the deployment of renewable energy technologies that ere cleaner and more efficieot. Where &
proposal for Federal agency action implicates these goals, information on GHG emissiods {quelitative or
quaptitative) that t5 useful and relevent to the decision should be wsed when deciding smong olternatives.

Meany projects Rod programs propused by the Federal government have the potential to emit
GHGe Accordiogly, where a proposed Federal action thet is enalyzed in an EA ar EIS would be
anticipnted to emit GHOE to the atmosphere in guantities that the ageocy finds may be meaningful, it is
appmpﬂﬂ.tl: for the ngancy to quantify and disclose ils cstimate of the expected ansual direct and indirect
GHG emissions in the epviranmeata] documestatian for the proposed actinn, Where the proposed
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activity is subject to GHQ emissions accounting requirements, such as Clean Air Act reporting
requirements thet apply to stationary sources thet directly emit 25,000 metric toos or more of COx-
equivalent GHG on an apnual basis,” the zgency should include this information in the NEPA
documentetion for consideration by decision makers and the public. CEQ does nat propose this reference
point far use as 8 measurs of indirect effects, the analysis of which must be st be bounded by limits of
feasibility i evaluating upstream ond downstream effeets of Federal agency actions. In the agency's
nnalysis of direct affects, it would be eppropriate ta: (1) quantify cumulstive emissions over the [ife of the
project; {2) discuss measures to reduce GHQG #missions, including epnsideration of reasonable
elfernatives; and (3) qualitatively discuss the link between such GHG emissions and climate change.
However, jt is not currently usefal for the NEPA analysis tn atemnpt {o link specific climatological
chagpes, or the environmental impacts thereof, to the particular project or emissions, as much disect
linkage is difficnlt to isolate and to understand. The estimated Jevel of GHG emissions can serve ns a
reasonable proxy for essessing potentiaf climate change impacts, and provide decision makers and the
potlic with usefil information for & reasaned choice emong eltematives.

The reference point of 25,000 metde tons of direct CO--equivalent GHG emissions may provide
agencies with a useful indicator — mther than an absoluts standard of insignificont effects —~ far egencies’
action-specific evaluation of GHG emissione and disclosure of that anatysis in their NEPA documsats,
CEQ does not propese this reference point 24 en indicator of » Ievel of GHG emissions that may
significently affeot the quality of the hnman snvironment, s that term is used by NEPA, tut nates that it
serves ag g minjmum stapdard for reporting emissions under the Clean Air Act. Evalustion of
significanse wnder NEPA is done by the action agency besed oo the ceteponzation of actions in agency
NEFPA procedures and action-specific analysis of the context and intensity of the eiviranmenta] impacts.
40 CFR 1501.4, 150827, Bxamples of propnsals for Federz] agency action that ruay warrant a
discussion of the GHG impacts of vadous eltcmatives, as well es possible measures to mitigate climate
change impacts, inolude; epproval of & large snlid waste landiill; spprovel of energy facilities such as a
coal-fired power plant; or authorization of a methane venting coel mine. Other Federal policies,
pragrams, or pleos that cover muitiple actions subject to NEPA. - such as netions tiered from
proprammatic NEPA documents — may more appropriatety address GHG emissions at the level of
individual projects, In many ceses, the GHG emissions of the proposed action may be so small as tobe &
nepligible consideratiocn. Agency MEFPA procedures may idectify ections for which GHG enissions and
other epvironmental effects are neither individually or cumulatively significent, 40 CFR 1507.3.

Many agency NEPA anelyses to date hove found thet GEG emissions fram an individusl agency
nction bave moall potentint effects, Emissions ffom meny proposed Federal artions would not typically
be expected fo produce an eovironmente! effect thet would trigger ar otherwise require a detaiied
discussicn in sn EIS, Significant national policy decisions for which the action’s GHG impacts are
expected to be substential bave, op the other hand, required anelysis of their GHG effects.

HOW TO EVALDATE GHG EMISSIONS -

To desenibe the impact of an agaucy gction on GHG emissions, once an agency has determined
that this is apprapriate, CEQ proposcs that apencies should consider gquantifying those emissions using the

? 25,000 metrie lons mey provide o usefirl, presumptive, threshold for disoussion and disclosure of GHG emissions
becpues it has been used and proposed in nde-makings under the Clean Alr Act (a.g., EPA's Mandztory Reportiog
of Gresnhouse Gases Fionl Rule, 74 FR 56260, October 30, 2009). This treshold is used In Clean Adr Att rule-
muolings because it provides comprebienzive coveraga of emissions with o rensenoble number of reporters, hereby
oreating an important dat set wsefil in quantimtive analyses of GHG policies, frogracms and regulstions. Sce 74 FR
56272 This metionnie is pertinent 1s the presentution of NEPA analysis os well.

G-22.83
cont.



lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.83
cont.


Letter G-22

following technical documents, to the extent thet this information is useful and appropriate for the
proposed action under NEPA:

s For quantification of cmissions from large direct emitters: 40 CFR Perts 86, B7, 89, et al.
Mendstory Reporting of Greenbouse Gases; Final Rule, 1.8, Esvironmentsl Protection
Apency {74 Fed. Reg. 56259-56308). Nole that "epplicability tools” are available
(bitp:/iwew.epe.gov/climatechange/emissions/GHG-calculator) for determining whether
prajects or actions exceed the 25,000 metde ton of CO2-equivalent greenhouse pes
emissions.

» For quantification of Scope | emissions st Federal facilities: Greenhouse gas emissions
accountipg and reporting guidance that will be issued under Bxecutive Order 13514
Sections 5(g) and 9(b) (btip:/fwww.ofee.gov)

= For quantification of emisstans and removals from terrestrial cerbon sequl:statmn and
various other project types: Technical Guidelines, Voluntery Repotting of Greenhouse
Gases, {1605(b) Program, U.S. Deperiment of Energy
(bitn:/fewy eia doe povioistl] 6050)

Land management techaimes, including changes in land use or [end management stratzpies, isck
any estahtished Federal protocol for assessing their effect on ntmospheric carbon ralease and
sequestration at a landscaps scale. 'I‘.'herefara, at this time, CEQ seeks public compent on this issue but
has pot jdentified amy protocol that is useful nnd appropriate for NEPA analysis of a proposed land and
resource menagement actians.

CEQ nates thet epencies mey Also find useful infommation in the following sources:

* Repewable Enecpy Reqmm:ue.uts Quidanee for EFACT 2005 and ED 13423

o e£.oov/e ewene, i web
«  HPA Climate Leaders GHG Inventory Frotocols
o, /climase]eade -guidance htmi

For proposed octions thet are not adequately addressed in the GHG emission reparting protooots
listed above, egencies should use NEPA's provisions for inter-ugency consultation with available
expertise to ilantify and fallow the best aveilable procedures for evaluating comparmble activities,
Ageanies shonld congider the emissinns sourcs categodes, measuremeat methodologies snd seporfing
eriteria cutiined in these documents, as applicebie to the proposed action, and follow the relevest
procedures for detecmininp and reporting emissions. The NEPA process does oot require submitting a
formal report or participetion in the reporting progrems. Rather, nnder this proposad guidaoce, goly the
metbodologiss relevant to e emissions of the proposed project need to be considered and-discinszd to
decision makers and the public.

WHAT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES SHOULD CONSIDER AS PART OF THEIR GHG
EVALUATION

Fedel agancies shauld structire their NEFA processes “to help public officials make desisions
that are besed on understending of environmenta) consequences, and mks attions thet proteet, rmalore, end
enbanee the environment." 40 CFR 1502.]1. Inberent io NEPA and the CEQ impiementing regulations is
a ""rule of reasnn,' which ensures that sgeucies determine whather and to what extent to prepare an EIS
besed pn the usefulness of agy new poteatinl informsation to the decisionmaking process.” DOT v, Public
Cltizen, 541 U.S. 752, 767 (2004). ‘Where o propased oction is evaluated in ejther an EA. or an EIS, the
agenty may look to reporting thresholds in the techmicnl documents cited zbove as s point of reference for
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-determining the extent of direct GHG amissions anelysis thet is appropriate to the proposed agency
decision. As propnsed in draft puidaoce above, for Federsl actinns that require an EA or EIS the direct
and indirect GHG emissions from the action should be considered in scoping #ad, to the extent that
scoping indicates that GHG emissions warrant consideratinn by the decision rmaker, quantified and
disclosed in the environmental document, 40 CFR 150825, In assessing direct emissions, an agency
shouid Inok at the consequences of actions over which it has control or autharity, Public Citizen, 541
11.5. st 768. When a propased federal action meets &n applicable theeshold for quantification and
reporiing, &s discussed ahove, CEQ proposes that the agency shonld also consider mitigation measures
and reasonable allerpatives to reduce actioo-related GHG emissions. Analysis of emissions sources
should take account of all pheses and elements of the proposed ection over its expected life, subject to
reasoeable limils based oo feasiility and precticality.

For proposed nctions evaluated in an EIS, Fedeml sgencies typically descdbe their consideration
of the enesgy requirements of a proposed action and the conservation potential of its lterpatives. 40 CFR
1502.16(e). Within this description of energy requircooents snd consecvation opportunities, agencies
should evaluiate GHG emissions associated with enorgy vse end mitigation opportinities and use thisasa
point of comperison between reasonable alternatives. For proposals nomnally evalusted in an EA,
agencies may copsider the GHG emissions ey a fzetor in discussing allemetive uses of aveilable
resowrees. 40 CFR 1508.5(b). CBQ proposes that this analysis should alsa consider applicable Federal,
State or loca! gorls for energy conservation and eltermatives for reducing epergy demand or GHG
emissions sssociated with enecgy prodoction.

Where an agency concludes thet a discussion of cumulative effects of GHG emissions related toa
pruposed atting is worrsnted to inform decision-making, CEQ recommends thet the apency doso in a
manser that meaningfully mforms decision mekers and the public regarding the potentially significant
affects in the context of the proposal for agency action. This wonld most oppropdately focus.on en
assessment of annugl ppd cumulative emissions of the proposed action and the difference in emissions
agsociated with altcrpative actions, Agencies may incorporate USGCRE studies and reports by reference
in any discussion of GHG cmissions and their =ffects, 40 CFR 150221,

Ageocies apply the rule of reasoD lo ensurs that their diseusgion pertains to the issues that desssve
study and deemphasizes issues that ar= less usefiil io the desision reganling the proposal, its atterpatives,
and mitigation options. 40 CFR. 1500.4(f), {g), 1501.7, 1508.25. In addressing GHO emissions,
consistent with this proposed guidance, CEQ expecis agencies to ensure that such description is
cammensurate with the importance of the GHG emissions of the proposed action, avoiding useless bulk
and hoilerplate documeptation, so that the NEPA document may concenimie aftention on fmpoctant
issuss, 40 CFR 1502.5, (50324,

An agency may decide that it wonld be useful to describe GHG emissions ip ageregate, a5 part of
a programmatic analysis of agency activilies that can be incorporated by reference into subsequent NEPA
analyses for individual agency ections. In addition, Fedearal proprams that affect emissions or sinks and
propasals reganding long range energy, transportation, and resource management programs lend
themszlves (o 2 programmatic approach. For exarnple, iF GHG emissions or climate change and related
effects in general are incloded in 2 hroed (j.e., pmgrammatic) EIS for & program, subsequegt NEPA
enalyses for actions implemeoting thet propram at the project level should, if useful in the NEPA analysis
far that decision, tier from the programipatic siatement and summarize the relevant issues discussed in the
programmebic statement, 40 CFR 1502.20, 1508.28. Such aggregated discussion may be useful under the
consideration of apency complianee with requirements for Federal agencies to implement sustainable
practices for enargy efficiency, GHG ernissions avoidance or reductian, petrolewm products use
reduction, end reaewable energy, including bivenergy as wel as other required sustainahle practices. Ser,
Execuitive Order 13514 — Fedecal Lesdership in Enviconmental, Eeergy, eod Economic Performance (74
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Fed. Reg. 52117-52127); Executive Onder 13423 - Streppthening Federal Enviranmentsl, Ecergy, and
Transportation Management (hip:/faepa.gov/nepalegs/E.0, 13423pdp. In particular, NEPA analyses
for individus] acions may incorpomie by refereace agency Strategic Sustainability Plans and account for
GHG efferts in accordance with Federal GHG reporting and accounting procedures to the extent thot they
are applicable (o actions that cary out agency obligations under subsections 2(z}, (b), (c) and (f) of
Executive Order 13514, Such reference to the progremmatic sccounting of Federal agency GHG
emissions under EO 13514 shoold note where appropriate thet the scape of this accounting (for Scope 1, 2
and 3 emissions} mey be mueh brosder then the emissions that would be reasonable for assessment within
the scope of an individual agency action 1mder NEPA.

To the extent thet a federal agency evaluates proposed mitigetion of GHG emissions, the quality
of that miligation — including its permanence, verifiability, eaforceability, and 2dditionality” — should also
be carefully zvatuated. Ampog the aiternatives that may be considared for their ability to reduce ar
mitigete GHG emissions are aphanced eperpy efficiency, lower GHG-emitting tachnulogy. rencwable
EOSIRY, planmng for carbon capture and sequmstmtlun. and capturing or beneficially nsing fugitive
methsne emisstons, In soms cases, such acfvities are part of the purpose and need for the proposed action
and the analysis will provide an rssessment, in 8 comparative manner, of the altersatives and their relative
ability to advance those objectives.

I  CONSIDERATION OF CORRENT OR FROJECTED EFFECTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE ON
PROPOSALS FOR AGENCY ACTION

CEQ proposes that agencies sbonld deteomine which climate chanps impacts warrant
consideration in their EAs and EISs because of their impact on the analysis of the environmental effects
of & proposed agency action. Tarough seoping of en eavironmentat document, agencies detarmine
whether climate change congidzrations wamant emphasis or de-empbasis. 40 CFR 1500.4(g), 1501.7; See
Scoping Guidmes (CEQ 1981) (pifp: nepa.pov/epal copine.btms) When scoping the
impact of climate change on the proposal for agency acbon, the sensitivity, location, end tmeframe of a
proposed action will determine the depres to which considertion of these predictions ar projections is
warranled - As with epalysis of any otber present ar foture envirenment or resonree condition, the
observed and projected effects of climade change that warrant consideration are most appropriately
deseribed as part of the sucrent and future state of the proposed action’s “affested environment.” 40 CFR
1502.15, Based on thet description of chimate change effects that wairant consideration, the egency may
assese the exient that the cffects of the propoeal for geney action or its alternatives will add to, modify,
or mitigate those effects. Such effects ey incinde, but ore not bixxted to, effects on the exviroumeant, on
public health end safety, 8nd on vulnerable populativos who ace mare likely to be adversely affected by
climaie cbasgs, The Ooal anelysis documents an agency assessment of the effects of the sctions
considered, including niten:mtwu on the affecied euvironment.

Climate changa can afiect the sovironment of & proposed action in a varisty of ways. For
instance, climair change can affect the integrty of a development or structure by exposing it fo a greater
risk of flonds, storm surges, or higher temperatures. Climate chanpe can incrense the vulnerebility of 8
resource, Ecosystem, or human commumity, causing & proposed actios to result in consequences thet are
more damaging than prior cxperience with eavironmental impeets anelysis might indicate, For example,
an industrial process may drew cumulstively signifcont amounts of water frons & stream that is dwindling
because af decreased 6oow pock in the mountains or add significant heat to a water body that is oxposed

I Regulntory oddigo noilty requirements are designed to ensure thot GHG reduction cradit Is limited to an eality with
cmission reductons that are chove mgulntary requirements. Ses
hitp/www.cindoe. goviolnff1605/FAQ GenlnfoA htmPAddldonality;
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to increasing atmosphenc tempemtures. Finally, climate change can magnify the damaging strength of
certain effects of & proposed ection.

Using NEPA's “rule of renson” gaverning the jevel of detsil in any eavironmental effects
enslysis, 2gencies should egsure that they keep i proportion the exient to which they document their
ssessment of the effects of climate chapge. The focus of this soslysis should be op the aspects of the
environment that are affected by the proposed action and the significance of climate change for those
aspects of the affected environment  Agencizs showld consider the specific effects of the propased action
{(including the proposed ection’s effect oo the vulnerability of affected ecosystems), the nexis of those
effects with projected climete change effects on the same aspects of our environment, spd the
implications far the environment to adapt to the projected effects of climste change, The Jevel of detail in
the analysie and WEPA documentation of these sffects will vary amopg affected resource values. For
example, if 8 proposed project requires the use of significant quantities of water, changas in water
availability ussociated with climate change may need to be discussed in grester detail than other
consequences of climate chanpe. In some crses, discussion of climate change effects in an EA or EIS
mey waTant s sepamte section, while in others such discussion mey be mtegratnd into the broader
discussion of the effected govironment.

When nsaessing the effects of climate change on e proposed action, an agency typically start with
gn identification of the reazonebly foreseenble fuhire condition of the affected environment for the "no
action” siternative based on available climate chenge measuremeats, stetdsties, observations, god other
evidenee. See Considering Cumuiative Effects (CEQ 1997) at www.napa.gov. The reesonably
foreseeable affected eavironment should serve 83 the basis for evaluating and somparing the incremenial
effects of elternatives. 40 CFR 1502.15. Agencies should be clear about the basis for projecting the
changes from the existing envirnnmeat o the reasonably foresceabls pffected eavironmeat, including
what would happen under this scenario epd the probability or likelihood of this fiture condition. The
obligativn of no Bgency to dizcuss particular effects turns on “8 reesonably close causel relationship
between the suvironmental effect and the nlleged cause ™ Public Citken, 541 T.S. at 767. Whore climaie
change effects are likaly to be important but there is significant uncertainty ebout such effects, it may elso
be uxcful to consider the effects of any proposed actioo or its ellernatives apainst & baseline of reasonshly
foreseeable futurs conditions that is drawn es distinctly as the sciznce of climate chapge effects will :
support.

Climate chanpe =ffects should be eopsidered in the ronlysis of projects that are desigoed for long-
term uh’hty and |peated in ereas thai are congidered vulnershle to specific effects of climate chenge (such
as increasing sea level or 2cological change) within the project’s timeframe. For sxample, & proposel for
long-term development of transportstion igfrastructure oo & coastal barrjer island will likely peed to
considar whether =nvironmenta) effects ar desigo paremeters may be chanped by the projected increase m
the rate of sen level rise. See fmpacis of Climate Change and Variobility on Trampertation Systems and
Infrastructure: Gulf Coast Study, e globnlehnnge govipublications/reonriy/seiontific-

pgsessmentsisops/snpd-7), and Abrupt Climate Change
((htto/vwway, globlchangre. sov/publications/reports/scienti Ac-sssessmonts/saps/sap3-4 (discussing the

likeiibood of en sbrupt chanpe in s2a level). Given the fength of time involved in present see level
projections, such considerations typically would not be relevant 1o an action with anly short-term
considecstings,

The process of adaptive plaoniog requires consiant leaming to reduce uneertaintics end imprmve
adaptation oulcomes. The CEQ NEPA regulations recognize the value of manitodng to assure that
decisions are cerried out 83 provided in & Record of Decision. 40 CFR 1505.3. In cases where sdeplation
to the cffects of climale chenge s important, the sipnificent espects of these changes should be ideptifiad
in the ageocy's final decision end adoption of & moniloriog progrem should be considered. Manitoring
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strategies should be modified as more mfun:nnhnn becomes availsble and best practices and other
experiences ere shared.

For sowees of the best seientific irformation available oo the reasonsbly foreseesble climate
changz impacts, Federal agencies may summarize and iscorporate by reference the Synthesis aad
Assessment Products of the 1,$. Giobal Change Research Fropram (USGCRP,
bttp:/hwww.globalchanue eov/publicatigus/ epartsicientific-assessments/saps), end other major peer-
reviewed assessmeqts fram USGCRP . Particulasdy relevent is the report an climate change impacts op
water resources, ecosystems, agriculture and forestry, bealth, coastlines and arctic regions in the United
Stntc& Global Cl:ma!e C'}umge Impacts in the United States

ortsfycientifie- -imnacts). Reseerch oo
climate change u::pacls is mn amurgmg and repidly evolving area of science. In necordance with NEPA's
rule of resson and stapdards for obtaining informstion regarding rersonably foresesable significant
edverss effects on thes hemen sovironmen, action agencies need not undertake exorhitent resorch ar
anslysis of projected climate change impacts in the project area or oa the project itself, bot may instead
summarize and mearporate by reference the relevapt scientific litembure, See, e.g, 40 CFR 150221,
1502.22. Where pgencies copsider climate change madeling to be applicable to their NEPA analysis,
ngencies should consider the uncertaioties associated wilh lopg-term projections from giobal and regionsl

. climate change models. There are limitations and venability in the capacity of climate models to relinbly
pruject potential changes at the regional, Iocal, o project kevel, so agencies should disclase these
limitations in explaining the extent to whith they rely ob parficulsr studies or prmjections. 40 CFR
1502.21, 1502.22. The cutputs of coarse-resolution global climate models, commonly used to project
climate chenge scenarins et 8 continental or regional seale, requirs downscaling and biss removal (i.c., the
sdustment of future projections for known systematic mode] emois) befare they can be used in regionsl
or local u:npact stuﬁcs See Cifmate Mode!s An Assessment af Sh-engths and Lirmrarfons

Sfwny : ) /5n .

Agencizs shoukd elso consider the particular impacts of climate change on vulnerable
camumunitiss where this mey sffect the design of the ection or the selection emong altematives, Tribel
and Alasks Native communities that-maintain their closs relationship with the cycles of oature have
vbserved ths chanpes that are already undarway, including the melting of peomafrast in Alaske,
disappearance of impartent species of trees, shifting migration patterns of sl and fish, and the drying of
lzkes and dvers. These effects affect the survival for both their livelibood and their cultme, Furtber,
sovereiga tribal governmests with legal rights to reservations and trust resources are affected by
ecological changes on the lardscape io ways that many Americans are not.

Iv. BACKGROUND
1. NEPA and Cumnlative Effects in Generml

NEFA was znacted to, irer alio, “promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the
esvironment 86d bigsphere and stiroulate the health od welfare of mon.,® NEPA Section 2, 42 U.8.C, §
4321, NEPA is best known for its peHon-foreing requirement that “eff agepeies of the federa] govermment
shell . .. include in every recommendation or report on . . . major fedeml actions significantly afecting
the quality of the buman epviromment, a detailed stateggent by e responsible official oo —

(i) the epvironmeata) impact of the proposed action,

En oy atverse sovironmental effects which canaat be avoided should the proposal be

implemeated,

(i)  altermobives to the pruposed setion,

{iv)  the relatipnchip between Jocal short-term uses of men's envirooment and the maintznance

end enhancement of loog-term produchivity, and
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) eny irreversible and irretrievable commmitments of respurces which would be iavolved in
the proposed action should it be implemented.”

NEPA Section 102(2) (C), 42 U.5.C. § 4332(2) (C). This informatioa must be provided for review by
apencies with jurisdicion or spacial expertise regerding the environmentsl effects deseribed. The
ageocy's “detailed statemnent,” known as an EIS, most be provided to the public, in accardaaee with
NEFA Section 102(2)(C) apd the Freedom of Information Act, aud be ncorporated into the spency
decision-maling process.

The EIS requirement thus bas bwo purposes. First, it is meant io promote transperency and to
ensure public sccountability of agency decisions with significant enviranmental effects. In this sense, it
promotes political checks apd balences broader public interests agaiost the motivations for agency action,
Second, it is meant to easure that sgencies take sccount of thace effects before decisions are mede and ns
part of the agency's own decision-making process. Tn this sense, it attempis to ensure that sgencies
consider environmental consequences es they decide how to proceed and take steps, when appropriate, to
elimipate or mitigate edverse effects. The agency™s “responsibility is oot mmply to sit back, liks an
wmpire, and resolve adversary conisations . . . Rather, it must itself take the initintive of considering
environmental vahies at every distibetive nnd comprehensive stage of the process bayond the skaffs
evaluetion and recommendation.” Calfvert Cliffs Coordinating Comm., Ine v. US Atomic Energy
Comm 'n, 449 F.2d 1109, 1119 (D.C. Cir. 1971).

Alternatives anslysis is g essential element of the NEPA process, both under section 102(2) (C)
and in the EA of “conflicts conceming alternative uses of aveilable resources” under Section 102(2) (E).
The zequirement of considsration of alternatives jg meant to ensure that the agency cousider approaches
whose adverse eqvironmental effecls will be insignificant or at least less significant then those of the
propasal. “This requirement, 1o the *detriled stetement® requiremant, secks to enswwe that 2ach agency
decision maker has before him and takss into proper account ell possible approsches to & particalar
project (inchurding totel abandpament of the projest) which would alter the sovironmente] impact and the
cost-benefit balance. Only in that fashian is it likely that the mast intellipent, optimally beneficiat
decision will pltimately be made " Calvers Cliffs, 449 F24 st 1114,

NEPA noalysis and documentation should be degigned to both tnform Federal sgency decisions
and provide far collaboretive, coordinated decisions by making "sdvite end information useful in
mstoting, mpinteining, and anhancing the quality of the environment” availeble to Staies, Tribas,
counties, ¢ities, institwtions and individuals, Secton 102(2) (G}, 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2) (@), NEPA slso
requeires Fedaral egencies to support internationsl cocperation by recognizing “the plobal characier of
eavironmental problems apd, where consistent with the foreign policy of the United States, lend
appropriale support to-initiatives, resolutians, and programs designed to waximize inemationn]
cooperation in anticipating and preventing n declioe iz the quelity of mankind's world sovironment.”
Section 102(2) (F), 42 U.5.C. § 4332(2) (F).

Federal actions mey cause effects on the human enviranment thet are oot significeat enviromment
effects, in isolation, but that are signiﬁcmn in the agprzpate or that will lead to significent effects. Since
1970, CEQ bas construed the tenn “majoy Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human
eavirogment” as requining the considerative of the “overall, cumulative impact of the action proposed
{and of further actions contemplatsd),® 35 Fed, Reg, 7350, 7391 (1970). “Cumulstive impact™ is defined
in CEQ's NEF A repulations as the *impact on the eaviroament that results from the incremental ippact
of the acton when added to otber pest, present, and reasppably foreseenble future actons .. " 40 CFR. §
1508.7. CL Keppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S, 390, 413414 (1976). CEQ iaterprets this ragulation ns
referring only to the cumulative impact of the direct and indirect effects of the proposed acbon or iis
nlterpatives when added to the oggrepate effects of past, present, ond reesonebly foreseeable future

G-22.83
cont.



lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.83
cont.


Letter G-22

10

actions. See, CEQ Ouidence on the Copsideration of Past Actions in Curmulative Effects Analysis (June
24, 2005) at 2, 3 (wwww.oepa.gav/nepe/regs/Goidonce_on_CE.pdf).

As explained ip prior CEQ puidence, eod described in its bandbook Considering Cupndative
Effects, the analysis of cumulative efizcts beging with consideration of the direct end indirect effects oo
the environment that are expected or likely to result from e proposal for agency action or its reasonable
alternetives. See Considering Cumulaiive Effects (CEQ 1997) ot www.nepa.pov. Agencies then should
coasider the affected environment by loolking for effects of past, present, and reasonnbly foresesable |
future getions that are, in the judgment of the pgefcy, relevant bacange their sifects would intrease or
change in combinativn with the direct and indirect effects of the proposal for agency sction or its
alterpatives. The relevant cumulative effects typicaliy result from buman activities with effects that
accumulobe within the temporal and peographic boundaries of the effects of the propused acten.

The purpose of cumulative cifests analysis is to document agensy consideration of the context
and intensity of the efects of & proposal for apancy action, particularty whether the action is releted to
other actions with individually insigmificent but cumulatively sipnificent impacts. 40 CFR 1508.27(bY
(7). After such documentation, the dual purposes of NEPA will be satished. The public can scrutinize
the relevant effects, and the agency, having beea made alert to them, can decide bow to procecd. The
Supreme Court hos emphasized thet agencies may properly limit the scope of theis cumulatjve efects
ennlysis besed op practical considzrations. K7eppe, 427 U.8 at 414 ("Even if epvironmenta)
interelationships could be showa conclusively to extend across basing and drainage eress, practical
considsrations of fensibility might well necessitate regiricting the scope of comprehensive statements™),
See alap 40 CFR 1502.22 (regarding ecquisition aud disclosure of infarmation that is “relevant to
reasonably foresesgble significant adverss impacts™ and “essentisl to & reasoned choice ameng
eliernatives™).

2 Climate Chrnge in Geperal.

The science of climate change is rapidly developing, and s only briefly summarized in this
guidance to illustrate the sources of scienfific informatien that are presently availsble for consideration,
CEQ's. first Arrmsl Report tm 1970 discnssed climate chaoge, concluding that “mem may be changing his
weather.” Enviroamental Quality: The First Apmual Report at 93, At that time, bumen activities had
increased the mean lavel of atmosphetic carbon dioxide to 325 parts per million (ppm). Since 1970, the
concentration of eirmaspheric carbon dioxide has increased et o rmie of ebout 1.6 ppm per year (1979-
2008) to the presant level of approximately 385 ppm (2008 globally averaped value). See ULS.
Depariment of Commercee, National Ocegnie rnd Atmospheric Administration Earth Systems Roscarch
Lsbomtary (http:/fwww.esrl.noas.gov/gmd/cogg/trends/). The 'ntmnsphm‘ic concentrabians of other, mare
potent GHGs bave alas increased to Jevels that fac excead their lovels in 1750, at the beginning of tha
industrial era. As of 2004, human activities sumally produced more then 4% bitlion toos of GHG
measured in carbon dioxide squivelency aceording to the Jpterpovernmenl e
{IPCE), TPCC Fougth Assessment Report: Synthesis Report at 38 (hitp:ffwwer. mch!pdﬂassssmcnt—
reportfard/syrfard_gyr.pdf). Nearly every aspect of energy choices and wsc gffect the development of
fossil fuel and other snergy resources, either adding to or reducing the cumulstive ol of GHG
€miSs51005.

Tt is now well established that rising globa] GHO emissions are sipnificantly nffecting the Enrth's
cliomtz, These conclusions ems built upon a scientific record thet has been created with substantial
centribulicns Fom the United States’ Global Chenge Research Program (formerly the Climate Change
Seience Program), which focilitates the creation and spplication of knowledpe of the Eerth's global
cxvirooment through research, obszrvations, decision suppart, and eommunication.

fivwnanw. c c.anv
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Based primarily on the seisntific sssessments of the USGCRP and NRC, EFA has issued o
. finding that the changes in our climate eavsed by GHG emissions endanger publie health aad welfare;

. (BEndengerment and Cause or Coatribute Findings for Greenbouse Gases Under Saction 202(g) of the
Clean Air Act, December 15, 2009, 74 Fed. Reg. 66458). Ambient concentrations of GHGs do not cause
direct adverse bealth effects (such as respiratory or toxic eEfeols), but piblic bealth risks and impacts a5 8
result of elevated atmospheric concentrations of GHGs occur via climate change. 74 Fed. Reg, at 66497-
98. For example, EPA haes estimated that climate chengs can exacerbate tropospheric ozone jevels in
soma parts of the U.S. Broedly, EPA stales that the effects of climate chanpe pbserved to date and
projected to oceur in the fiutire ipcluds, but are not limited to, mare frequent and intense best waves,
more gevers wildfires, degraded air quality, more beavy downpturs and floading, incressed drought,
greater sen-level rise, more intense storms, barm to water resouress, hamm to egriculbors, end hermm to
wildbife and ecosystems. Tie Administrator has determined that these impacts are sfects op public
health ond walfare within the meaning of the Clean Air Act However, the Administrator does not
curreatly believe that it is possible to quantify with great specificity (Le. geographic}, the various health
effects from climete change but, because the risks from unusually bot deys and nights end fram heat
waves gra very serious, hes propased to find that on balence that these risks support 8 finding thet public
bealth js endangered even if it is also possible that modast temperature inereases will heve some
beneficial health effects, The EPA findings cite IPCC reports that climate change impacts or human
bealth in U.8. cities will be compounded by populetion growih and eo eging population end GCRP
reporis that climate change has the poteptial to accentuale the disparities olteady evident in the Americen
health care systems as many of the expected health effects are likely fo fell disproportionately oo the poor,
the elderly, the disabled, and the uninsured.

v, co il

With the purpose of informing decision-msling, CEQ proposes that the NEPA process should
incomporate consideration of both the impact of an ageacy ection on the eavironment through the
mechanism of GHG exdssions end the impact of changing climate on that agency setion. This is not
intzoded as & “oew'* component of NEPA analysis, but ratber as & potentially importent factor to be
coasidarad within the existing NEPA framewark. Where an agency determines thet an assesstment of
climute igsues is eppropdate, the agency shouwld identity altemative actions jhat are both adapted to
soticipated climete change impects apd mitigate the GHG emissions that canse climste change, As noted
ebove, NEPA aoalysis of climate change jssues necessarily will evolve to reflest the scieptifie
informetion aveilable and the legsl and policy context of decisians thet the NEPA process is intended to
inform. Therefore, once this pnidance {5 issued in fioal focm, CEQ intends to yevise it 13 wanezated to
reflact developmetsts in the taw, policy, ond science regarding climate change,

VL SPECTFIC QUESTIONS FOR PUBLIC REVIEW

Tn addition to comments on this draft guidaoes document, CEQ also requests commeat on lend
| asd resouree manegement issues, including:

1. How should NEPA documents regardiog long-range ecergy and resource management

proprems assess GHG emissions and climate change impacts?
"2. What should be included in specific NEPA puidacce for psujests npplicable to the federal

land management agcncu:s?

3. Vyhat should be included in specific NEPA guidance for Jand munagemant plapning
applicable to the federal land mapsagement agencies?

4, Should CEQ recomrmend any particular pmtocols for assessing land mauagemnut pructices
and their efect on carbon release rod sequestmbion?

G-22.83
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5. How should uncertainties associated with climate cheoge projections end spectes end
ecosysiem responses be addressed in protocols for assessing land manegement practices?

6. How shauld NEPA ansiyses be tailored to address the beneBcial effects on GHG emissious

. of Federel lend and mesource masagement actions? -

7. Should CEQ provide guidance to agencies oo determining whether GHG emissions are
“significant” for NEPA purposes, At what lovel should GBG emissions be considered to
have sipnificant cumuletive effects. In this cootext, commenters may wisb o congider the
Supreme Coust decision in Mogsochusetls v, EPA. 549 U8, 497, 524 (2007).

After consideratinn of public comment, CEQ intends to expeditiously issue this guidance in final form.

In the meantime, CEQ does not intznd this guidance to become effective until its issuance in fioa] form.

#iw#
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Pevmit and Resource Management Depmtment -
VISTUAL ASSESSMENT GUIDELINES

PURPOSE

The purpose of this administrative procedure is ko provide guidelines for the assessment of
visual [mpacts In the preparelion of Initizl Studies and Environmental Impact Reports,

GENERAL

These guldefines provide procedures to guide staif and consultant’s in preparing and analyzing
visual impacts. Whila the analysis of visual impacts invalves qualitative judgemants, this
protedure fs intended to define a methodoingy that utilizes to the extent practicable, objective
standards that can be described and ulilized in a consistent manner.

PROCEDURE
To analyze the visual efiecis of a specific project the fallowing procedures should be followed.

1. Determine Viewpolints and Charactart-g Environmental Setting

Project impacts will ba analyzed by considedng public viswing points. Publle viewing
polnts include public roads, public ralls, and public parks. Cther publle gathering places
may be considsred on a case-by-case basis. Start with lopographic maps and aerial
photos. Follow up with a "windshteld" survey of roads in the vicinlty of the project to
detemmine where the project would be mostvisible to the general public, Considera
variety of viewpgints, and not anly the point at which the project is most visible. The
*basefine™ environmentsl setting of viewpoinls should be discussad in terms of existing
physical features, as well 28 applicable ragulatluns pertaining 1o davelopmeant and

scenic resources,

2, Prapare Photos to lllustrate Visuaf Impacts

Photographic analysis is required to evaluale potential visual impacts, Architectural
renderings can be used for design constderations, but are discouraged in visual Impact
analys’s because they tend v soften the effects. The visusl impact enalysis focuses on
the mass, scele and contrast of the structure inrelation to ts surmunding.

A For smeller projecks, staff shall coordinate with the applicant 'o construct story
poles, or tethered balloon clusters that acturately represent tha heighi and
location of the profect Tha story poles or balloon tethers should be marked at 5-
foot intervals to provide 2 reference scale on the pholos.  In some Instences a
nofice to the area resldents describing the purpose for the story poles should be,
provided and/or site visit should be aranged {or the daclsion-making bady.’

Take photos of the site from the various viewpoints identified in Step 1, or
require the applicant’s represeniative or consultant to provide photos taken from
the selectad viswpoints siorg with a slte ptan illustrating the lacation and height
of each story polé and the viewpeints for the phatos. If telephoto photos are to
be taken, be sure that a similar phato |s taken that reprasents the view sesn by
the human eye, A 360 degree pancramic view, taken from where Lha project will
be lecated, Is helpful to canvey the surreunding landscape.

The photos shauid be marked by outlining the proposed structure using the story

SAPROJ_REVIEWWisual Assessment GuldelinssiVISUAL ASSESSMENT.w
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poles or balloons as a guide for the roaf fine and comers of the structure. In
sorma Instancas, offslte views may ba at such a distance, that the balloons or
story poles ara not readily apparent in the photos without the use of a telephoto
lens — Includa both telephoto and nommal eye view In these instancas may be

" neaded to llustrate the sbucture.,

B. For more complax projests, a digitized photo simulation may be required The
following tasks are apprapriate for visual essessments prepared by consultants:

1.

10.

Photogmaph site from viewpoinis delermined in Step 1 abave. Verify site
photography locations on fiel maps for use with computer mods! of the
proposed project Delineate additional field references to help verify the
computer modeling and viewpolnt locations.

Prepara bassline pholographs from selected vtaWpoints forthe

simulabans,

Develop plan and saction figures deseribing the v:suaI conditions within
the praject viewshed.

Produce a 3D realistic computer madel of the proposed project using
topogrephic, architectural and landscape drawings of project. Use
AutoCAD or other appraprists software to develop tha 30 terraln and

architecturs! especis of the model. ~

Additional simuiations mzy be done lo lluskate the effect of mitigation
from landscepa screening growth at 8- or 10-year intervals following
construction.

Apply the proposed bullding matarials and paint colors ko the model and
render, duplicating the view zngle, distancs, lighting eenditions and time
of year in the existing conditions photograph. Use exisling elements In
the baseling photograph as control peints to register the mods| to the
photogmph. Repeat for each viewpoint

Verify viewpoint accuracy ushng computer plot overlays on bese
photographs.

Digltize base photographs for each selecled viewpoint
Produce visual simulations that accurately show the proposed project

(“before and =fter”) for each selected viewpoink. The simulations should
rapresent the mass, scale, density and proposed grading of the project

. Tha computer simulation must include: all greding Inciuding roadways,

driveways, landscape and paking sress and free removal for reguired
fire bresks: all ssuctures and ancillary facllities; and land=scaping et the
Ume that construction is completed.

Analyze project Impacts as described below.

SAPRO_REVIEWWVisual Assessmant GuidelinesiVISUAL ASSESSMENT wpd
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3. Characierize the Site's Sensitivity

The visual sensithvity of the project site shovld be given arating of fow. moderate, high
or maximum using the following criteria In Table 1.

Table 1
Site Sensitivity

Sensifivity

Charactaristics

Low

The slta is within en uban land use deslgnation and has no lapd usse or
zoning designatons potectng stenic resources. The project vicinity s
characterized by urban development or the site Is surmounded by urban
zoning cesignations and has no histaric character and Is not a gateway lo a
community. Thé project slta terrain has visible slopes less than 20 percent
and Is not oh & prominent ridgaline and has ne significant natural vegetaton
of aesthelic valua io the surrounding community.

Moderte

The stte or portion thereaf 15 within a rural iand use designation oren urban
designallon that does not meet the criteria above for low sensitivity, but the
site has no land use orzoning designations protecting scenlc resources,
The project vicinlly Is characterized by rural or urban deveiopment but may
Include historc resoutces or be considered a8 galaway to a comimunity, This

category Includes bullding or construction shes with vishble slopes less than

30 percent or where there is significant natural featuras of aesthetc value
that Is wsibla from public roads or public use aress (Le. parks, ajls ete,),

High

The site or any porijon thereof is within a tand use or zonng designation
protecting stenit or natural resources, such as General Flan deslgnated
scenic landscape units, coastal zone, community separators, or seenle
corfidors. The shta vicinity Is generally characterized by the natura! satting
and forms a scenic backdrop forthe community or scenic corridor. This
category Includes bullding and censtruction areas within the SR dasignation
located on praminent hiltops, visible slopes less than 40 percent or where
there are significant nalural features af aesthetic value that are visible from
puhiie roads or public use areas {Le. parks, trails efe.). This category also
includes bullding or canstruction sites on prominent ridgefines that may not
be designated a5 seanlc resources but are visible fiom a desigrated scenic
coridor- |

Maximum

The site-or any portion thereof is within' s land use or zoning destgnation -
protecting scenlc esources, such as General Plan deslgnated scenic
landscape unlts, coastal zone, community separators, or scenic comidars,
The site vicinity s generally charactertzad by the natural setting and forms a
stenic backdrop for e designated scenic conidar. This categary includes
bullding or canstruction Stes within the scenic resource designalion on or
near prominent ndgelines, visible slopes greater than 40 percent or where
there ara significant natural feplires of aasthehc value that are visible from a

designated scenlc comidor.

Note: A ridgeline is a landforin which, when viewed from a public street, is sithouelted against
SAPRO._REVIEWWisuinl Assassmenl GuldalinasISUAL ASSESSMENT.wpd '
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the sky and where no earth hackdro;i is provided by the subject or contiguous property for 2
proposed struclure.

4, Determine Visual Dominance

The visual dominance of the project is detemmined comparing the contrast of the
fallawing elements or characteristics of the project with its surroundings and giving a
rating of inevidant, subordinate, co-dominant, or dominant:

Form: shape, gecmetry, complexity

Line: the edge of the shapa, boldness, complaxity of silhouette, orientation
Color reflectivity, hus (actusl color), value (dark or light)

Textire: surface characterstics, randomness, graln (fine or coarse)

Night Lighting - .

Based on the critefion Ested above, dafine the visual dominance of the project as
described in Table Z

Table2
Visual Dominance

Dominance Charagteristles -~

end alirect attention away from the surrounding landscape.
Formn, Iine, colar, texture, and night lighting eontrast with existing
elements in the surrounding landscape.

Dominamt Project elements are strong - they stand uut-against the setting .

Co-Dominant Project elements are maderale — they can be prominent within
the setfing, but attract attention equally with other landseape
features. Form, line, color, texture, and night fighting are
cormpalible wilh their surroundings.

Suberdiniale Project Is minfmally visible from public view.” Element contrasts
ere weak - Lhey can be saen but do not attract attention, Project

generally repeats tha form, line, color, exture, nd night fighting
of Its sumoundings. '

Inevident Project Is generally nat visible from public view because of
Intervening natural land forms or vegetation,

5, Determine Significance of Visual impacts
The determination of visual impact s_lgniﬂcanc:e is made by:

a. Establishing the level of visual sensilivity of the site using lhe criteria discussed
Tabls 1.

SAPROJ_REVIEWIVIsual Assessment GuldelnestVISUAL ASSESSMENT.wpd
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. Visual Assessment Procedure L. . — =

Page &
b Charaderizing the visual dominanca of the projedt in temms of its form, fine, calor, G-22.84
texture, and lighing as described In Table 2. cont '
¢. ' Determining significance of the visual impactby mmﬁaring site sansftivity with

visual dominance of the project in accordance in Table 3.
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Table 2
Thresholds of Significance
for

" Visual impact Analysis

Visual Dominance —‘
Sensitivity N . .
Dominant Co-Dominant ) Subordinate | Inevident-
Maximum Significant Significant Slgnificant Less than
) significant
High Significant Significant Lessthan .| Llessthan
slgnificant significant
Moderate Signliicant Less than Less than Less than
signficanl slgnificant signfficant
Low - | Less than Less then Less than Less than
significant significant significant slgnificant
B. Mitigation Measures. Possible rnlﬂgaﬁon maasures for visual impacts inchide the
following: -

Limit the extant of grading, tee removal, amount of cuts and fMis, length of madways,
helght of retaining walls and areas for bullding envelopes. Conservation easements
may be appropriets to protect viewsheds and sensitlve visual resources.

Buliding envelopes may need to be adjusted to avoid the most visibls locations and/or
reduced in size. Skuctures could be limited i thelr slze or height to reduge bulk and
contrast

Color and texturs af buliding materials should be conslstent with the surmounding
snvironment. Nonseflactive surfaces and darker mlors should be ulilized 1o avaid glare’
and contrast.

Require screening vageta_h'on and landscape plens subject 1o Dasion Review.

Require exteror Bghting plans subject to Deslgn Ra\;iew. Exterior ighting shall be low '

maunted, downward casting and fully shielded to prevent glare. Lighting shall not wash
out structures or any portions of the site.  tight fixtures shali not be located st the
periphéry of the property and  shal! not spifl over onto adfacent properties or into the
sky. Flood lights are not permittad. Parking lot fixtures should be limited in helght (20~
feet). Al parking ot and/or sireet Eght fixtures shall use full cul-off fixtures, Lighting
shall shut off automatically after closing and security ighting shall be motion-sensor
activated.

. Lighting plans shouid be designed tb meet tha appropriate Lighting Zone standamis from
Title 24 effective Oclober 2005 {LZ1 far dack areas, |.Z2 for rural, LZ3 for urban).

SAPROJ_REVIEWWIsual Asseasment Guldelines\VISUAL ASSESSMENT wpd ‘
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RESOLUTION N O 010-2014

A RESOLUTION. OF THE CITY COUNCEL OF THE CITY OF CLOVERDALE
DECLARING A STAGE 2 WATER SHORTAGE CONDITION AND DIRECTING
IMPLEMENTATION OF MANDATORY WATER DEMAND REDUCI‘ION
DIEASURES

WHEREAS onJ anuary 22, 2014, the Cloverdale City Council adopted Urgency Ordmanoe 691-
2014, cstabllshmg provisions for rediicing water use upon declanng the emstcnce ofa Waher
shortage emergency condmon within tha Czty; and .

WHEREAS Urgency Ordmance 691-2014 was adopted as an Urgency Ordinance due to the
current drought éonditions and to the C1ty's currant water supply; and

: ‘WHEREAS -as a retail water purveyor, it is 1mp0rtant that the City of Cloverdale manages lts
water producuon, as well a3 heIp manage water consumption within its area; and

WHEREAS calendar year 2013 was the dnest on record fOr the Russian River watershed, and
WI-IEREAS the City’s water supply is from a well field alung the Russian Rwer The

productlon capacity of the City’s well field is influenced by the amount of annuel rainfall in the

Russian River watershed and subscquenﬂy the ﬂow charactenstlcs of the river; and

WHEREAS fl'om the panod begmnmg December 7, 2013 and endmg J’anuary 14, 2014 the flow
in the Russian River, as measured by the United States Geological Survey river station near
Cloverdale, d.mpped from 127 cubic feet per second to 43 cubic feet per second and

_ WHEREAS at ziver flows below 100 cnhlc feet per second, the City’s water mpply wells do not
have suﬂicuent capacity to supply current average day summertime den:.ands and

WHEREAS, zf the Rissian River flows stay at or near 40 cubic feet per second ﬁ‘om the prescnt
and throughout the summer months, and there is no reduction in water demands, the City is

Let_ter G-22

TG-22.85

projected to have a storage deficit (supplies not sufficient to reﬁﬂ"waterstorage'mks'ﬁ“ﬁ‘dm)r
basis) as early as Aprl 1, 2014, with complcte deplctton of the storage tanks w:fhm 8 weak or
two (2) of beoommg dcﬁcxe:rt, and - .

WHEREAS, in response to the projection of madequate supply capamty in the cunnng montbs
and in accordance with the Conservation of Water Supply Orchnance codified into the Mummpa]
Code as Title 13 — Chapter 13.05 (which was adopted by the City Couacil as Urgency Ordinance
691-2014, on January 22, 2014), the City Council may, by resolution declare 2 Stage 2 Water
Shortage Emcrgancy condition and establish the overall water reductmn amount.

NOW, TEIBREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the C‘xty Coumncil of the City of CIovcrdale does
hereby find, determine and declare, in accordance with Section 1 (8) of the City’s Conservation
of Water Supply Ordmance, :1 Mandatory Stage 2 Water Shortage Emc:rgancy condition and
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directs the implementation of all water demand reduction measures specified in the City's Water
Shortage Emergency Ordinance for a Stage 2 Water Shortage Emergency condition w1th an
overall water use reduction amount to be 25 % below 2013 water use,

It is hereby certified that the foregoing Resolution No. 010-2014 was duly introduced and duly
adopted by the City Council of the City of Cloverdale at its regular meeting on this 22™ day of
January, 2014 by the following Roll Call vote: (5 ayes - 0 noes)

AYES in favor of: Mayor Russell, Vice Mayor Cox, Councilmember Brigham, Councilmember
Maacks, Councilmernber Palla

NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:
APPROVED: ATTESTED:
!
eo | uss | M lose o fF ™

Carol Russell, Mayor ' Roberto J. Bartoli, Deputy City Clerk

22252851
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URGENCY ORDINANCE NO. 691-2014 | T G-22.86

AN URGENCY ORDINANCE OF CITY OF CLOVERDALE AMENDING THE
CLOVERDALE MUNIC]I’AL CODE TO ADD CHAPTER 13.05, -
“CONSERVATION OF WATER SUPPLY” ESTABLISHING PROVISIONS FOR
REDUCING WATER USE UPON DECLARING THE EXISTENCE OF A

WATER SHORTAGE EMERGENCY CONDITION WITHIN THE CITY OF

CLOVERDALE, PROHIBITING THE, WASTE AND NON-ESSENTIAL USE OF
WATER, AND PROVIDING FOR THE CONSERVATION OF THE WATER

SUPPLY OF THE CITY OF CLOVERDALE

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CLOVERDALE DOES ORDAIN AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Findinps for Adoption of Ordinance as an Urgency,
The City Council does hereby find and declare as follows:

(A) A public hearing was held on Jenuary 22, 2014, on the matter of whether the

-City should adopt this Ordinance establishing provisions for reducing water use upon

declaring the existence of a water shortage emergency condition within the water service

area of the City, including all water service areas served by the City outside the City
limits.

(B) Notice of said hearing was published in the Cloverdale Reveille, a newspaper
of general circulation printed and published within said water service area of the City.

(C) Since the publishing of the hearing, City Staff made the decision to bring this
Ordinance forward as an Urgency Ordinance due to the immediate need for water
conservation, ,

(D) At said hearing all persons present were given an opportunity to be heard and
all persons desiring to be heard were heard.

E) 'I‘he City Council heard and has considered each protest agamst the
declaration and all evidence presented at said hearing.

(F) This Ordinance is to be adopted as an Urgency Ordinance in accordance with
Califomia Government Code section 36937 based on the following findings of fact:

(1) This Urgency Ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation of
the public peace, health and safety due to the current water shortage emergency condition
existing within the water service area of the City, including all water service areas served
. by the City outside the City limits.

{2) The ordindry demands and requirements of the water consumers in the
City water service area cannot be met and satisfied by the water supplies now available to -

Pagelof14



lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.86


Letter G-22

the City without depleting the water supply to the extent that there would be insufficient G-22.86
water for human consumption, sanitation and fire protection. cont.

{3) The water shortage emergency and drought conditions have resulted
in the City Council baving to consider a Resolution at its Jennary 22, 2014 Council
meeting to declare that a Stage 1 Water Shortage Emergency condition exists within the
water service area of the City including all water service areas served by the City outside
its limits. This Urgency Ordinance is needed to be in place prior to that Resolution in
order to provide the regulations and gnidance of what residents need to do to help the
City continue to supply the water needed for human consumption, sanitation and fire
protection. This Urgency Ordinance incorporates by reference all ﬁndmgs within
Resolution 010-2014, considered by the Council on Jammary 22, 2014,

(G) At any time subsequent to the effective date of this Urgency Ordinance, the
Cloverdale City Council may, by resolution,: (1) declare that the water shortage
emergency has ended, (2) change the Stage of the water shortage emergency, and/or (3)
change the rationing requirements associated with Stage 1, Stage 2 and Stnge 3 Water
Shortage Emergencies.

Section 2. Amendment.

The Cloverdale Municipal Code, Title 13, “Public Services,” is hereby amended to add
Chapter 13.05, “Conservation of Water Supply,” to read as follows:

TITLE 13 - CHAPTER 13.05
CONSERVATION OF WATER SUPPLY

13.05.010 Purpose and Authority

13.05.020  Definitions :

13.05.030 Suspension of New Connections to the City’s Water System ,

13. 05.040 Waste of Water Pro]nbxted

13.05.050 Pro]:ihiﬂon of Non-Esséntial Use of Water

13.05.060  Sigms on-Lands Supplied from Private Sonrces or Supplled With
Recycled Water

13.05.070  Use of Sprinklers Conditional

13.05.080  Variances

13.05.090 ° Enforcement and Fees

13.05.010  Purpose and Anthority

The purpose of this Chapter is to conserve the water supply of the City for the
greatest public benefit with particular regard to public health, fire protection and
domestic use, fo conserve water by reducing waste, and to the extent necessary upon
declaration of a water shortage emergency condition, to reduce water use fairly and
equitably. This Chapter is adopted pursuant to State Law including Water Code Sections
350 to end including 358, and Sections 31026 to and including 31029,

13.05.020  Definitions

Pege2of 14
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The terms used in ﬂns Chapter sha]l have the fol]owmg meamngs . - : NG-22.86
. cont.

(A)Approvals needed for development — Thesé include all the approvals
needed for development mcludmg through appmval of the building permlt

(B) Blatant nnneomphance If dunng a water shextage emergency, it is
evident to the City Mauager through billed watér use or observation of the‘water waste at
the pmperty that the customer is obwously or hletanﬂy not complymg with the water use
rentnctmns in eﬁ‘ect ’

: (C) Corresponmng billing penod - A similar, billing period occum;ng ina pnor
demgnated year to which curent water use is compared for the IJIII]JQSB of determ:mng
the percent reductlon imuse. - '

. (D)an system An n:ugauon system dewnstream of a reduced pressure .
- device ﬁtted with drip em1tters, bnbblers or low pressure m:cro—;et sprayers '

(B)ETo - Evapoh'ansplration dar.d reported 88 reference evapotmnspuatlon :
for gach California Irrigation Management Information Syetem (CDMIS). weather station
located in Sonoma and Marin Couinties. (Local ETo data -is avaﬂab]e on thc CIMIS
Websri:e http./fwwwcums water ca.govfczm:sfweleome Jsp) SR

: 13) ETo Adjustment Factor - A factor to mulnply times ETa to detenmne the -
appropriate amount of sprinkler water to’ ap_ply to turf grass; garden, landscaped area,

" ftreés or shmhs w]ule rationing is in effect. The ‘amount of water to apply is found by

muluplymg the area of ]andscape to be m:tgaj:ed (square feet) times the appmpnaic ETo

Adjustment Fattor (see percentage in Section 9(c)) times ETo (inchee for & piven pedod .

of time - typ:ca]ly three (3)to séven (7) days) ’umes 7 48/12 1o couve:t to gallnns .

. (G)Healﬂlcare and ;mbhc safety use - Use of water by mstom:rs whose_
p]:mmpal purpusem to ‘provide_ health services to the public (such as h05p1tels clinics,
invalid and senior care. facilitics and ‘homes, and doctor, dentlst, opfometrist and
chn'opractor oﬁﬁces etc.) or which prowde vitel public safety services (such as police

" stations, jails, fire ‘stations, utility services, .efc.). Not J.ucluded in this clags are office
buildings that provide solely administration services (such as hehlth ms{rance )
urganmuons etc) or landscepmgusee at anyhea]rheare or pubhc safety site. - '

(H) h:uga.tlon only use - Water use downstream of & City owned billing meter
- whnse pnmnpal purpose, and demgu 18 to serve ngahon use.

- ".(I) Overall® rationing reqmrent - The percent reduetlon in overell
withdrawals from the water system determined by the City Couneil to be necessary in
.order fo achzeve and to safely suvive a declared water shortage emergency '

@) Run-time - 'I'he duratlon in mimates, either. pmgrmnmed or set, for each .
valve cr.mu'olled by an mngauon syster.n clock (eontreller) or manua]ly ope:mted_ . '
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. (K)Shop wnit - A type of residential unit which is separately metered and \G-22.86
which involves a dwelling unit that is incorporated into the premlses of & business - cont.
sometimes also referred to as a shop house or live/work unit. , . '

. (L) Sprinklers - As used in this Chapter, the term sprinklers means an
irrigation sprinkler connected to 2 hose, irrigation sprinklers connected to an m—grmmd
pipe system and soaker hoses or porous plpelmes operating off of normal service
pressure. oo

(M) Vl;olaﬁqn Reconnection Fee - 200% of the reconnection fee. -

(N) Water Conservation Coordinator is the City Engineer or ciesi'gnee.

13.05.030 Suspension of New Connechons to the City’s Water Syste.m

(A)From the e.ﬂ"ectwc date the Cxty Council, by resolution, decla:es the
existence of a water shortage emergency, which period is hereinafter referred to as the
suspension. period, no new or enlarged. connection shall be made to the Clty’s water

system cxcept the follomng’
(1)  Connection of fire hydxants.

(2) Connection ‘of property prcvmusly supphed with water ﬁ‘am a .
private water source (sich as a well or spring) wpon submitial and
- approval:of the City Engineer evidence that the private source has
failed or dried up or has otherwisé been tmpaired by a drought or
water shortage event to such a degree that the source no longer can
meset mxmmal potable water needs of the apphcant.

(3 Dun.ug Stage 1 new cunnectmn of property for w]nch the
.applicknt has obtained all approval required for development, -
- except potable water supply, and agreas to defer installation of torf
landscaping until after tile suspcnmon period, |

(4) . During .Stagc 2 and 3, if. the overall | mendatory rationing
- requirement is less than 25%, connection of property for which the -
applicant has obtained all approvals required for development,
“except potable water supply, and agrees to defer installation of turf
landscapmg untll after the suspenmon peried.

(5) Durng Stage 2 end 3, if the overall mandatory rationing

" requirement is equal to or greater than 25%, connection of property

for which the applicant: bas. obtained all approvals required .for

development .except potable water supply; agrees to defer’
ingtallation of turf landscaping until after the suspension period;

and, either retrofits good.quality water consérvation fixtures and

devices (1,28 gallon per flush toilets, 2.5 gallon per mimute shower
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heads and 1.5 gallon per minufe faucet aerators for kitchen sinks
and lavatories) in five (5) existing single farnily detached dwelling
units served by the City, or pays the City $1,500 per equivalent
single family detached dwelling unit for which water service is
being applied. These payments shall be used by the City to help
fund its expanded water conservation program efforts during the
suspension period. If an applicent chooses the retrofit option and a
selected home already has some water conserving fixtures,
-epplicant shall install conservation fixtures in additional dwellings
as determined necessary by the Clty’s Water Conservation
Coardmator

(B) During the suspension period, applications for water service will be
processed only if the applicant acknowledges in wniting that such processmg shall be at
the risk and expense of the applicant and that if the application is approved in accordance
with the City's regulations, such approval shell confer no right upon the applicant or
anyone €lse until the suspension period has expired, and that the applicant releases the
City from all claims of damage arising out of or in any manner connected with the
suspension of comnections.

(C)Upon the termination of the suspension period, the City will meke
connections to its water system in accordence with its regulations and the terms of
connection agreements for all said appliédtions apptoved during the suspension period.
The water supply then available to the City will be apportioned equitably among all the
customers then being served by the City without discrimination against services approved
- during the suspension period.

(D)Nothing herein shall prohibit or restrict any modification, relocation or
replacement of & commection to the City’s system if the City Engineer determines that the
demand upon the City’s water gupply will not be increased thereby.

13.05.040 ‘Waste of Water Prohibited

(A)No water fumished by the City shall be wasted. Waste of water includes,
but is not limited to, the following: .

' (1) Washing of sidewalks, walkways, driveways, parking lots and
other herd-surfaced areas by direct hosing.

(2)  Escape of water through breaks or leaks within the customer’s
plumbing or private distribution system for any substantial pedod
of time within which such bresk or leak should reasonably have
been discovered and corrected. Tt shall be presumed that & period
of seventy two (72) hours after the customer discovers such a
break or leak or receives notice from the City, is a reasonable time
within which to comect such break or leak or, as a minimum, to
stop the flow of water from such break or leak.,
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(3)  Imigation in a manner or to an extent which allows excessive run- G-22.86
off of water or inreasonable over-spray of the areas being watered. cont.
Every customer is deemed to have his or her water system under
control at all times, to know the manner and extent of bis or her
water use and any run-off, and to employ available alternatives to
apply irrigation water in a reasonably efficient manner.

'(4) Washing cars, boats, trailers or other vehicles and machinery
directly with a hose not equipped with a shutoff nozzle.

(5)  Water for non-recycling decorative water fountains.
(69 Water for single pass evaporative .coo]jng systems for air

conditioning in all connections installed after Jamuary 22, 2014,
unless required for health or safety reasons.

(7}  Water for new non-recirculating conveyor car wash systems.
(8)  Water for new non-recirculating industrial clothes wash systems.

(B) Waste of water shall also include failure to put to reasonable beneficial nse
any water withdrawn fiom the City’s water system as detenmined by the City Engineer.

13.05.050  Prohibition of Nom-Essential Use of Water

. (A)No water fornished by the City shall be used for any purpose declared to
be non-essential by this Chapter. The restrictions in this section shell not apply to use of
recycled wastewater fitrnished by & government agency.

Stagel Water Shortage Emergency Measures - Introductory S?ag_e_ (voluntary reduction)

(B) At any and all times that a Stage 1 Water Shortage Emergency condition is
declared to exist by the City Council, all customers are asked to voluntarily reduce
consumption of water furnished by the City by the overall reduction amount established
by resolution for Stage 1, and all customers of the City are requested to:

(1)  Apply irigation water only during the evening and early morming
hours to reduce evaporation losses.

(2) Inspect all frrigation systems, repair leaks and adjust spray heads to
provide opiimum coverage and eliminate avoidable over-spray.

(3) For imigation valves controlling water applied to turf grass, vary
the minutes of run-time consistent with fluctuations in weather,

(9 Reduce mimutes of rmn-time for each irrigation cycle if water
begins to run-off to guttets and ditches before the imgation cycle
is completed.
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(5) Become informed about and strictly adhere to the City's Water G-22.86
Waste Prohibitions (refer to Section 6 hereof). . * | cont.

(6) Utilize water conservation incentive, rebate and giveaway
programs to replace water guzzling plumbing fixtures and
appliances with water efficient models.

(7)  Tadke adventage of the free information available from the City on
how to use water efficiently, read a water meter, repair ordinary
leaks and how to epply water efficiently to the landscape.

(C) At any and all times that a water shortage emergency condition of Stege 1
or greater is declared to exist by the City Council, the following uses are declared to be
non-essential:

(1)  Refilling a swimming pool drained after the date on which the
initial water shorta @ emer condition wag originally decl
1o exist,

(2)  Water escaping from a broken pipe or leak once discovered and
after passage of a reasonable amount of time to determine bow to
shut off the water.

(3)  Non-commercial washing of motor vehicles, trailers and boats
except from a bucket with use of a hose eqmpped with a shutoff
nozzle for a quick rinse.

Stage 2 Water Shortage Emergency Meamrg‘s: -_Mandatory Rationing - Community
Cooperation Method

(D)At the time of declaration of a Stage 2 or greater water shortage
emergency, an overall mandatory rationing requirement for customers to collectively
meet shall be established. In determining compliance, the City shall rely on water
production records comparing current production trends to trends that would nommally be
expected to occur. Individual customers who can conserve more than the mandatory
conservation requirements established by this Chapter are requested and strongly
encouraged to do so voluntarily in order to help those customers who would incur
economic hardship in order to meet the rationing level. -

('E) At any and all times that a water shortage ea:nergéncy condition of Stage 2
or greater iy declared to exist by the Clty Council, the following additional nses are
declared to be non-essential:

(1) Any residenﬁal use (excluding irrigetion only use) in excess of that
resulting from application of the mandatory residential rationing
requirement esteblished by the Cloverdale City Couneil.
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(2) _ Any xmgahon only use in excess of that resulting- from apphcauon _ \ G-22.86

of 'the- miandatory irrigation rahomng requirément estabhshed by ~ . | cont
the Clove:rdale City Comcil. - . . .

(3 Any’ non-rmdmhal use (excludmg m:xgat:mn only use and

healthcare and.public safcty use) in excess-of that resulting from

application of the overall mandatory rationing reqmrement
estabhshed by ihe- Cloveraale City Council.

(4 Any water. used, for he.althcare and pubhc safety (exclndmg
" irrigation only nse} in excess of the minimum amourit required to
adequately prrmde for healthcare and pubhc safety

" (5)  Any usc of wate:r fmm 4 ﬁ.re hydrant c:xoept for fighting ﬁrcs,
: human consumption, stock watér, essential flushing and ‘clean-up
purposes and’ water uged: for constricen needs. If the overall
:mandatory Tationing rcql.uremeut is equal to or greater than 25%, a
© peringt; issued by the City Engmear shall be required for all hydrant
use cxcapt for water used for fighting fires or for other cmargancy
use dce:med essental by the Fuc Chief. - )

6 - Watezung of any msb.ng tuzf grass,’ omamentn] plant, garden,
o landscaped area, trees, shtubs or other plarits except from & hand-
held hose or cﬁntamar of drip n:ngahon system except as prcmded

m Secﬁqn 13 05 0’70 hereof

)] Watenng of new tm:f Brass orreplac ement turf grass If the overali

mandétory ratxomng requirement is eqial to or greater than 25%,

. this festriction is extended and' applies to watel:mg of any new

1andscaye ot l'EplﬂBBmB’llt lgndscape except in- cases where the

* replicement landscapes will use Icss water than the onglnal
-1811(150813& }i . .

- (8) Imllab :E]]mg of any Swimming pool for Whlch appmval of 3
o cohs[ructlun pm:nut issned by the Clty was made after the date on

(8)  Usefor service of dmkmg water at any :estaurant, eafe, cafetenn
or other public place where food is aold, served or oﬂ‘crcd for sale

- unless ex;n’csslyrequested by a.patron

L® Except in_ cascs of blatant non-oomphance as determined by the City
Manager, individual hﬂlmg records will gemerally not be used during Stage 2 to
determine compliance with the provisions of Sitbsections (e) (1); (2), (3) and (4), it
being assumed that custorners will cooperate to do the best that they can to individually

- meet or exceed the overall mandatory rationing requirément. Violations of non-essential
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uses that come to the attent:on of the Finance Manager howcvcr, will ‘be enforced . G-22.86

puzsuant to the prowmons of Section 11 hereof.. ) - | cont.
Stage 3 Ware oriage Emer a Mea.m eF - datory Rationin .— AIIo tMetha

{G)From and after thc date that the Cloverdale City Council declares thaf a -
Stage 3 Water - Shortage’ Emergency exists, wafer use in excess of the following
allotrents estabhshed for each meter are in add;[tlon dac]ared to be non-wsennal

(1) Residential meters serving single famﬂy detached hamm including
‘ motheér-intlai of second units that are served by the same meter:
65" gdllons per capita per day times the number of permanent
ocecupints. Permanent occupants shall be a whole mimber,
. Babies, chﬂdren, adults snd senior citizens whose principal place
of residence is in the dwelling in question shall each comnt &s ong -
(1) eccupant. In determining the number of permanent occupants,
the City.shall rely upon.data it has acquired from the customer or
oother sources. Provided sufficient tifne is available, the City will
attpt to canvas customers to obtain cum:nt data on permanent
_household occupants .

@) Remdcntra].metem serving miultiple units: any use in excess of that . :
resulfing from apphcahon of the mendatory résidential rationing
. reqmremem estabhshed by the Cloverdale Clty Council,

(3) Irrigation only mctam any use in excess.of that resulting from

application - of the mandatory irrigetion rationing reqlmement
established by the CIove:rda]e Clty Councﬂ ’

(4)  Meters serving any non-residential use_ (excludmg m1gatlon only
metered use and healthcare and public safety use): any. use in -
excess of that result:ng from application of the overall mandatory
rationing requremcnt mtabhshed by the Cloverdale City Councnl

(5) . Meters serving watcr nsed for healthcare and pnbhc safety
(excluding irrigation only use): any use in excess of the minimman
amount required to adequately prmude for healthcarc and public
safety. - - : _

(6)  Meters serving imixed uses: An aﬂoﬁnent to be determined by the
. - City Engineer based upon the criteria coptained in items (1)
* through (5) lmmedlately dbove,

' : (H)Any wstm e.xeeedmg thetr aﬂutment, based on metered bﬂhng records,
shall be billed and required to pay a penalty established by the Cloverdale City Council .
by resolution at the time the Stage 3 Water Shortage Emcrgency is declered. This penalty
charge shall be waived for the first bill received aftér Stage 3 is 1mplemented and shall
terminate the day the suspens:on period ends. o : \
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(D If a connection to the City’s system was not in existence or used in the G-22.86
year esteblished for determination of the mandatory rationing requirement, the City will cont.
estimate use in such year based on other historic records and/or water use by customers
having similar end uses.

() The City Manager, in consultation with the City Engineer, may increase or
decrease the allotment for any customer if he or she determines thet special
circumstances exist and that to do so would better achieve equity in allocation of
available water or better meet health and safety concerns. .

13.05.060  Signs on Lands Supplied from Private Sources or Supplied W;th
Recyeled ‘Water

The owner or occupant of any land within the water service area of the City that is
supphied with recycled wastewater or water from a source not owned or operated by the
City (such as a well, spring or legal surface diversion) which is used to irrigate landscape
which is visible to the general public, will be requested to post and maintain in &
conspicuous place thereon & sign fumished by the City giving public notice of the private
supply.

-13.05.070  Use of Sprioklers Conditional

(A) Any customer of the City may use sprinklers to apply water frnished by
the City to irrigate any torf grass, garden, landscaped area, trees or shrubs provided seid
application is properly controlled and performed in a non-wasteful and efficient manner
confined to the nighttime hours of 7:00 p.m. and 9:00 am. of the next day. In the event
low pressure micro-jet sprayers are present in a drip system, imrigation by the valve(s)
controlling same shall also be confined to the nighttime hours noted above.

(B) The amount of water nommally applied for landscape irrigation shall not
exceed 80% (or such percent as specified by resolution)., This-condition shall not apply .
to residential customers if Stage 3 allotments are i:mplemented.

(C)In determining the amount of water to apply to tm‘f grass, customers are
encouraged-to use the following formuta:

Applied water for turf grass (gallons) = Area of turf grass (square feet)
x ETo (inches for a given period of
time — typically 3 to 7 days)
x BTo Adjustment Factor of 0.64
x conversion factor of 0.62

The ETo Adjustment Factor is baéed on the assnmption that overall in:igatit;n efficiency

is 65% and that the crop coefficient for furf grass is 0.8. Use of this formula to determine

applied water will yield the appropriate amount of water to apply while rationing is in
. effect. '
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(D)In determining the amount of water to apply to landscaped areas G-22.86
contalning a mixture of trees and shrobs, customers are encowraged to use the following cont.
formula: :

. Applied water for mixed trees and shrubs (gallons) =

Ares of Landscape (sgnare feeat)

x ETo (inches or a given period of
time — typically 3 to 7 days)

X ETo Adjustment Factor of 0.48

x conversion factor of (.62

The ETo Adjustrment Factor is based on the assumption that overall irrigation efficiency
is 65% end that the crop coefficient for mixed trees and shrubs is 0.6. Use of this formula
to detemmine applied water will yield the appropriate amount of water to apply while
rationing i8 in effect.

. (E) Water applied by sprinklers shall be applied in short enough cycles to
avoid run-off to gutters and drains.

(F) During the suspension period, use of water by sprinklers is a privilege and
permission to use water in this way may be withdrawn if it comes to the atiention of the
City Engineer that such use by a-given customer is wasteful or in excess of the amount
determined in Section 13,05.070 (B). A common result of wasteful application of water
by sprinklers is evidence of runoff to a gutter.

13.05.080 Variances

(A)Any customer of the City may make writien application for a variance.
Applications shall be addressed fo:

Utility Billing

City of Cloverdale

124 N. Cloverdale Boulevard
Cloverdale, CA 95425

Said application shall describe in detail why epplicant believes a variance is justified.
The City Manager, in consultation with the City Engineer, may grant a varjance to permit
a use of water otherwise prohibited by this Chapter, if he or she determines that failure fo
‘do so would cause:

(1) =o emergency condition effecting the bealth, sanitation, fire
protection or safety of the applicant or public; or

(2)  an umecessary and undue hardship on the applicant or the public,
including but not limited to, adverse economic impacts, such as
Ioss of production or jobs.

Poge 11 of 14



lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.86
cont.


Letter G-22

(B) The decision of the City Manager to deny an application for varance G-22.86
under this section may be appesled to the City Council by submitting a written appeal to ‘ cont.
the City within fifteen (15) calendar days of the date-of the decision. Variances granted
by the City Council shall be prepared in writing and contain any conditions imposed by
the City Conncil in granting said variance. The City Council may require the variance be
recorded at applicant's expense.

13.05.090 Enforcemeni and Fees

(A)Du:ing Stage 2 or 3, shounld the Finance Manager become aware of any
violation of any provision of this Chapter, the following enforcement procedure shall be
underteken:

(1)  For the first such violation, the customer shall be given a warning,
generally by phone or directly in person by a City employee, or by
leaving a door tag notice informing the customer of the problem
and asking that it be corrected.

(2) I the violation continues or is repeated, a certified letter shall be
mailed to the customer who receives the water bill. Said letter
shall describe the violation and request that it be corrected, cured
and sbated immediately or within such specified time ag the
Finance Mapager determines is reasonmable under the
circumstances. Said letter shall state the consequences of non-
compliance with the request.

(3) Ithe viclation continues, the Finance Manager may impose any
peneity established by the City Council under a Resolution
declaring a water emergency, pursue enforcement action pursuant
to Chapters 1.10 throngh 1.15 of the Cloverdale Municipal Code,
or order disconnection of the service where the violation oceurs.

(B) Before reconnection of a service, the customer must stop the violation, pay
all past due charpes on the account, and pay a Violation Reconnection Fee.

. (C)If, during the suspension pedod, a water service is disconnected two or
more times because of violation of this Chapter, a flow restriction device may be instailed
by the City before service is recomnected. Furthermors, the customer must stop the
violation, pay all past due cherges on ‘the account and pay a Second Violation
Reconnection Fee, If a flow resiriction device is mstal]ed, the City shall remove the same
after expiration of the suspension period.

(D)1t shall be unlawiid for any customer to willfully tamper with or in any
way modify or attempt to modify a City meter or enything within the City's meter box.
Violation shall result in customer being charged a Meter Tampering Fee plus the cost of
labor and materials to remedy any damage caused to the City’s equipment as a result of
such tampering.
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(E) Anyone who vwl]fully takes watar ﬁom thc Chty Water aystem mthuut the G-22.86

" City’s pexmission of who  willfully tamipers with or causes dathage to any “City metar or cont.

‘wafer systein appm-tcuance s hable to the City in the sum of timie and matanals, Blus
- citgtion for code viclation, &9’ 8 civil penalty, for each subsequent act’ durng ‘the
suspc:nsmn period. Thig sum s]:lall be recoverable by civil snit in & court of competent
. Jurisdiction. This section dogs not limit the City’s nght to recover the cost of any C:ty

Water takcn mthout the Clty’s pemsmun. - o

' ® All customer fees reqmrcd by ﬂ:us section shall be set by a resohmon of
the City . : oo .

Sectin3.  Sivessbilty,

If any pmvlmqn of ﬂ:us Urgmcy Olﬂmance or the apphcahon thereof to any person or
c:rcmtance, is held mvalld, the remainder of this Urgency Ordmancc, including the -
apphxfaﬁon of such ‘prt or provision’ tp other persons or circumstances shall not be
_a‘ffectéd fhercby and shall coritinue in full force and efféct. To this end, provisions of this
Urgency Ordinance are severbie. The City Council hereby declares that it 'would have
paséed each section, subsccuon, subdmmon, paragraph, sentence, clanse or phrase ‘hereof
n:tespectwe of the “fact- that any one or more sections, subsections, subdiyisions,
) paragtaphs seutances, clausw or, phmseu be held unconsﬁtutmnal, mva‘hd or
_ unenfurceable. o . _ : .

Sectpn . frecnvlm sl '

‘ Thc Clty Cuunc:i] of the Clty of Cloverdale adopts this Ordinance as an Urgency
Ordmancc in accordance with Cahfomla Govmt Code section 36937 based on the

fullomng ﬁndmgs of fact:’

(A)'I'hls Urgency Ordaqance is necessary. for t‘ne m]medmte preaarvahon of
the pubhc peaoe, health, and safety due to the cument water shortage emérgency
. condition éxisting Wwithin the temtory of thc Cﬂy and all water servicg areas aBrVud by the
Clty o‘utmdelts ten:[tory e o _

. (B)The ordmmy demands and requnmncnts ofthe water’ consumers in the
City watcr sérvice area camnot be met and satisfied by the water supphes now available to
this City without depleting the water supply fo the extent that there would be msn;ﬂimant

_ water for hm:nan consumptmn, sanrtauon and fire pmtectmn.

(C)Calendar year 2013 was the dnest on: reconi fur the Russian Rwer:' :
wate:rshad : , : .

' o {D) ’I‘he C1ty’s waier supply {s.from a well field along the Russian River, The
production!capiicity of the City’s well field is influenced by the amount of anmual rainfall -
in the Russian R1v:r Watcrshed and subseqnenﬂy the ﬂow charactmsﬁcs of the river; and
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(E) me the period begmnmg December 7, 2013 and endmg Jﬂnuary 14, - /NG-22.86
2014, the flow in the Russian River, as measured by the United States Geological Survey | cont.
Tiver station near Cloverdale, dropped from 127 cubic feet par second to 43 cubic feet per ..
second. . :

(F) At river flows below 100 cubic feet pér second, the City’s water supply .
wells do -not have sufficient capacity to supply current average day summertime
demands. :

(G) If the Russian river flows stay at or near 40 cubic fee,t per second from the
present and throughout the Sumrner months, and there is no reduction in water demands,
the City is projected to havé 'a storage deficit (supplies not sufficient to refill water
storage tanks on a daily basis) as, early ag April 1, 2014, with complete depleuon of the
storage tanks mﬂ:m a week or two (2) of beoommg deﬁcmnt; and .

(H)The water shortage emergency and dmught conditions have rwulted in the
City Council having 16° Consider o Rwoluhon at its Jannary 22,2014 Council meetmg to
declare a Stage.1 Waicr Shmtagc Emergency condition exists withip the territory of the
. City and all water service aress.served.by the City oufside its temtory This Urgency
Ordinance is needed’ to ‘be in place prior to that Resolntion in order to provide the
regulabons and guidance of what residents need to do to help the City continue to supply .
thewater needad for hnman consmnptmu, samtzmcm and ﬁre protection.

This Urgency Ord:mzmce is newssary for the immedmte prcservatmn of the pubhc peace,
health and safety and, pursuant fo Government Code Section 36937(b), shall take effect
irmmediately upon a four-fifths (4/5) vote of the City Council. The City Clerk of the City
of Cloverdale shell capse this Urgency Ordinance to be published in a newspaper of
genaral mmu]nhon in accordance with Govcmme:nt Code Sectlon 36933 of the State of

T herehy cerﬁfy ﬂlat the foregoing i is & true and camplete copy of an ordmance
duly and regularly adopted by the City at'a regular meetmg thereof hcld on
.Tanuaryzz 2014, by the follomng vote ‘

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPT.ED thls 22nd day of January 2014 by the
fullowmg roll call vote: (5 ayes Onoes) -

AYES: Ma;mr R1mseﬂ, Vice Maym- Cox, Cotmc.ilmembeangham, Councilmember
Maacks, Counclhnember Palla

NOES: .
ABSTAIN: _
A‘I'I‘EST | |

.- : M‘Rss-&'.
Roberto Barto% Jr., Deputy C‘lty Clerk Carol Russe]], Mayor ,
2225284.1 )
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Highway/Transportation District

Jim Eddie
Golden Gate Bridge,
Highway/Transportation District

Debora Fudge
Sonoma County Mayars and
Councilmembers Association

Madeline Kellner
Transportation Authority of Marin

Jake Mackenzie
Sonorma Mavyors and Councilmembers
Association

Stephanie Moulton-Peters
Marin Council of Mayors and
Councilmembers

Gary Phillips
Transportation Authority of Marin

David Rabbitt
Sonoma County Beard of Supervisors

Carol Russell
Sonoma Mayors and Councilmembers
Association

Kathrin Sears
Marin County Board of Supervisors

Shirlee Zane
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

Farhad Mansourian
General Manager

5401 Cld Redwood Highway
Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

Phone: 707-794-3330

Fax: 707-794-3037
www.sonomamarintrain.org
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Amy Dutschke, Regional Director e

Bureau of Indian Affairs ———

2800 Cottage Way S

Sacramento, CA 95825

RE: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians' Proposed
65-Acre Fee-to-Trust Acquisition and Resort Casino Project, Sonoma
County, California

Dear Ms. Dutschke,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Final EIS for the 65-Acre
Fee-to-Trust Acquisition and Resort Casino Project (Project) proposed by
the Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians (Tribe). The following
comprises the comments of the Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit District
(SMART) on the Project. These SMART District comments center
primarily on impacts on the rail right-of-way, SMART operations, and
transportation. SMART submitted comments regarding the Draft EIS on
October 18, 2010; please see comment letter G-11 in the FEIS (p.251).

Response to Commentis

G-11.3. Any crossing of the existing SMART right-of-way would need a
hazard analysis and application to the CPUC. Crossing of the SMART
right-of-way can only occur under the permissions of both SMART and the
CPUC.

G-11.7/G-9.26. While the access improvements identified are
recommendations and not mitigation measures, the level of existing transit
may not be sufficient to serve the project site. It is recommended that the
Tribe work with SMART and the other iocal transit operators to identify the
best way to address the increases in transit demand from both capital and
operations perspectives.

SMART looks forward to coordinating with the Tribe to resolve any further
issues as the Project moves forward.

Sincerely,

Linda Meckel
Associate Planner

T G-23.1
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Adta VAR ;
1081 Palomino Road, 2;; -—"———hf% S
Cloverdale, CA 95425 o A
May 8, 2014 him — e
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region = ' i0: 5. Teie e _
2800 Cottage Way .
Sacramento, CA 95825 ‘ WEGJ'O.’\:' Al __

Rl

Re: The Final Environmental Impact Statemdhtior Cloverdale Ranchena 6f Pormo frdians™ -~ -
Proposed 65-Acre Fee-to-Trust Acquisition and Resort Casino Project, Sonoma County, CA

Esteemed Members of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Interior:

| am a resident of the unincorporated area of Cloverdale, east of the Russian River. | am opposed
to the development of the Casino Complex for the following reasons.

1) There is a poor economic outlook for the proposed Cloverdale Casino Compiex.

Since the proposal to build this complex was initiated, the Graton Casino Resort in Ronhert Park
commenced operations, causing a dramatic drop in the business and profits of River Rock Casino
which is less than 30 miles north on Highway 101. River Rock Casino’s profits are down at feast
30% (The Press Democrat, March 18, 2014), and it was unable to make its May 1% interest
payment on bonds which were issued to finance its building (The Press Democrat, May 1, 2014).

The large population centers which provide the customers for these casinos including the Greater
San Francisco Bay Area and Santa Rosa are much closer to the Graton Casino and Resort and a
significant number of these customers have left River Rock Casino in favor of Graton Casino.
There is no reason to believe yet another casino even farther away from large population centers
would draw enough business to stay alive.

If construction is begun, it has a high probability of not being completed. If completed, this
complex has a high probability of failure. We would be left with empty, decaying buildings, built
on irreplaceable agricultural land in the Scnoma County Scenic Corridor.

2} Woater shortages have been and will continue to affect all residents, businesses, and
agricuitural concems in Northem Sonoma County.

There is ample clear evidence that supplies of water in our area are insufficient due to drought,
population pressure, and the needs of agriculture, the basis for the economy in Sonoma County.
Citizens of Cloverdale and surrounding areas are under water use restrictions. Farmers and
winery owners are meeting with officials to find ways of reducing their water use, not just this
year, but in the future.

This water shortage will be made worse in the future by increased population and the effects of
Climate Change. The fact of Climate Change is now rarely disputed, never in discussions with a
scientific basis, and last week the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change reported that
scientists expect warm areas to get warmer, dry areas drier, and wet areas wetter, The land on
which the Pomo Rancheria wants to build a casino complex is in a very hot, dry area.

Following is approximate water use by facility type, based on studies by John’s Hopkins
University, North Carolina State Agencies, The Community Water Systems Handbook (1871
edition), and Water Best Management Practices Guidelines.

A 24-hour restaurant uses 50 gallons per seat per day. The Casino Complex proposes a 1,000-
seat restaurant therefore using up to 18, 250,000 gallons of water per year.
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Letter |-1

One occupied hotel room requires 209 gallons of water per day. The Casina Complex proposes [-1.2
a 244-room hotel therefore using up to 18, 613, 540 gallons per year. cont.

Auditorium seating requires 5 gallons of water per seat per day. The Casino Complex proposes a
1,300-seat auditonium therefore requiring 6, 500 gallons per event with no limit on the number of
events per year. Assuming 180 shows per year, 1,170,000 galions of year would be needed for
the auditorium though this number couid be higher.

This total of 38,033,540 gallons of water does not include water use for offices, gaming areas and
grounds.

According to the California Department of Public Health the wells providing water to Cloverdale
and surrounding area are utilizing ground water that is under the direct influence of surface water
in the Russian River. Simply stated, all businesses, recreation, hemes, and agricultural concerns

| get their water from the same Russian River aquifer. And in times of drought, which are
inevitable, there is not enough water to go around.

The people of Cloverdale are currently under water restrictions as they were most recently in
2009. Residents of the 100-home community of Palomino Lakes face the same restrictions, and
several wells belonging to people living on the east side of the Russian River have run dry in the
' last few years. In 2008 the National Marine Fisheries instituted requirements that grape growers
‘ severely restrict their use of irrigation to prevent freezing in the spring after a draw down on the
river was so great that endangered salmon were Kilied.

Water is an essential commodity in short supply. Future water shortages are a certainty. We
simply do not have the water resources to support the proposed Cloverdale Casino Complex.

Thank you very much for your attention and for all the work you are doing in a complex
environment of diverse interests, old laws, and new scientific research.

Srlore Edmuvndc

(Ms.) Dobie Edmunds
1081 Palomino Road
Cloverdale, CA 95425
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Letter |-2

5M9/2014 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Re: quastions from a news reporter

Re: questions from a news reporter

Rydzik, John <john.rydzik@bia.gov> Thu, May 15, 2014 at 12:16 PM
To: "Mason, Clark” <clark. mason@pressdemocrat.com>
Cc: "chad.broussard@bia.gov' <chad.broussard@bia.gov>

Hi Clark,

| acknowledge your guestion regarding competition from the Graton facility. |view your question as more of a
comment on the FEIS analysis that desernes a response. A response to your comment and other comments we
expect to receive during the public review period will be included within the Record of Decision.

John Rydzik

Chief, Division of Envronmental, Cultural Resources Management & Safety
Bureau of Indian Affairs

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

(916) 978-6051

On Wed, May 14, 2014 at 4:53 PM, Mason, Clark <clark.mason@pressdemocrat.com> wrote: -2.1
Hi John and Chad,

Looking at the draft emnironmental impact statement for the Cloverdale Rancheria project, under
“Socioeconomic Conditions,” there are projected revenue amounts from gambiling and various other
components such as hotel/ food, etc. It also talks about the percentage that would come from Sonoma
County and how much of the casino spending by local residents would be cannibalized from the River Rock
casino.

Did any of this analysis released in 2010 consider the competition from the large Graton Resort and Casino in
Rohnert Park ~ about 35 miles to the south and closer to the Bay Area population/patron base — which was
expected to open in the future and eventually did in late 20137

It seems that without taking Graton into account that this analysis, or dollar amounts, are pretty irrelevant now.
| do see a footnote that says "major changes in customer demand, local competition or other market
conditions could alter the future projections.”

If you could get back to me by tomorrow that would be helpful.

Thanks,

Clark Mason
Staff Writer
Santa Rosa Press Democrat

707-521-5214

htips #/mail .goog le.comymal Wi ui=2&ik= c9c 37485368 ew=plésear ch=inbox&ii= 1460150016 18b251&siml = 1460150016 18025 12
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May 26, 2014

Amy Dutschyke, Regional Director, Bureau of indian Affairs.

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, Ca 95825

Re: FEIS comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ (Fee to Trust)

Dear Ms. Dutschyke.

Once again, the unholy trinity of a few Indians, a handful of well lobbied politicians, and powerful

politically connected gambling interests are attempting to buily a small country town.

If a triba! trust is granted, 65 acres of land adjacent to Cloverdale, will become an independent entity,
exempted from local regulations, and will pay no sales or property tax. What Cloverdale will receive from
this jumbo project is an increased carbon footprint due to increased traffic, increased crime problems,
increase in poverty level employment, loss of control of land use regulations, and loss of control of water
use regulations.

Please consider our concerns as you deal with this issue.

Janet & Stan Halverson

Mrtaderidr
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315 Rolling Hilt Ct.
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Letter I-5

LYNN COCHRAN CARUSO _
204 Albany Street, Cloverdale, CA 95425, (707) 894-2012
FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust Reg Dif%
Ms. Amy Dutschke, Regional Director g::: gg ;l;‘ust
2800 Cottage Woy Rowte—BEIAS
8¢ way Response Required
Sacramento, CA 95825 Due Date
Memo Ltr
May 28, 2014 Fax
Dear Director Dutschke,
I recently had the opportunity to read over the final environmental impact - T15.1

statement for the Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians proposed projects. Thank you
for the opportunity to share my concerns.

Reading through the environmental consequences of alternative A, the 600,000
square foot casino, 244 room hotel, convention and entertainment center, 1 find many
potentially significant environmental consequences. For water alone, changes to existing
drainage patterns, location in a delineated flood plain and treated effluent spray levels are
all areas of concern. ' 1

I strongly disagree with Impact 4.3 1-5 that says that the effects in groundwater T15.2
levels and on the Russian River from groundwater pumping would be less than
significant. Analyses were done in August of 2009, during a significantly different water
period than the one we are now experiencing. A stage 2 water shortage emergency was
declared in Cloverdale on January 22, 2014. Residents are being asked to cut back usage
by 25%. Lake Mendocino to our north is only at 45% of capacity, and we still have to get
through summer. As we continue to see increasing climate extremes, and severe weather
throughout the US and the world, a reliable source of water for this city will remain a
continual concern. Anecdotally, Bruce Reuser, whose business is not far from the
proposed site shared at the city council meeting of 1/22/14, that a well his company has
used since he was a child and used to give a miilion gallons per year has gone dry.
Alternative A’s need for 74.6 are feet of groundwater per year is hard to fathom when I
daily heat water in a microwave to wash my face, so I won’t waste water heating it. i

Other potentially significant environmental consequences for land, (soil hazards T1-5.3
like erosion and subsidence and the seismic hazards) listed concern me as well. To say
nothing of the effects on the areas biological resources (uplands habitats, wetlands and
other waters of the US, and federally listed species). Air quality effects are also
potentially significant, both during construction and operation (indoor air pollution). The
project’s effect on green house gases and climate change remain a concern. 1

Today’s Press Democrat cover story states, “The business arm of the Dry Creek T1-5.4
Rancheria Band of Pomo Indians notified investors Wednesday that it will defaultﬁgn

py

millions of dollars in bonds used to build River Rock Casino near Geyservi = o
I'know this is outside the FEIS, but this is significant for the Cloverdale Ranchena.of r
Pomo Indians’ future plans. River Rock has additionally laid off hundred§ ;The (ﬁﬁton - -
Casino has changed the equation in our area. — A !

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Alternatives A-D pl:é‘sqﬂi probLgmatiﬁ T1-55
environmental concerns, and should not be allowed to go forward. -

Sincerely,

Lynn C. Caruso
fc[.rm Caruco@gbaﬂ,(obm( net

LA

TVNO

e
N
<



lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
I-5.1

lsb
Text Box
I-5.2

lsb
Text Box
I-5.3

lsb
Text Box
I-5.4

lsb
Text Box
I-5.5


Letter I-6

Mary L. Brugo
) 10 P 316 Rolling Hill Court

peg Dir-——E52o)l— Cloverdale, CA 95425
DZi: RD £ o May 29, 2014
Route____ 4

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director Respons. Roaured

Bureau of Indian Affairs DueDatee o o

2800 Cottage Way R

Sacramento, CA 95825

SUBJECT: “FEIS comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians’ Fee-to-Trust”

The proposed Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust project should not be approved for several
reasons, including:

¢ The economic justification for the proposed project is premised on a market study which

has not been released to the public. Yet Cloverdale residents, City and County
governments are asked to embrace the proposed project based on a “trust us” basis.

» Since the first public scoping meeting during summer 2008 national and local economic
conditions have changed markedly. Thus likely making the market study very outdated.
The Graton casino has totally changed the gaming dynamics for the North Bay area.
Drought conditions have impacted Cloverdale; mandatory water reduction is in force.
Water resources, public and private, are a major concern regarding the casino.

Climate change is evident, resulting in new carbon emission standards and other aspects
of sound resource management.

None of the above conditions favor the future development of a Cloverdale casino. Several
portions of the proposed Cloverdale Rancherta FEIS dated 20614 that refate to resource use and
socio-economic conditions are outdated. While a tribal trust is exempt from local regulations;
that very reason alone is cause for concern that City and County environmental regulations and
development standards will be violated.

Climate Change

In 2014 there is no denying worldwide climate change is here. California, including the North
Bay counties, is among the states developing plans encompassing climate change impacts
regarding future development. Sonoma County has developed “Climate Action 2620” to address
the immediate issues of climate change. Foremost among resource issues for the action plan are
water and our carbon footprint. _—

The concept of a Cloverdale casino, and the research related to its development Ws co@ucteﬂ
mainly over the period 2000-2008 when the reality of climate change was no e?% = T

acknowledged. In 2014 climate change can no longer be considered specul %;men =

e Carbon Footprint " {:::3

One of the principal criteria of “Climate Action 2020” is to reduce the local carbS" footﬁﬁnt
Vehicular traffic is the single biggest contributor of carbon emissions. Option A of the proposed
Cloverdale casino projects about 9,000 daily visitors to Cloverdale. Even with the use of buses

T1-6.1

T1-6.2

II-B.B

T16.4

T165
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Letter I-6

and car pools, that still results in several thousand vehicle trips each day. The further visitors
travel to and from a Cloverdale casino, the more carbon is emitted into the atmosphere. When
viewed within the context of carbon reduction all of the casino options of the proposed project
violate “Climate Action 2020”.

¢ Water Resources

The current 3-4 year California drought is a critical concern statewide. Mandatory water use
reductions of 25 percent were imposed upon Cloverdale during winter 2014. Even without a
castno water availability is already a major concern for Cloverdale.

Droughts are cyclical, with durations lasting a few years to decades. A Sonoma County Water
Coalition is currently reviewing potential groundwater over-drafts, subsidence and depietion in
the county. The coalition notes tree ring studies have indicated the Russian River area
experienced periods of long droughts between 1500-1800 (*'Panel targets groundwater
depletion, Santa Rosa Press Democrat, May 12, 2014” and also State Briefs from Sacramento
“Groundwater management favored, May 28, 2014")

In recent decades droughts have lasted only a few years. The current drought is more severe than
the serious drought of the late 1970s. The severity of the current drought already puts
Cloverdale residents and existing businesses in jeopardy, and a Cioverdale casino would clearly
worsen conditions. In an extended drought how would water allocations be determined?

The FEIS discusses the use of both city water, and alternatively, private well development.
While tribal trust land in not subject to local reguliations, private well development and draw
downs is not a viable solution for neighboring wells during low water periods. Further it would
certainly not be considered “best management practices”.

The FEIS states the tribe will hold discussions with the City about water usage. To date why has
the Cloverdale Rancheria not held preliminary discussions with the City regarding water?
Responsible planning for a project of this magnitude dictates, at a minimum, the time to hold
preliminary or exploratory discussions is before a casino, of any size, is proposed. Anything
less, is decidedly speculative on the part of the tribe and BIA.

Economic Conditions / Graton Casino

Climate change and water shortage when coupled with the recent opening of the Graton casino in
Rohnert Park in November, 2013 make the feasibility of a Cloverdale casino, of any size, very
questionable. The Santa Rosa Press Democrat is replete with news articles about Graton’s
success. There is no question Graton’s proximity to the San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose area
populations is a major competitive factor. Driving the additional 40 miles beyond Rohnert Park
to Cloverdale would be a major deterrent. Within in about 5 months, afier opening of the Graton
casino, River Rock casino information states “revenues declined by more than 30 percent™.
(“River Rock Falls Short” Santa Rosa Press Democrat May 2, 2014). And today’s, front page
Press Democrat atticle states: “River Rock to default on bonds” (May 29, 2014).

The recognized practice of casino ‘cannibalization” appears to be working well, and bodes
poorly for the prospect of a2 Cloverdale casino. Cloverdale was planning to cannibalize about

1-6.5
cont.

T1-6.6

T1-6.7



lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
I-6.5
cont.

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
I-6.6

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
I-6.7


Letter I-6

30+ percent of the now faltering River Rock casino. Within about 10 to 50 miles of Cloverdale,
River Rock in Geyserville, and smaller casinos located in Hopland, Redwood Valley and Lake
County have likely saturated the gaming market for local populations. Without a Cloverdale
casino there is an oversupply of small casinos that are suffering revenue losses since Graton
opened.

Graton has changed the entire dynamic of the North Bay gaming market, likely rendering the
Cloverdale market study findings extremely unrealistic in 2014. Further, since the FEIS market

study has never been released to the public, only adds to dubious credibility of the original study.

The general public distrust of Indian casino studies results from the practice of reservation
shopping and financial backing from largely non-local gaming interests.

¢ On-line Gaming

The FEIS does not address competition from on-line gaming. In 2014 it is an issue that cannot
be ignored. From the standpoint of environmenta!l issues, on-line gaming will cause no negative
impacts to the environment. There will be no vehicular traffic contributing to carbon emissions,
or impacts to water consumption, refated waste management, noise and visual impacts, etc.

Legalized on-line gambling has become a divisive issue among large casinos nationwide. News
reports indicate on-line gambling now exists as a black market activity. Currently three states,
New Jersey, Delaware and Nevada, have regulated on-line gambling. Other states are

considering legalization and regulation which in turn could create new revenue sources for states. |

Tribal Membership

In my DEIS comment letter (October 14, 2010) I noted a large disparity between U.S. Census
data and membership numbers. The BIA says “the source of this information is the BIA’s 2005
American Indian Population and Labor Force Report hitp.//www.doi.gov/bia/labor.html. These
reports are updated more frequently than the U.S. Census”. However, after repeated attempts
access has been difficult.

The 2010 census was taken in the spring, but the data by tribes, was not released until 2013.
The census numbers are for one tribe alone, or in any combination. The 2010 total count for
“Pomo” Tribes was 7,874. Twenty-two (22) tribes are listed under the Pomo category.

The census data for the Cloverdale Rancheria in 2010 was 197 members nationwide, compared
to 74 members in 2000.* Conversely for the Cloverdale Rancheria the DEIS released summer
2010 stated 498 members; and a Press Democrat news article dated May 18, 2014 states 540
members. This very large disparity between census data and BIA membership numbers remains
very disturbing. It makes one wonder about the veracity of the Cloverdale Rancheria
membership numbers,

*(Source: American Indian and Alaska Native Alone or in Combination Population by Tribe for the United States:
Census 2010 CPH-T-6 and Censas 2000 PHC-T-18).

[-6.7
cont.

T1-6.8
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Letter 1-6

Conclusion T1-6.10

The Fee-to-Trust proposal does not merit approval, and should be rejected. The 2014 FEIS is
outdated! As discussed above, market conditions for North Bay gaming has changed drastically
with the opening of the Graton casino. Drought conditions have adversely impacted
Cloverdale’s water suppiies. Climate change is becoming a recognized fact, with new goals to
reduce carbon emissions. None of these changes support the development of a Cloverdale
casino.

A casino is not the “highest and best use” of the proposed 65-acre Fee-to-Trust project. The site [ 1-6.11
is within the Cloverdale sphere of influence. Itis part of the long range City and County plans
for future industrial development which would bring living-wage jobs to the area. It would
improve the area’s economic base and create few environmental impacts on natural resources
due to its lower density use.

Conversely the high density use of a casino would create greater negative environmental
impacts. In particular carbon emissions would increase from thousands of daily vehicle trips,
higher water demand and increased waste management needs. Additionally, the largest share of
revenues generated by a casino will leave the area to external financial backers.

It is recognized that land taken into trust is not bound by local regulations discussed above. T1-6.12
However, as stated earlier that fact is reason for the City and County to be concerned that land

taken into a tribal trust has the potential to negatively impact and/or violate local environmental
regulations and building standards. The Cloverdale area deserves better use of the proposed site.

In 2014 the proposed project is ill advised due to significant environmental impacts and major

economic changes. The Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians “Fee-to-Trust” proposal should
be denied.

D)o ZSrg
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Letter |-7

May 31, 2014 _
Reg Dir 4
Dep RD Trusto &
DepRD IS
Route QCREMT
Linda Lawrence and Shelby Kennedy ges!’g‘a:: Required
659 S. Cloverdale Bivd. Memmo e
Cloverdale, CA 95425 Fax

Ms. Amy Dutschke, Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

RE: FEIS comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo indians Fee-to-Trust
Dear Ms. Dutschke,

We live in the city of Cloverdale and object to the proposed Fee-to-Trust due to our continuing
drought conditions. The state of California has declared a statewide drought and passed a law
requiring that we reduce water consumption 20% by 2020. Sonoma County has required that all
citizens reduce water consumption. Cloverdale is asking for a 25% mandatory reduction.

Cloverdale’s water comes from wells that use the aquifer of the Russian River watershed.
Aquifers are not finite. The Russian River aquifer is under the direct influence of surface water
and this water source has dropped to a winter flow of 25 ¢fs. Lynn Ingram, a soil paleontologist
at U. C. Berkeley has stated that our current drought is not a short term one but will last 20 to

100 years due to climate change. Califomnia is one of the few states that does not regulate wells.

Cloverdale would not know how much water the proposed casino complex used since Indian
land acts as a sovereign nation and does not have to foliow local niles and regulations.

The proposed development of 596,000 square feet of casino, hotel, entertainment center and
convention center would use approximate 33.6 million gallons of water per year. in an area that
is in a current drought condition and that faces several years more, we must lean to conserve
water and not waste it. A complex that uses water in large amounts is not in the best interest of
local recreational, home and agricultural use. | would not hesitate to say nor to the endangered

fish populations. =
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Letter |-8

To: John Rydzik, Chief Environmental Scientist BIA
2800 Cottage Way W-2820

Sacramento, Ca 95825

(916) 978-6051

John.Rydzik@BIA.gov

RE: PUBLIC COMMENT FOR CLOVERDALE RANCHERIA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Dear Sir,

| am Jefferey Alan Wilson Sr. active tribal member of Cloverdale Rancheria and former Executive
Chief of the tribe.

| object to the placing the land into trust for the purpose of a Casino for the following reasons:

1). The greatest need of the tribe is housing. Many tribal members are homeless, living with relatives
in crowded conditions and could not pass a HUD review for proper number of occupants per
household. There was never a needs assessment for this EIR. There was never a formal survey in
which all tribal members were contacted by the BIA.

2). The project has no sustainable review plan. There is no plan for; the harvesting of renewable
energy, the harvesting and recirculation of water, the production of locally grown food, no plan for
reducing miles driven as per green sustainable walkable communities LEED Standards.

3). The Mission style architecture is racist and offensive to California Indians. It reflects a period in

history in which Native California’s were enslaved, and murdered. This period was so heinous that the

Catholic Church apologized for it actions in the 1970’s.
4). There is no mention of smart technologies for energy efficiency.

5). There is no mention of porous paving systems to reduce rain runoff into the ecosystem and
overburdened sewer system.

6). Appeals are still pending for the leadership of the tribe for the December 2013 elections are
questions are pending as to the proper and legal conduct of the election committee. Patricia
Hermosillo coerced tribal members into voting for her by stating they would not get their distribution
check. She stuffed the ballot box that her son had the key to during the elections allowing her to win.

7). Members have been kicked out of the tribe and tribal benefits have been threaten to be taken
away if members didn’t vote for Pat Hermosillo. The fear amongst several tribal members exist that
if the casino becomes a reality before any meaningful resolution between the several tribal factions
occurs they will be disbanded from the tribe by the Pat Hermosillo council.

HISTORY

| am the 1% elected Tribal Chief of Cloverdale and the first person to politically organize the tribe in
1991. We had lost our land base in the 1950’s. My family moved to San Jose for work. On a visit to
the old Cloverdale cemetery with my Grandmother Lena Cordova-Arnold Abasolo we witnesses red
survey stakes around the cemetery. My Grandmother was worried and asked me to look into the
matter because her relative are buried here and she wished to be buried here as well. After much
investigation (I am a former San Jose Police officer) we had come to find out that the Cloverdale
bypass was to be built over the old Rancheria and would go through her old land assignment.

T1-8.1
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Letter |-8

In order to legally have the authority to negotiate with the State the tribe had to be politically
organized. We went from San Jose to Round Valley and talked to hundreds of Indians that were
related to Cloverdale. We could only find 17 willing to vote in out tribal election. In November of 1991
tribal elections were held and certified by the BIA. The first item on the agenda was the mitigation of
the Cloverdale bypass. What the reviewing body needs to fully understand is our tribal lands run
though the entire area of Cloverdale and is not restrict to the old Rancheria boundaries and certainly
covers the area in question for this review.

The negotiations between the tribe and the State took months, were a series of public meetings and
the press was present. News coverage was a major event and stories ran weekly. We used the
Makahmo Report written by Professor David Perri, a document commissioned by the Army Corps of
Engineers for the Warm Springs Dam Project, numerous anthropology writings such a Barrett,
Stewart and others, as well as oral testimony from the elders of the tribe. | personally carry a
researcher’s card from the National Achieves and have study thousands of tribal records from San
Bruno to Washington DC. Below were some of the environmental and cultural issues that came to
light:

a). The Makahmo (Salmon Hole People) Cloverdale Indians have been here for 10,000 years.
b). Numerous plants are scared to the land and are used for basket weaving and medicine.
c). There are Indian bodies buried though out the area (near subject site as well).

d). Artifacts are still present in the area.

(
(
(
(
(f). The Tribal people continue to practice their basket weaving, medicine song and dance.

(9). The State historically has conspired the hide artifacts, bodies, and not replace sacred plants.
This was in fact the case at the Tribal/State mitigation meetings.

(h). After the mitigation meetings the tribe voted to seeking housing next.

The Wilson council looked for several sites to build a community. Ultimately the Ford Ranch,250
acres in Petaluma was chosen because we were rejected at ever location including the old
Rancheria. President Clinton issued an Executive order for all government agencies not to interfere
with Federally Recognized Tribes. This afforded us the opportunity to clean up the Ford Ranch (there
was a sizable junk pile on the land) and prepare the land to be taken into trust. 100 people including
tribal members were on the payroll. We built a school for the workers children, sports fields,
administration buildings, roads, bridges, and began land planning for housing, water recycling
program, a casino and other economic develop such as government contracting manufacturing. We
were issued a NEPA under budget and on time to take the land into trust. Presidential politics
stopped the project.

PRESENT DAY

September 2013 | was approach by several tribal members and ask to come back to tribal politics
and run against Pat Hermosillo as Chairperson. A large segment of the tribe has grown disillusioned
with her 20 year reign. It is plagued with favoritism, corruption and threatening tactics. Tribal
members have had their distribution funds taken away or threatened. Details are in controlling
documents attached. During my campaign several meetings throughout Northern California took
place and tribal people told me of all the wrong doings by her and her council. In listening to the tribal
members several main issues always repeated itself no matter where | went:

2
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Letter |-8

(1). Members fear Pat Hermosillo will disenroll them once she gets the casino and benefit denials will
also occur.

(2). Members have not had a voice in the land development process.
(3). Members are spilt as to if they want a casino.

(4). Most of all members want a sense of centralized community, a place where they can live, gather,
have cultural actives and call home.

(5). I hear time and time again; 'Jeff we know you have a community plan, where Pat’s community
plan?' (see business plans attached).

IN CLOSING

Our very existence as a Native People is on the line as to what the BIA decides on the tribal use for
this land. The greatest difference between aboriginal people and settlers is Natives have a God given
birth right to be Stewarts of the land. Indian people have been practicing sustainable methodologies
since the beginning of time.

Indian people have suffered cultural damage since the arrival of the Europeans, from genocide, to the
trail of tears (the march from Cloverdale to Round Valley prison camps where the Chiefs and heads
men were executied, through assimilation when the government tore children from their homes and
put them in military type school (this was the case on my aunts and uncles).

Now we are in the Casino era, in-fighting, disenrollment of over 2,000 tribal members and growing.
Cloverdale has been quoted by one of the attoneys 'as the most long going litigated case in U.S.
history'. Retired BIA officials (Doug Rollins and Smith) are suing Cloverdale members for failed casino
development of the Santana Family. There is no end in sight and the in-fighting will only get worse if
the casino land in-trust is approved.

However, this can be a golden opportunity to bring all parties together in a final resolution under tribal
law. The federal courts are not moot on the matter of disenrollment. A recent court decision does
state 'the courts in fact do have subject matter jurisdiction when due process is absent". That certainly
is the case with Cloverdale. No due process, secrete meetings, no published agendas tribal members
not being allowed to be part of the review or development process.

Tribal law states under the Constitution; all members have civil rights and dispute resolution.

It is my recommendation that the approval of land in trust be granted for the Cloverdale Tribal
members pending a dispute resolution involving all splinter groups to be presided by a third party
resolution firm familiar with California Indian Affairs and that a new development plan be worked out
to include a sustainable community of housing, shops, and smaller gaming venture.

The BIA has the power to finally bring peace to are dysfunctional tribe.

With much respect,

Jefferey Alan Wilson Sr.
Cloverdale tribal member and elder
3206 Loma Verde Dr C7

San Jose Ca. 95117

(408) 775-2264
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26011 River Road Memo
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June 2, 2014

Amy Dutschke via fax 916-978-6099
Regional Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs

2800 Cottage Way -

Sacramento, CA 95825

RE: FEIS comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians
Dear Amy Dutschke:
We are opposed to this casing project for the following reasons.

*» Water- the lack of it and the impact on the surrounding lands; Cloverdale is once again T19.1
asking all of its residents to conserve water. The wells of the unincorporated Sonoma
County residents on the east side of the Russian River are going dry. The static water
level in our well has dropped 10’ in the last 10 years. The well is only 30" deep. A new
well for the casino will be the negatively impact these existing wells. L

¢ Noise pollution for the local community T192

= Air poliution because smoking is allowed on and in the premises.

» No Public transportation to and from the proposed casino.

e Anincreased carbon faotprint due to a huge increase in traffic

s The proposed land use is in direct opposition to the current use.

»  The night sky will be illuminated impacting residents who used to be able to see the

Milky Way and other stars. 1

We understand the purpose and need of the Rancheria to increase their financial resources, and | 1-9.3
believe they could meet their needs through non-gaming business ventures that would have less
environmental and cumulative impact on Cloverdale such as a solar array that could sell power _
back to Sonoma Clean Power, 1l

Respectfully yours,

TG Yer, Dlpmnch

Juhe H Dilley and Thomas S. Foster
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Responses to Comments on the Final EIS for the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project

Comment Comm Comment Changes Response
Letter ent Issue Area. Recomme
Numb nded to
er ROD
G-1 EPA G-1.1 Water EIS Mitigation Measure 5.3-2a requires the Tribe to quantify the impact of flooding
Resources through hydraulic modeling, which will determine whether the Tribe is required to

complete the Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) process. EIS Mitigation
Measure 5.3-2c requires that the Tribe seek participation in the National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP). Under 44 CFR Section 60.3 communities participating in the
NFIP which propose development that will raise the water surface elevation of the 100-
year flood by more than one foot are required to obtain a CLOMR. The EIS has
preliminarily evaluated the environmental effects of removal of land from floodplain
storage and anticipates that compensatory storage may not be needed (less than one
foot of increase in base flood elevation). As discussed in mitigation the Tribe will
coordinate with FEMA, adhere to FEMA floodplain hydraulic modeling requirements and
adopt a flood damage prevention ordinance and Tribal Mitigation Plan for flood hazards
as required through Tribal government consultation with FEMA. Floodplain storage is
one option that would be considered during consultation if finalized hydraulic modeling
predicts greater than a foot of increase.

G-1 EPA G-1.2  Water The proposed project facilities would be closed during hazard or hazardous events. The
Resources facilities are not created or proposed to serve as a lifeline utility. The proposed water
and wastewater treatment plant would serve only Tribal development and is not critical
to the functioning of off-site residences, businesses or public facilities.

G-1 EPA G-1.3  Water YES The EPA suggestion that development be conditioned on submittal of an application to
Resources FEMA for NFIP participation is reasonable and will be incorporated into EIS Mitigation
Measure 5.3.2c in the Record of Decision.
G-1 EPA G-1.4  Water Analyzing the effectiveness of onsite reclaimed water dispersal and the potential effects
Resources to hydrology and groundwater involved developing a water balance that incorporated 1)

a maximum dispersal area (14.6 acres), 2) a crop types with the highest
evapotranspiration rates (alfalfa), 3) evapotranspiration (UC Davis) and precipitation
(CDWR and CDEC) rates, and 4) soil moisture, field capacity rates, and available water
estimates (NRCS). Given the proposed monthly discharge quantities the water balance
estimated what fractions of water would (a) be subject to evapotranspiration, (b) be held
in the soils, and (c) be infiltrated to groundwater. The calculations showed that use of a
14+ acre spray area of alfalfa (or comparable crop) would accommodate the dispersal
of recycled waste water while not creating impacts on the local hydrology or the water
table. With the area and crop cover, the soil would hold a large fraction of the applied

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project 1 ESA /207737
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Comment Comm Comment Changes Response
Letter ent Issue Area. Recomme
Numb nded to
er ROD

recycled water while a smaller fraction would percolate to the water table and mix with
groundwater. It must be noted that the water applied by spray irrigation would be tertiary
treated to California Code of Regulations, Title 22 standards for land application.
Furthermore, given the soil conditions, the recommended crop type, and dry season
application schedule, spray irrigation would not distribute reclaimed water at rates that
would result in localized ponding or the generation of runoff to the waters of the US.
Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure 5.3-3 prescribes control measures that address
ponding and runoff.

G-1 EPA G-1.5 Water YES Constructing a lined pond that would extend below the depth of the shallow groundwater

Resources is feasible using standard engineering practices and available construction

technologies. The construction approach would be similar to constructing any
subterranean parking structure or deep basement in an area with shallow groundwater
and would rely on scheduling (dry season construction), use of coffer dams and sheet
piling (where necessary), temporary soil stabilization and grouting, and adequate
dewatering systems.

Although the EPA may be concerned that the proposed reclaimed water storage ponds
could discharge effluent into the Russian River or accept infiltrating groundwater, the
claim that leakage could occur is speculative especially considering that modern
engineering design and construction has proven that reclaimed water can be contained
within impermeable liners without leakage. A new mitigation measure has been added
to the ROD to provide additional assurance and requires an annual visual inspection as
well as monthly logging of pond levels.

The claim that the reclaimed water ponds would be inundated by a large precipitation
event is also speculative because the storage facilities would be sized to accommodate
project wastewater generation, average annual rainfall, evaporation, and the discharge
of reclaimed water to the east parcel and landscape on the west parcel. Freeboard
would be established above maximum project pond surface for flood events (see
Appendix J of the Final EIS). The pond embankment would also provide five feet of
freeboard at anticipated peak reclaimed water storage. Furthermore, EIS Mitigation
Measure 5.3-2b states that, “[ijn accordance with FEMA floodplain hydraulic modeling
requirements, the Tribe shall develop a hydraulic model to quantify the impact of

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project
Response to Comments on the Final EIS
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Comment Comm Comment Changes
Letter ent Issue Area Recomme
Numb nded to
er ROD

Response

wastewater facilities and other related systems proposed for construction within the 100-
year floodplain and 500-year floodplain if required by FEMA, of the Russian River.”

G-1 EPA G-1.6  Water
Resources

The Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP) analysis concludes that adequate
storage and treatment are included to handle stormwater flows (for the 2 year, 24 hour
peak flow). See Table 6-7 of the SQMP. The stormwater facilities including
subterranean detention system and release areas are shown in the Utilities Plan in
Appendix H. The SQMP adequately characterizes the potential stormwater flows and
develops sizing parameters and locations of the appropriate BMPs. The capability of the
BMPs to handle predicted flows is assumed based on the conservative sizing
parameters and recognizing that the proposed BMPs are standard industry practices,
proven elsewhere to manage sufficiently mange flows. Under the SQMP, treatment
BMPs would be designed to treat the 85th percentile storm, as described in the Santa
Rosa Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and Sonoma County
NPDES permit. In addition, treatment BMPs would be designed to detain runoff from the
2-year, 24-hour storm event and discharge at a rate at or below the existing 2-year, 24-
hour rate. In addition, it was stated in previous responses (Responses to Comments on
the Draft EIS G.4-8 and G 9.81) that a comprehensive design-level drainage plan would
be completed after the final development alternative has been chosen and prior to
construction. Completing a comprehensive design level drainage plan before the
development alternative has been selected is not practical or appropriate because an
alternative has not been selected. It would not be efficient or cost effective to prepare a
design-level drainage plan for each of the five alternatives considered in the EIS, nor
are design-level drawings necessary for an assessment under NEPA. The Preliminary
Drainage Plan (Appendix B of the Draft EIS) adequately considered the project site
limitations and informed initial site planning. The preliminary SQMP enhances the
understanding of how the proposed project would accommodate stormwater flows and
provide assurance that the project site plans can meet the requirements of the NPDES
permit and the Santa Rosa SUSMP.

G-1 EPA G-1.7 General

G-2 Caltrans G-2.1 General YES

The Final EIS provided responses to EPA's comments on wetland impacts and
avoidance. It is noted that the EPA can coordinate with the US Army Corps of Engineers
during the Clean Water Section 404 permit process.

It is noted that the Caltrans' Conceptual Approval Report (CAR) process has been

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project
Response to Comments on the Final EIS
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replaced by the Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE). EIS Mitigation Measure 5.8-4 will
be updated in the ROD.

G-2 Caltrans G-2.2  Traffic As stated on page 3.8-8 of the Final EIS, the level of service (LOS) standard (the basis
for impact determination) for the analysis is the overall intersection LOS, and as shown
in Table 4.8-3 of the Final EIS, the overall intersection level of service at the U.S. 101
Southbound Ramps / South Interchange intersection would be LOS A for the Proposed
Action (Alternative A). The other project alternatives would generate fewer trips than
Alternative A, and would have a less-than-significant impact at the referenced
intersection. No mitigation measure would be required.

G-2 Caltrans G-2.3  Traffic Traffic volume data for U.S. 101 (mainline and ramps), available from Caltrans
(http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/) when the Final EIS was prepared were the same or
similar enough to those used for the Draft EIS so that there would be no change to the
Draft EIS’s impact determinations. A check of the most-recent traffic volume data
available from the Caltrans web site after publication of the Final EIS (2013 volumes
made available summer 2014) indicates that while volumes are higher now, they are not
high enough to change the impact determination presented in the Draft and Final EIS.
That is, the following text on Final EIS page 4.8-6 (and elsewhere for the other project
alternatives) remains an accurate description of traffic conditions under project
conditions: “With the addition of traffic volumes generated by Alternative A to the
baseline Year 2015 Short-term traffic (described in Section 3.8), all of the study
freeway segments of U.S. 101 from the Sonoma-Mendocino County Line to the Dry
Creek Road Interchange in Healdsburg would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS B
or better in both the northbound and southbound directions during the weekday p.m. peak
hour.”

G-2 Caltrans G-2.4  Traffic No data or other facts or information is provided that indicates that the collision history
for the period since 2007 has materially changed, or that the intersection safety impact
determination in the Final EIS would be altered on the basis of updated collision
information.

G-2 Caltrans G-2.5  Traffic As described on page 3.8-12 of the Final EIS, the Year 2015 was used as the baseline
occupancy Yyear for determining impacts of the proposed action. As such, the traffic
analysis used for the Final EIS remain valid.

G-2 Caltrans G-2.6  Traffic YES Construction impacts associated with the proposed action are described on pages 4.8-8
and 4.8-9 of the Final EIS, with discussions of construction impacts under the other

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project 4 ESA /207737
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project alternatives, parallel to that for the proposed action, on other pages in Section
4.8. As stated, construction-generated traffic would be temporary, and therefore, would
not result in any long-term degradation in operating conditions on roadways in the
project area. The impact of construction-related traffic would be a temporary and
intermittent, with most construction traffic dispersed throughout the day (i.e., few peak-
hour trips). The temporary increase in traffic on U.S. 101/State Route 128 (which
overlap in the project area) would not significantly disrupt daily traffic flow, and a less
than significant impact would result.
While construction traffic impacts are anticipated to be temporary and less than
significant, a new mitigation measure has been added to the Record of Decision for a
Traffic Control Plan which would be submitted to Caltrans and the local jurisdictions
prior to construction.

G-2 Caltrans G-2.7  Traffic See Final EIS Response to Comment G-6.5 in Appendix S of the Final EIS regarding
exclusion of an a.m. peak-hour traffic analysis.

G-2 Caltrans G-2.8  Traffic See Final EIS Response to Comment G-6.6 in Appendix S of the Final EIS regarding
the internal trip reduction applied to non-gaming uses.

G-2 Caltrans G-2.9  General Comment noted. No environmental issues were raised in this comment.

G-3 G-3.1 General Comment noted. No environmental issues were raised in this comment.

Clearinghouse/

Caltrans

G-3 G-3.2  Traffic This letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter G-2. See responses above.

Clearinghouse/

Caltrans

G-4 through G- General Comments noted. Letters G-4 through G-19 are in support of the project and do not

19 include environmental concerns.

G-20 City of G-20.1 General Comment noted. The City comment letter dated October 19, 2010 (comments on the

Cloverdale Draft EIS) was responded to in Final EIS Appendix S. The City comment letter dated

August 26, 2011 (comments on the administrative Final EIS) was responded to in
internal responses in the administrative record.

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project
Response to Comments on the Final EIS
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G-20 City of G-20.2 Project The Tribal offices would be removed from the project. The Tribe currently has offices in

Cloverdale Description Cloverdale that they would continue to use and thus there is no anticipated impact. The
project would meet building code and fire code requirements for fire and life safety
access, which is not dependent on the Santana Drive access point. The parking for the
Tribal Administrative Building proposed to serve only the administrative building, and
thus the removal of this parking would not affect the parking for the other project uses.

G-20 City of G-20.3 Public While the rainfall amounts during the 2013 — 2014 water-year were considerably below

Cloverdale Services normal for the Cloverdale area, the future duration of this current drought cycle is

unknown. Groundwater levels in some locations may have declined in response to the
current drought and if the drought continues through next year, they may decline further
in local wells.

Public Option: If the project implements the municipal water supply option, and the
drought conditions exist at the opening of the proposed facilities, the project would be
subjected to Cloverdale water use restrictions. Should the City be limited in terms of
water rights or water supply availability the Tribe would pursue the private option which
is currently the default water supply option. As the Tribe does not currently have an
agreement to obtain water service from the City, the EIS determined that the public
option would result in a significant impact. The City's Water Master Plan may need to be
updated if the public option was to move forward and the Tribe would likely be required
to pay impact fees towards needed improvements within the existing City water
treatment plants. This does not change the significance level of the environmental
impacts as the public option was determined to be significant.

Private Option: Although it would be speculative to predict what the drought conditions
would be when the proposed facilities open to the public, in the event that the current
drought conditions extend into the future, the future private option well may decline
thereby reducing the currently estimated well production rates. Under those conditions,
the casino would likely have to adjust their pumping schedules and implement water
conservation measures to reduce demand. Should the Tribe pursue the private option it
would not substantially affect City water supplies under drought conditions as the project
well would not be within the capture zone of the City of Cloverdale production wells.

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project
Response to Comments on the Final EIS
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G-20 City of G-20.4 Public See Response to Comment G-20.3, above regarding the public wastewater option.

Cloverdale Services

G-20 City of G-20.5 Socioecon Impact on affordable housing was addressed in Final EIS Response to Comments G-

Cloverdale omics 10.33 and G-10.34.

G-20 City of G-20.6 Socioecon The comment does not explain how slowed growth (something common throughout

Cloverdale omics California) would make the previous analysis of impacts to housing, population and
schools invalid. The significance findings in Section 4.7 would remain the same and
thus no revision to the EIS is needed.

G-20 City of G-20.7 Socioecon The Tribe has considered lower intensity alternatives such as Alternatives B, C and D

Cloverdale omics and will take into account current market conditions prior to construction. The argument
that the project would not be viable and would result in vacant space is speculative.

G-20 City of G-20.8 Socioecon The impact on local business, sales tax revenue and transient occupancy tax revenue is

Cloverdale omics discussed in Section 4.7.See also Final EIS Response to Comment G-10.35.

G-21 G-21.1 Public YES Based on the comment's suggestions, the following language has been added to EIS

Cloverdale Services Mitigation Measure 5.10-5 "Prior to operation, the Tribe shall enter into a service

Health Care agreement with the Cloverdale Healthcare District for provision of ambulance services to

District the project site. This agreement would include compensation for responses that do not

result in transportation and terms for renegotiation. The agreement may include

proportional assessment of costs for staffincl; and vehicle replacement.”

G-22 County of G-22.1  General Comments noted. See responses to specific comments below.

Sonoma and

Sonoma

County Water

Agency

G-22 County of G-22.2 Alternative The comment misinterprets the requirement for agencies to evaluate a reasonable

Sonoma and s range of alternatives in 40 CFR § 1502.14 to mean that the agency must analyze an

Sonoma alternative which reduces all significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. The EIS

County Water has evaluated reduced intensity alternatives which reduce impacts in comparison to the

Agency Proposed Action in addition to an alternative use (Business Park). The EIS has also
evaluated a No Action Alternative as required by 40 CFR § 1502.14(d).

G-22 County of G-22.3 Air The original lllingworth and Rodkin letter was responded to in the Final EIS (Appendix

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project 7 ESA /207737
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Sonoma and Quality/Noi S). The additional comments from lllingworth and Rodkin are addressed below.

Sonoma se

County Water

Agency

G-22 County of G-22.4  Air Quality/ Unlike the Lytton Residential Project, the proposed project is not located in the

Sonoma and Greenhous BAAQMD. Additionally, the proposed project is not required to comply with CEQA

Sonoma e Gas thresholds. As indicated on pages 4.4-6 and 4.4-7 of the Final EIS, three criteria are

County Water Emissions used to determine the significance of GHG emissions from the project, one of which is

Agency the numeric threshold of 25,000 metric tons of CO2e, which is a comparison to the size
of major facilities that are required to report GHG emissions. EIS Mitigation Measure
5.4-10 includes purchase of offset credits for emissions which exceed 25,000 metric
tons of CO2e annually. See also Final EIS Response to Comment G-9.16 regarding
transportation and energy efficiency measures to reduce GHGs, as well as Final EIS
Response to Comment G-9.11 for additional commitments that the Tribe has made to
further reduce project GHGs. See Final EIS Response to Comment G-10.81 regarding
mitigation enforcement.

G-22 County of G-22.5 Air Quality/ Contrary to the commenter’s assertion that Responses G-9.7 and G-9.9 only state that

Sonoma and Greenhous the “URBEMIS program does not supply input files”, the responses answer all questions

Sonoma e Gas asked by stating that detailed output files (included in Appendix C) contain information

County Water Emissions as to what assumptions were incorporated into the program, that operational emissions

Agency were calculated using both area and on-road sources, and by revising tables to specify
calculations, which go into more detail regarding trip distribution assumptions.

G-22 County of G-22.6  Air Quality/ The CALINE4 outputs (a CO model approved by the EPA, FHWA, and Caltrans) are

Sonoma and Greenhous included in Appendix C (Air Quality Data). The traffic data used is included in Appendix

Sonoma e Gas G (Transportation Backup Documentation).

County Water Emissions

Agency

G-22 County of G-22.7  Air Quality/ Comment G-9.8 is referring to time in a relative manner. Therefore, two years of

Sonoma and Greenhous construction when compared to the lifetime of the project is considered ‘short term’.

Sonoma e Gas

County Water Emissions

Agency

G-22 County of G-22.8  Air Quality/ The project is not located in an area which is non-attainment for CO. While the San
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Sonoma and Greenhous Francisco Bay Area is designated as a maintenance area, the project is not located in

Sonoma e Gas the BAAQMD. Although CO conformity is not needed for the project, the EIS did look at

County Water Emissions the impact of CO on a localized basis. As stated in Impact 4.4.1-3, the segment of US

Agency 101 between Asti Road and the junction of Route 128 East was used as it was most
affected by project-related traffic. Once traffic leaves the project area, drivers start
dispersing in different directions. CO concentrations at a single roadway segment with
nearby sensitive receptors would not be impacted by the project as much as the
segment that was analyzed for the project.

G-22 County of G-22.9 Air Quality/ The CALINE4 dispersion model was used, which is approved by the EPA, FHWA, and

Sonoma and Greenhous Caltrans to determine CO emissions. As stated in Impact 4.4.1-3 the model uses a

Sonoma e Gas segment of US 101 between Asti Road and the junction of Route 128 East. Table 4.4-5

County Water Emissions states that the concentrations relate to receptor locations at approximately 200 feet from

Agency the middle of the roadway, and include a background concentration of 1.7 ppm. Traffic
numbers for the segment can be found in Appendix G (Transportation Backup
Documentation). Appendix C (Air Quality Data) includes CALINE4 output files that state
site variables.

G-22 County of G- Air Quality/ The only significant air quality impact from construction was determined to be fugitive

Sonoma and 22.10  Greenhous dust. EIS Mitigation Measure 5.4-1 included standard fugitive dust construction

Sonoma e Gas measures for emissions. For consistency with local projects, mitigation adopts the

County Water Emissions measures from the NSCAPCD Rule 430 for fugitive dust emissions. The NSCAPCD

Agency Rule 430 remains the same as published in the Final EIS; however, should it be
updated at a later date and before project construction, the most recent version would
apply as stated in EIS Mitigation Measure 5.4-1 contractors shall be required to
implement “a dust abatement program at least as stringent as the recommendations of
the most recent version of the [NSCAPCD] Rule 430, Fugitive Dust Emissions.”

G-22 County of G- Air Quality/ Feasible mitigation measures have been recommended to lessen these impacts. As

Sonoma and 2211 Greenhous indicated in the Final EIS Response to Comment G-9.12, “many of the mitigation

Sonoma e Gas measures specified in the Graton analysis are also already incorporated into the EIS as

County Water Emissions well.”

Agency

G-22 County of G- Air Quality/ See Response to Comment G-22.11, above.

Sonoma and 2212  Greenhous

Sonoma e Gas

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project
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County Water Emissions

Agency

G-22 County of G- Air Quality/ The Final EIS analysis adequately addresses impacts from toxic air contaminants and

Sonoma and 2213  Greenhous determined a full Health Risk Assessment was not warranted. The Air Resources Board

Sonoma e Gas Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (2005) provides guidance on siting new sensitive

County Water Emissions land uses (residences, schools, etc) from pollutant sources. The project does not fit

Agency within a category that is recommended to be sited at a certain distance from sensitive
receptors. A health risk assessment was not deemed necessary for this project as the
project would not create a new stationary source of toxic air contaminants, the project is
not considered a type of project which requires siting considerations, project
construction would be short (two years) in duration, and feasible mitigation measures
have been incorporated to reduce the potential for significant impacts (e.g. impacts from
excessive idling). Additionally, as the project is not located within the BAAQMD or
subject to CEQA, application of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines to the project is not
warranted.

G-22 County of G- Air Quality/ Adequate mitigation has been adopted. It is not possible to accurately analyze potential

Sonoma and 2214  Greenhous reductions from these types of measures that are included (e.g. reduction of excessive

Sonoma e Gas idling) as it would require speculation of the actions of third parties (bus and truck

County Water Emissions drivers) outside of the Tribe’s control if these measures were not in place.

Agency

G-22 County of G- Air Quality/ As the Final EIS states, the nearest sensitive receptor to the wastewater treatment plant

Sonoma and 2215  Odor would be located approximately 900 feet across State Highway 101. It would be unlikely

Sonoma that odor impacts would affect sensitive receptors at this distance. However, if

County Water confirmed complaints are received, EIS Mitigation Measure 5.4-7 would be implemented

Agency to ensure odors would be controlled appropriately through an Odor Management Plan.

G-22 County of G- Traffic Response to Comment G.9-19 in the Final EIS addresses a roundabout as an

Sonoma and 22.16 alternative to signalization at the primary project driveway on Asti Road, citing expected

Sonoma LOS C conditions with a roundabout (i.e., the same LOS as with signalization), and

County Water acknowledges that traffic signals potentially would incur more maintenance costs than a

Agency roundabout. The Tribe would need to coordinate with the County on the chosen traffic

control at this project access (regardless of whether there is a roundabout or signalized
intersection). EIS Mitigation Measure 5.8-1 includes that the Tribe shall enter a
maintenance agreement with the County, which while referring to a traffic signal, also

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project
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would apply to a roundabout.

G-22 County of G- Traffic The County's comment is noted. Due to the location of the project which is adjacent to

Sonoma and 2217 the City limits on the north and south and within the City's Sphere of Influence, Urban

Sonoma Growth and Urban Service Area the City standards were considered appropriate and

County Water used for all intersections.

Agency

G-22 County of G- Traffic As analyzed the project would not result in significant impacts to bicycle traffic therefore

Sonoma and 22.18 bicycle recommendations were included but are not required as mitigation.

Sonoma

County Water

Agency

G-22 County of G- Traffic While construction traffic impacts are still anticipated to be temporary and less than

Sonoma and 22.19 significant, the Tribe would be required to obtain a County encroachment permit (for

Sonoma work in the County right-of-way) as a project approval which is a permit/approval listed

County Water in Table 2-6 of the Final EIS. As stated by the County, “[t]he encroachment permit would

Agency require assessment of the damage during construction, repairs to maintain roads in a
serviceable condition throughout the duration of construction activities, and post
construction repairs or an overlay to restore impacted roads to at least their pre-existing
condition.”

G-22 County of G- Traffic YES While construction traffic impacts are still anticipated to be temporary and less than

Sonoma and 22.20 significant, the County's example of a traffic control measure is reasonable and would

Sonoma allow for coordination with the local jurisdictions and Caltrans. The following mitigation

County Water will be added to the Record of Decision "Measure 5.8-11: At least 30 days prior to

Agency grading and construction, the Tribe shall prepare and submit a Construction Traffic
Control Plan to Sonoma County, the City of Cloverdale, and Caltrans District 4. The
Plan shall specify the primary routes for construction traffic, the schedule/timing of
deliveries of heavy equipment and building materials, and the schedule/timing of any
off-site fill import/export. The Tribe shall consider all comments received prior to
construction and incorporate suggested revisions to the maximum extent feasible and
as required by laws governing State highway and local roadway facilities."

G-22 County of G- Traffic YES The timing of roadway improvements would be subject to future agreements with the

Sonoma and 22.21 City, County and/or Caltrans. The Tribe cannot compel these governmental agencies to

Sonoma

complete roadway improvements in their jurisdiction; however, the Tribe can provide
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County Water funding for the projects prior to contributing to operational impacts so that the funds may
Agency be used by the agencies.
A new mitigation measure has been added to the ROD which states that the Tribe shall
make fair share funding available in an escrow account for near-term road
improvements (including the design, permitting and construction of improvements) prior
to initiation of construction. These improvements include:
e Mitigation Measure 5.8-1 for Alternatives A and B
e Mitigation Measure 5.8-2 for All Alternatives
e Mitigation Measure 5.8-3 for Alternatives A, B and C
e Mitigation Measure 5.8-4 for All Alternatives
e Mitigation Measure 5.8-5 for All Alternatives
e Mitigation Measure 5.8-6 for Alternative D.
G-22 County of G- Socioecon The Gambling in the Golden State report was previously reviewed, however it is not the
Sonoma and 22.22  omics only authority on the issue. The larger body of evidence is divided on the impacts on
Sonoma crime and varies by a number of factors for each community. The EIS acknowledges
County Water that similar to other commercial destinations with similar numbers of patrons, there
Agency would be an increased demand for law enforcement services.
G-22 County of G- Public There is no evidence to suggest that the project would require an officer solely
Sonoma and 22.23  Services dedicated to the project 24 hours a day or that the project would result in a level of
Sonoma demand on these services such that it would require additional physical facilities or
County Water facility expansion. The need for new or expanded physical facilities would constitute an
Agency environmental impact. A potential increase in service demand is not in and of itself a
significant environmental impact. The Final EIS includes Mitigation Measure 5.10-3
which requires that the Tribe enter into a service contract with either to the City Police
Department or County Sheriff’'s Office. The mitigation states that while it is anticipated to
result in the need for 2.0 to 2.5 sworn officer positions, the “actual number of sworn
officer positions and other costs would be negotiated with the City or County.”
G-22 County of G- Public As discussed in Section 4.7 and 4.10, research has been done on whether or not
Sonoma and 22.24  Services casinos increase crime in the general community over time. The results of these studies

Sonoma
County Water

have been inconclusive. Mitigation recommends service agreements with law
enforcement providers. These agreements could include provisions for the other
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Agency discussed services such as SWAT, bomb squad services etc. A potential increase in
service demand is not in and of itself a significant environmental impact. There is no
evidence to suggest that the project would result in a level of demand on these services
such that it would require additional physical facilities or facility expansion. The need for
new or expanded physical facilities would constitute an environmental impact.

G-22 County of G- Public The calculation of impacts to fire and emergency services is not a simple quantitative

Sonoma and 22.25  Services method and demand for services alone does not constitute an environmental impact.

Sonoma Structure fires for example are rare and most calls would be for emergency medical

County Water services. The demands would require agreements with the applicable fire and

Agency emergency medical providers. In response to comments provided by the Cloverdale
Health Care District, emergency medical services mitigation has been revised.

G-22 County of G- Public It is noted that the County Fire Chief would likely provide plan check services. This

Sonoma and 22.26  Services would be confirmed by the anticipated Tribal-State Compact.

Sonoma

County Water

Agency

G-22 County of G- Public The amount of supply was determined in the Water Supply Report prepared for the

Sonoma and 22.27  Services project (Appendix I). As stated in Section 2 of the Final EIS, the Tribe would adopt the

Sonoma development standards of the California Fire Code which would include fire-resistant

County Water construction and sprinkler systems. Full engineering drawings have not been developed

Agency and thus the water storage may be refined however the preliminary calculation is
adequate for environmental impact assessment purposes.

G-22 County of G- Project Section 2 provides the height, square footage, project footprint and additional details for

Sonoma and 22.28 Description the project which were sufficient for environmental analysis. The comment does not

Sonoma specify how the data provided was insufficient for determining environmental impacts.

County Water

Agency

G-22 County of G- Public YES Emergency medical mitigation (EIS Mitigation Measures 5.10-5 and 5.10-6) has been

Sonoma and 22.29  Services revised based on these comments and comments from the Cloverdale Health Care

Sonoma District. Mitigation provides additional details regarding a service agreement and adds

County Water the requirement for on-site emergency medical services and automatic external

Agency defibrillators.

G-22 County of G- Socioecon The EIS addresses the social costs of gambling but it should be noted the analysis goes
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Sonoma and 22.30  omics above and beyond what is required by NEPA to address the physical impacts on the
Sonoma human environment. Mitigation provides for a payment to the County which may be
County Water used for existing or new prevention services or other problem gambling services at the
Agency County's discretion.
G-22 County of G- Socioecon The Tribe remains open to working with the County on coordination and monitoring for
Sonoma and 22.31 omics/ law enforcement issues outside of the EIS process. The EIS has analyzed impacts to
Sonoma Public law enforcement services and social costs of gambling beyond what is required by
County Water Services NEPA to address the physical impacts on the human environment.
Agency
G-22 County of G- Public The commenter misstates the Final EIS Response to Comment 9.60 which also
Sonoma and 22.32  Services references Final EIS Response to Comment 9.61. Response to Comment 9.61
Sonoma addresses measures to prevent underage drinking. See Final EIS Response to
County Water Comment G-22.24 regarding impacts to additional law enforcement services.
Agency
G-22 County of G- Public The impacts to law enforcement are inclusive of these issues. Additionally, the project
Sonoma and 22.33  Services description includes: that casino patrons would be required to be 21 years of age or
Sonoma older in areas where alcohol is served and a “Responsible Alcoholic Beverage Policy”
County Water would be adopted to include provisions related to |.D. verification and refusal of service
Agency to individuals who are visibly intoxicated.
G-22 County of G- Air Quality YES EIS Mitigation Measure 5.4.9 includes ventilation systems and smoke-free zones to
Sonoma and 22.34 reduce impacts. Mitigation includes signage identifying smoking areas prior to entrance
Sonoma to these areas and associated deleterious health effects in prominent locations of the
County Water facility. Additional measures have been added to inform employees of the potential for
Agency exposure to indoor smoking.
G-22 County of G- Project YES It is anticipated that food and beverage safety standards would be addressed within a
Sonoma and 22.35  Description Tribal-State Compact. In order to provide assurance of the Tribal adoption of State or
Sonoma Federal standards a new mitigation measure has been added which requires that the
County Water Tribe adopt food and beverage handling standards and allow inspection of food and
Agency beverage services by state, county, or city health inspectors, as applicable, during

normal hours of operation, to assess compliance with these standards, unless
inspections are routinely made by an agency of the United States government to ensure
compliance with equivalent standards of the United States Public Health Service. This
mitigation would be superceded if food and beverage handling standards are addressed
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in a Tribal-State Compact.
G-22 County of G- Public The mitigation is adequate and addresses staff training and response for a variety of
Sonoma and 22.36  Services emergencies. The cited court case pertains to a nuclear facility which has special
Sonoma emergency considerations and is not applicable.
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Public The project would include security which would patrol parking areas. Similar to other
Sonoma and 22.37  Services commercial development, the project is not anticipated to create a significant demand
Sonoma on animal control services or require the need for new or expanded animal control
County Water service facilities.
Agency
G-22 County of G- Public See Response to Comment G-20.3 regarding drought conditions and the City water
Sonoma and 22.38  Services/W supply. Should the City be limited in terms of water rights or water supply availability the
Sonoma ater Tribe would pursue the private option which is currently the default water supply option.
County Water Resources The private option would not substantially affect City water supplies under drought
Agency conditions as the project well would not be within the capture zone of the City of
Cloverdale production wells.
G-22 County of G- Water The summer months’ condition for this area is accurately described. While there are no
Sonoma and 22.39  Resources doubt areas of the riparian zone of the Russian River that are “losing stream” conditions,

Sonoma
County Water
Agency

the limited groundwater pumping assessment indicates that a gaining condition exists in
the vicinity of the project site. The site lies on a relatively flat stream terrace adjacent to
the Russian River. The site elevation is between approximately 282 and 284 feet
(NAVDS88). A levee lies between the project site and the Russian River. Water in the
Russian River is at an approximate elevation of 271 feet in this area. Hydrographs for
three nearby monitoring wells were obtained from the Water Data Library (California
Department of Water Resources). The wells used for the analysis were: T11N/R10W-
08P01M (northeast of project site, east floodplain of river), T11N/R10W-17P02M (east
of project site, east floodplain of river) and T11N/R10W-19F02M (immediately west of
project site adjacent to US 101). The groundwater levels fluctuate seasonally: lowest
groundwater levels in the area are at an elevation of approximately 276.5 feet; the
highest groundwater levels are at approximately 343 feet. This suggests that the
Russian River is always a gaining stream in this reach.
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In April 2011, ESA requested that Hydrometrics Water Resources Incorporated
(Hydrometrics, WRI) update its previous (August 2009) characterization and modeling of
the predicted capture zone for the new groundwater supply well located in the southeast
corner of the proposed property. The update was appropriate because the assumed
location of the well evaluated in the August 2009 study was further from the Russian
River than the actual location of the well after it was installed. In the subsequent 2011
update, Hydrometrics WRI stated in its report that, “The higher groundwater elevations
observed in the Mutual Water Company’s well number 98-0595 and nearby wells
monitored by DWR suggest that the Russian River is a gaining stream in this area. The
groundwater elevation of 268 feet estimated at Sirrah Well #1 is close to the estimated
Russian River bottom in the Pumping Impact Analysis [completed by Hydrometrics WRI
in 2009]. The lower groundwater elevation observed in this well may imply that the
Russian River is a losing stream in this area”. Based on this information, it may be the
case that in certain sections of the Russian River and at certain times of the year, the
Russian River fluctuates between a losing and gaining stream. However, whether or not
the Russian River is a gaining or losing stream in certain locations along the Russian
River is of minor consequence to the analysis and does not change the impact
conclusion as presented in the Final EIS.

Impact 4.3.1-5 of the Final EIS addresses impacts to the Russian River from extracting
groundwater from the onsite well. Analyses from 2009 and 2011 indicate that the
potential for flow reduction is such that it would not significantly affect the hydrology of
the river or aquatic habitat.

G-22 County of G- General The County suggestion for rainwater harvesting is noted.
Sonoma and 22.40

Sonoma

County Water

Agency

G-22 County of G- Water The groundwater analysis conducted by Hydrometrics WRI in 2009 to support the Draft
Sonoma and 22.41 Resources EIS and its 2011 supplemental groundwater analysis suggest that the groundwater flow
Sonoma direction is perpendicular to the Russian River and thus the groundwater supply well
County Water would not be within the contaminate plume of the City of Cloverdale waste water pond.
Agency Regarding nitrate and E. coli levels in the groundwater, the Tribe would test the supply
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well for Groundwater Under the Direct Influence of Surface Water, as required. Prior to
operation of the project, as with any water supply monitoring program, baseline water
quality data would be obtained from the water supply well and used to assess water
quality data obtained during regular water quality testing of the well. It must be noted
that in order for the project to use the onsite groundwater for supply, the Tribe must
demonstrate that the quality of the groundwater is in compliance with federal water
quality thresholds for drinking water and if it is not, the EPA would require treatment of
that groundwater supply to achieve those thresholds.

G-22 County of G- Water
Sonoma and 22.42 Resources
Sonoma

County Water

Agency

Review of groundwater quality testing completed by Weiss Associates as part of the
original Sirrah Property Phase Il investigation in 2008 indicates that Total Coliform was
detected in 7 of 12 water samples collected from onsite groundwater wells. One sample
was also collected from the Russian River and one from an offsite artesian spring. The
results of the bacteria sampling is discussed on Page 11 of the Phase Il Environmental
investigation Report, Sirrah Property, (Appendix K), however, tabulated data for Total
Coliform and E. Coli was not provided in that report. As stated on Page 11 of the Phase
Il report, “E. Coli was not detected in any of the monitoring wells sampled and total
coliform was detected at a concentration of 1 Most Probable Number per 100 milliliters
(MPN/100 ml) in Ag Well 1, 23 MPN/100ml in the 6 Acre Well, 110 MPN/100 ml in the
Former Lile Agricultural Well A, and 2,000 MPN/100 ml in the water sample collected
from the Russian River. According to the original data set, Total Coliform was also
detected at 38 MPN/100 ml in monitoring well MW-04, 93 MPN/100 ml in monitoring
well MW-05, 10 MPN/100 ml in monitoring well MW-06, 160 MPN/100 ml in monitoring
well MW-07, and 190 MPN/100 ml in the offsite spring. E. Coli was not detected in the
12 groundwater samples and only in the Russian River sample at 32 MPN/100 ml. The
Phase Il investigation for the Sirrah Property determined that the presence of Total
Coliform was not considered an impediment to development of the Sirrah Property
because if a potable water system is developed, the EPA would require that the
production well and water treatment system be designed to treat and eliminate
concentrations of Total Coliform in the potable water supply, and meet federal standards
for potable water.

G-22 County of G- Water
Sonoma and 22.43 Resources
Sonoma

The Tribe would test the supply well for Groundwater Under the Direct Influence of
Surface Water, as required. Prior to operation of the project, as with any water supply
monitoring program, baseline water quality data would be obtained from the water

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project
Response to Comments on the Final EIS

17 ESA /207737
November 2014



Comment Comm Comment

Letter ent Issue Area Recomme

Numb
er

Changes

nded to
ROD

Response

County Water
Agency

supply well and used to assess water quality data obtained during regular water quality
testing of the well. The groundwater data listed in Table 3.3-1 was intended to provide
water quality information for the setting of this NEPA document and does not represent
the baseline groundwater data that would be relied upon during the water quality
monitoring program during project operation.Water quality sampling performed on the
project site in 2008 included the analysis of nitrate in groundwater. On the property
located east of the railroad tracks, nitrate was analyzed in 17 samples collected from
monitoring wells, water supply wells, and surface water and was detected in 13 of those
samples. Concentrations of nitrate ranged from below detection limits (<0.05 mg/L) to
6.6 mg/L. On the property west of the railroad tracks (aka Amonos Property) nitrate was
analyzed in 30 groundwater samples and detected in 21 of those samples with the
highest detection of 7.8 mg/L. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the
California State Department of Health Services Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for
nitrate is 10 mg/L. Nitrate concentrations detected in the groundwater on the project site
were not considered a significant impediment to development of the project. Tabulated
data for nitrate was not included in the Phase Il reports provided as Appendix K;
however, Appendix K does contain copies of the original laboratory data for nitrate for
the Amonos Property. Laboratory reports for testing on the Sirrah property were not
available. Table 3.3-1 in the Final EIS indicates nitrate concentrations in onsite
groundwater.

It must be noted that in order for the project to use the onsite groundwater for supply,
the Tribe must demonstrate that the quality of the groundwater is in compliance with the
federal water quality thresholds for drinking water and if it is not, the EPA would require
treatment of that groundwater supply to achieve those thresholds.

Furthermore, the comment does not accurately interpret Mitigation Measure 5.3-3. The
comment states that Mitigation Measure 5.3-3 only requires further action to be taken in
the event the water supply well becomes contaminated with nutrients or pathogens
associated with the project. That is not correct. Mitigation Measure 5.3-3 requires that
groundwater quality be monitored for nutrients and pathogens if the private water supply
option is selected and onsite groundwater is used as the primary drinking water supply.

G-22 County of G- Water
Sonoma and 22.44 Resources

The 50 foot setback is the Title 22 CCR requirement for tertiary recycled water
(§60310). The leachfield standard would not be appropriate for a sprayfield with tertiary
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Sonoma recycled water. It should be noted that the water applied through the proposed spray

County Water field would be tertiary treated effluent and would not contribute to elevating contaminate

Agency levels in the groundwater above Federal standards.

G-22 County of G- General The project description provides sufficient detail of the wastewater treatment plant to

Sonoma and 22.45 complete the environmental impact analysis. A constant flow membrane bioreactor

Sonoma (MBR) is a general term for a treatment system that combines a membrane process like

County Water micro- or ultra-filtration with a suspended growth bioreactor. In combination, the two

Agency combined treatment processes can treat groundwater to below State and Federal water
quality standards. There are many options and configurations of these systems and
identifying the correct system requires an appropriate level of engineering design.
Because of that, it is difficult to describe in detail the system that may be employed by
the proposed project. The final design of the appropriate MBR system would be
determined at the final design stage after the development alternative is identified and
waste water flows are confirmed.

G-22 County of G- Water The Final EIS evaluates the impacts of spray field application, percolation of tertiary

Sonoma and 2246  Resources treated effluent, and potential water quality impacts to the Russian River in Section 4.3,

Sonoma Water Resources. For clarification, it should be noted that during the preparation of the

County Water Draft EIS, the applicant proposed use of a 4-acre spray field was evaluated and found to

Agency be undersized to accommodate the amount of effluent. As a result, the spray field was
expanded to 14.6 acres and the crop type was changed from a vineyard to alfalfa in
order to increase evapotranspiration rates. The water to be applied to the spray field
would be tertiary-treated water and would need to meet federal EPA standards prior to
application; therefore, nutrients and pathogens would not be a significant water quality
concern. Please refer to comment response G-22.45 regarding description of the
constant flow membrane bioreactor.

G-22 County of G- Water The SQMP provides sufficient analysis to determine the stormwater flow volumes for the

Sonoma and 22.47 Resources various alternatives and verifies that proposed storage is adequate. The design

Sonoma parameters can be considered preliminary while providing adequate detail to determine

County Water whether or not stormwater would result in adverse impacts. Additional details of the

Agency subterranean detention system, the piping network, and the upland drainage release

system would be developed at the final design phase of the project after an alternative
is selected. The final design details are not necessary for the evaluation of potential
stormwater impacts as required under NEPA and therefore, deferring them to a final
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design process does not hinder public review and comment or preclude informed
decision-making. The subterranean detention system, piping and upland drainage
release systems are preliminarily sized and shown in the Utilities Plan Appendix Q.

G-22 County of G- Water With the area and crop cover, the soil would hold a large fraction of the applied recycled

Sonoma and 2248  Resources water while a smaller fraction would percolate to the water table and mix with

Sonoma groundwater. It must be noted that the water applied by spray irrigation would be tertiary

County Water treated to California Code of Regulations, Title 22 standards for land application.

Agency Furthermore, given the soil conditions, the recommended crop type, and dry season
application schedule, spray irrigation would not distribute reclaimed water at rates that
would result in localized ponding or the generation of runoff to the waters of the US.
Nevertheless, EIS Mitigation Measure 5.3-3 prescribes control measures that address
ponding and runoff.

G-22 County of G- Water The quality of the City’s effluent meets RWQCB effluent standards set in the Waste

Sonoma and 2249  Resources Discharge Requirements (ORDER NO. R1-2012-0048/ NPDES NO. CA0022977/ WDID

Sonoma NO. 1B840320SON) for the City’'s Wastewater Treatment Facility (Available online at:

County Water http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/board_decisions/adopted_orders/pdf/2012/12

Agency 0048 NPDES_Cloverdale_ WWTF.pdf). Permit conditions include a monitoring and
reporting program and there are no open violations associated with the Wastewater
Treatment Facility.

G-22 County of G- Water See Final EIS Response to Comment G-4.3. As discussed in Section 4.3, the increase

Sonoma and 2250 Resources in flood height due to the project was estimated for the purposes of determining the

Sonoma magnitude of change for this analysis under NEPA. Development on the floodplain

County Water would not be permitted to begin until the Tribe has demonstrated to FEMA that the

Agency proposed facilities and properties upstream and downstream would not be adversely
affected by the proposed activities on the floodplain and the Conditional Letter of Map
Revision is completed and approved. Mitigation has been revised to include consultation
with FEMA regarding 500-year floodplain analysis if it is required.

G-22 County of G- Land Use Inconsistency with existing zoning does not in and of itself constitute a significant

Sonoma and 22.51 environmental impact. The EIS has analyzed the effects of the development on

Sonoma
County Water
Agency

surrounding lands and the project would not affect the ability for off-site lands to be used
for their current purposes. The proposed project is compatible with the existing off-site
zonings/designations, in that it would not preclude existing or future designated land
uses in those areas.
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G-22 County of G- Land Use The County's comment and reference to Government Code 51282 regarding the
Sonoma and 22.52 Williamson Act is noted.
Sonoma
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Visual The use of local assessment guidelines is not required by NEPA nor would it change the
Sonoma and 22.53 Resources significance of the impacts. Visual impacts to existing views were determined to be
Sonoma potentially significant thus the commenter's statement that "the FEIS simply asserts that
County Water no project alternative would result in a significant visual change" is incorrect.
Agency
G-22 County of G- Visual Signage and lighting are not finalized; however they must adhere to the restrictions
Sonoma and 22.54 Resources outlined in EIS Mitigation Measures 5.13-1 through 4. Mitigation also addresses
Sonoma shielding and intensity for nighttime lighting.
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Noise Comment noted. Specific response to lllingworth and Rodkin are provided below.
Sonoma and 22.55
Sonoma
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Noise The noise analysis considers the location of sensitive receptors and the compatibility
Sonoma and 22.56 with surrounding uses. The analysis is not required to take noise measurements at each
Sonoma sensitive receptor but to characterize the noise environment (including sensitive
County Water receptors) Figure 3.11-2 shows that measurements were taken near the identified
Agency sensitive receptors, where noise levels are similar.
G-22 County of G- Noise Construction noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors are evaluated in Section
Sonoma and 22.57 4.11 for each alternative and compared to existing noise levels as well as City of
Sonoma Cloverdale exterior noise standards. Furthermore, mitigation measures such as EIS
County Water Mitigation Measure 5.11.1a are included to reduce construction noise levels at sensitive
Agency receptors. Mitigation Measure 5.11.1a would prohibit construction during hours that
would cause sleep disturbance. Weekend construction is also prohibited, which allows
at least 2 days of break from construction noise each week.
G-22 County of G- Noise The FHWA RD-77-108 is appropriate and commonly used by acoustic professionals in
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Sonoma and 22.58 California for projecting simple noise levels from increased traffic on roadways. The

Sonoma Notice of Intent for the project was submitted to the Federal Registry on July 7th 2008,

County Water before the updated TNM model was adopted. See Final EIS response to comment G-

Agency 9.95.

G-22 County of G- Noise The EIS uses the City standards which are from the California General Plan Guidelines

Sonoma and 22.59 (Appendix A Noise Element Guidelines) which are widely used throughout the State.

Sonoma

County Water

Agency

G-22 County of G- Noise The nearest project traffic to any residences would be on Asti Road, which is adjacent to

Sonoma and 2 Highway101. The nighttime traffic noise from Highway 101 would still be the dominant

Sonoma 2 nighttime noise source in the area because of the higher speeds and volumes on

County Water i Highway 101 than on Asti Road.

Agency 6

0

G-22 County of G- Noise The project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is not considerable. The standards

Sonoma and 22.61 are shown in Table 4.11-1. The standards depend on the noise level before addition of

Sonoma the project. The noise level without the project along Asti Road, north of Santana Drive

County Water is less than 60 dB — for areas less than 60 dB the project would contribute considerably

Agency to the cumulative impact if it was greater than 5.0 dB or more. The proposed project
impact is less than this. The resulting level is 54 dBA on Asti Road north of Santana
Drive which is typical of a residential area.

G-22 County of G- Noise Section 4.11 discusses the distance of the nearest residences from the roads where it is

Sonoma and 22.62 applicable to the analysis. For example under Impact 4.11-2 it is discussed that the

Sonoma nearest residence in the vicinity along Asti Road north of Santana Drive, is

County Water approximately 310 feet from Asti Road.

Agency

G-22 County of G- Noise YES Mitigation limits construction activities from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday.

Sonoma and 22.63 Work could not occur prior to this time. This includes delivery of equipment and cleaning

Sonoma of machinery. Mitigation also includes use of noise control techniques and locating

County Water stationary sources away from sensitive receptors and where feasible enclosed in

Agency temporary sheds or used with other insulation barriers. Idling time would be limited
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under EIS Mitigation 5.4-5. Mitigation has been added to the ROD which includes
designation of a construction noise coordinator and a sign posted at the construction
site (visible from Asti Road) which has the days and hours of permitted construction and
the noise coordinator phone number. The construction noise coordinator shall track
noise complaints and coordinate with construction contractors to implement technically
and economically feasible measures to address complaints.

G-22 County of G- Socioecon The market study includes the proposal for a permanent structure for Dry Creek

Sonoma and 22.64  omics Rancheria. Plans for a hotel and other expansions have been put on hold.

Sonoma

County Water

Agency

G-22 County of G- General Comment noted.

Sonoma and 22.65

Sonoma

County Water

Agency

G-22 County of G- Air Tables 3.4-1, 3.4-2, and 3.4-4 were revised for the Final EIS. The Notice of Intent for the

Sonoma and 22.66  Quality/Noi project was submitted to the Federal Registry on July 7th 2008, before the updated

Sonoma se BAAQMD thresholds were adopted. Full references had been added to Table 4.4-2 of

County Water the Final EIS for each air district's identified thresholds.

Agency

G-22 County of G- Air Construction emissions were modeled using URBEMIS 2007. The output files were

Sonoma and 22.67  Quality/Noi included in Appendix C. As noted, the URBEMIS program does not supply input files,

Sonoma se however, detailed output files included information as to what assumptions were

County Water incorporated into the program.

Agency

G-22 County of G- Air See response to Comment G-22.13 above.

Sonoma and 22.68  Quality/Noi

Sonoma se

County Water

Agency

G-22 County of G- Air The CO Protocol referenced by the commenter was designed for use with transportation

Sonoma and 22.69  Quality/Noi projects. The proposed project is not considered a transportation project and utilizes a
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Sonoma se methodology, which satisfies the requirements of NEPA and the Clean Air Act. The EIS

County Water methodology included using the CALINE 4 dispersion model to quantify CO

Agency concentrations at sensitive receptors or conduct a “hot spot” analysis. CALINE 4 is the
same model, which is used in the CO Protocol and, is approved by the EPA, Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), and Caltrans for Carbon Monoxide (CO) modeling.
Traffic data incorporated into the model was from the traffic study produced for the
project.

G-22 County of G- Air Climate change is a cumulative global phenomenon and is not possible to attribute to a

Sonoma and 22.70  Quality/Noi single project. The EIS analysis adequately addresses the incremental contribution to

Sonoma se global impacts. The use of the 25,000 metric-ton per year CO2e threshold is not

County Water arbitrary as suggested by the commenter but is supported by federal agencies and the

Agency California Air Resources Board (CARB). It is cited in the Council on Environmental
Quality Memorandum regarding Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects
of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, it is the threshold used within
USEPA’s Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Rule, and was adopted by the
California Air Resources Board in 2007 to identify mandatory reporting regulations for
major facilities. The BAAQMD’s more stringent standards are applicable only to projects
within the BAAQMD when adopted by a project's CEQA lead agency; as the project is
not located within the BAAQMD or subject to CEQA, application to the project is not
warranted.

G-22 County of G- Air The commenter is correct that the Final EIS Response to Comments should state that

Sonoma and 22.71 Quality/Noi operational impacts from toxic air contaminants were considered potentially significant

Sonoma se in the Final EIS (no change is needed to the text of the Final EIS). Regarding mitigation

County Water reduction of toxic air contaminants see response to Comment G-22.14.

Agency

G-22 County of G- Air Response to Comments G-9.132 to G-9.135 in the Final EIS address the previous

Sonoma and 22.72 Quality/Noi comments and no additional information is provided in this comment.

Sonoma se

County Water

Agency

G-22 County of G- Air See response to Comment G-22.15 above.

Sonoma and 22.73  Quality/Noi
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Sonoma se
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Air See response to Comment G-10.29 in the Final EIS.
Sonoma and 22.74  Quality/Noi
Sonoma se
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Air Comment is speculative and is noted.
Sonoma and 22.75  Quality/Noi
Sonoma se
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Air Comment noted.
Sonoma and 22.76  Quality/Noi
Sonoma se
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Air Contrary to the commenter's assertion, Tables 4.11-4 and 4.11-5 show the project-
Sonoma and 22.77  Quality/Noi specific traffic noise level increases along modeled roadways.
Sonoma se
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Air Comment noted. Mechanical equipment noise would be reduced through EIS Mitigation
Sonoma and 22.78  Quality/Noi Measure 5.11.2 to levels existing without the project.
Sonoma se
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Air Comment regarding background noise is speculative and is noted. See also response to
Sonoma and 22.79  Quality/Noi Comment-22.78 above.
Sonoma se
County Water
Agency
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G-22 County of G- Air Quality The attachment regarding the Mendocino County Air Quality Management District
Sonoma and 22.80 Indirect Source Rule is noted.
Sonoma
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Air The lllingworth and Rodkin letter dated October 19, 2010 is specifically responded to in
Sonoma and 22.81 Quality/Noi Appendix S of the Final EIS, Response to Comments.
Sonoma se
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- General The attachment of the NIGC Record of Decision for the Graton project is noted.
Sonoma and 22.82
Sonoma
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Air The attachment of the CEQ Memo regarding Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of
Sonoma and 22.83  Quality/Noi the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions is noted.
Sonoma se
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Visual The attachment of the County Visual Assessment Guidelines is noted.
Sonoma and 22.84  Resources
Sonoma
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Public The attachment of City Resolution No. 010-2014 is noted.
Sonoma and 22.85  Services
Sonoma
County Water
Agency
G-22 County of G- Public The attachment of City Urgency Ordinance No. 691-2014 is noted.
Sonoma and 22.86  Services

Sonoma
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County Water

Agenc

G-23 SMART G-23.1  Traffic It is noted that crossing of SMART is subject to future review and approval by SMART
and CPUC. The recommendation that the Tribe work with SMART and other transit
providers to address transit demand is also noted.

[-1 Dobie 1-1.1 Socioecon Given the inherent uncertainties associated with any such development (e.g. whether

Edmunds omics actual successful completion of other similar proposed projects would occur, marketing
and management effectiveness differences between businesses), it is speculative to
project failure of the venture and ascribe any resulting impacts such as blight. While the
regional gaming market has changed since the preparation of the proprietary marketing
study, it would not affect the ultimate significance conclusions of the socioeconomics
section of the EIS. It was conservatively assumed that sales from Sonoma County
residents at the proposed project (Cloverdale casino) would be cannibalized from the
existing River Rock casino. This was assumed so as not to overstate the beneficial
impacts of the Cloverdale casino. The opening of the Graton casino would mean that
sales from Sonoma County residents at the Cloverdale casino would be cannibalized
from both the River Rock and Graton casinos. Operation of the Cloverdale casino would
still be anticipated to have an overall beneficial indirect or induced economic impact by
bringing in new sales to the County.

I-1 Dobie 1-1.2 Public Regarding drought see Response to Comment G-20.3. The anticipated water demand is
Edmunds Services/W included as Section 2 of the Final EIS. Impact 4.3.1-5 of the Final EIS addresses
ater impacts to the Russian River from extracting groundwater from the onsite well. Analyses
Resources from 2009 and 2011 indicate that the potential for flow reduction is such that it would not

significantly impact the hydrology of the river or aquatic habitat.

[-2 Clark Mason  1-2.1 Socioecon Regarding the market study and the opening of the Graton Casino see Response to
omics Comment I-1.1.
I-3 Robert 1-3.1 Public Comment noted. Regarding effects to City water supply due to drought see Response to
Haugsten Services/W Comment G-20.3.
ater
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Resources
[-4 Janet & 1-4.1 General Comment noted. Traffic, crime/law enforcement, employment, land use and water use

Stan Halverson

[-5 Lynn Caruso |-5.1 General

are all issues addressed in the EIS.

Impacts related to drainage, floodplain and treated effluent sprayfields are addressed in
the EIS.

[-5 Lynn Caruso 1-5.2 Public
Services/W
ater
Resources

Regarding drought see Response to Comment G-20.3.

[-5 Lynn Caruso |-5.3 General

Impacts related to land resources, biological resources, air quality effects and
greenhouse gas/climate change are all addressed in the EIS.

[-5 Lynn Caruso |-5.4 Socioecon
omics

Regarding the market study and the opening of the Graton Casino see Response to
Comment I-1.1.

I-5 Lynn Caruso 1I-5.5 General

[-6 Mary Brugo  1-6.1 Socioecon
omics

Comment noted. Environmental issues have been addressed in the EIS.

The Innovation Group market analysis for the project is proprietary information that
cannot be publicly disclosed without compromising the Tribe's business development
opportunity. Regarding the market study and the opening of the Graton Casino see
Response to Comment I-1.1.

I-6 Mary Brugo  1-6.2 Public
Services/W
ater
Resources

Regarding drought see Response to Comment G-20.3.

I-6 Mary Brugo  1-6.3 General

Climate change is addressed in the EIS.

[-6 Mary Brugo  1-6.4 General

This comment provides a summary of issues. See responses to specific comments
above and below. While the development would not be subject to local regulations the
development is subject to federal environmental regulations and includes mitigation for
potentially significant environmental effects.

[-6 Mary Brugo  1-6.5 Air
Quality/Cli

Section 4.4 specifically addresses greenhouses gas emissions and global climate
change. Mitigation Measure 5.4-5 (Transportation and Motor Vehicle Measures),
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mate Mitigation Measure 5.4-8 (Energy Efficiency Measures), and Mitigation Measure 5.4-10

Change (Greenhouse Gas Emission Credits) are identified in the Final EIS and would reduce
GHGs. The commenter does not identify how the project violates Climate Action 2020.

[-6 Mary Brugo  1-6.6 Public Regarding drought see Response to Comment G-20.3.

Services/W

ater

Resources

[-6 Mary Brugo  |-6.7 Socioecon Regarding the market study and the opening of the Graton Casino see Response to

omics Comment |-1.1.

[-6 Mary Brugo  1-6.8 General As online gambling is not legal in California and a bill to allow online poker was not
passed this year, online gambling in California remains speculative. Land based games
provide a different form of entertainment than online games. Online gambling has only
recently launched in New Jersey, Delaware and Nevada in 2013 and thus not enough
data is available to determine economic effects.

I-6 Mary Brugo  1-6.9 General This comment does not address environmental issues.

-6 Mary Brugo 1-6.10  General This comment provides a summary of issues. See responses to specific comments
above.

-6 Mary Brugo  1-6.11 Alternative The document has also evaluated non-gaming alternatives, air quality impacts, water

S demand, and wastewater and solid waste management needs.

[-6 Mary Brugo  1-6.12  Land Use While the development would not be subject to local regulations the development is
subject to federal environmental regulations and includes mitigation for potentially
significant environmental effects.

[-7 Linda I-7.1 Public Regarding drought see Response to Comment G-20.3.

Lawrence Services/W

ater
Resources

[-8 Jefferey 1-8.1 Purpose The Tribe has determined that the greatest need is economic development. Economic

Wilson and Need development would in turn support other Tribal needs such as Tribal housing.

I-8 Jefferey 1-8.2 Mitigation Comment noted. Sustainable measures include potential use of reclaimed water. EIS

Wilson Mitigation Measure 5.4-5 also includes transportation and motor vehicle measures to
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reduce miles driven.
I-8 Jefferey 1-8.3 General The comment does not address environmental issues.
Wilson
[-8 Jefferey 1-8.4 Mitigation Measure 5.4-8 includes energy efficiency measures.
Wilson
[-8 Jefferey 1-8.5 Mitigation Comment noted. Impacts from runoff have been evaluated in Section 4.3 and impacts
Wilson would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation.
[-8 Jefferey 1-8.6 General The comment does not address environmental issues. Alternatives including reduced
Wilson intensity casino developments were considered in the EIS.
[-8 Jefferey 1-8.7 General The attachments to the letter address issues outside of the scope of the EIS.
Wilson
[-9 Julie Dilley 1-9.1 Public Regarding drought see Response to Comment G-20.3.
& Thomas Services/W
Foster ater
Resources
[-9 Julie Dilley 1-9.2 General Comment noted. The following issues were addressed in the EIS: noise, air quality and
& Thomas climate change/greenhouse gas emissions, transportation, land use and aesthetics.
Foster
1-9 Julie Dilley 1-9.3 Alternative The EIS has evaluated a non-gaming alternative.
& Thomas S
Foster
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