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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 U.S. EPA  Kathleen Goforth 5/19/2014 

G-2 California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 

Erik Alm 5/19/2014 

G-3 California State Clearinghouse Scott Morgan 5/20/2014 

G-4 Chicken Ranch Rancheria Melissa Powell 4/21/2014 

G-5 Cloverdale Rancheria Silver Galleto 5/28/2014 

G-6 Enterprise Rancheria (Estom Yumeka 
Maidu Tribe) 

Glenda Nelson 5/13/2014 

G-7 Federated Indians of Graton 
Rancheria 

Greg Sarris 4/29/2014 

G-8 Greenville Rancheria Crystal Rios 5/1/2014 

G-9 Ione Band of Miwok Indians Yvonne Miller 5/5/2014 

G-10 Kashia Band of Pomo Indians Reno Franklin 4/21/2014 

G-11 Lytton Band of Pomo Indians Margie Mejia 4/21/2014 

G-12 Manchester Band of Pomo Indians Eloisa Oropeza 4/22/2014 

G-13 Mechoopda Indian Tribe of Chico 
Rancheria 

Dennis Ramirez 4/23/2014 

G-14 Middletown Rancheria of Pomo 
Indians of California 

Jose Simon III 5/1/2014 

G-15 Pala Band of Mission Indians Robert Smith 4/22/2014 

G-16 Redding Rancheria Jason Hart 4/24/2014 

G-17 Redwood Valley Little River Band of 
Pomo Indians 

Elizabeth Hansen 4/21/2014 

G-18 Sherwood Valley Band of Pomo 
Indians 

Michael Fitzgerral 4/23/2014 

G-19 Susanville Indian Rancheria Stacy Dixon 5/16/2014 

G-20 City of Cloverdale Jose Sanchez 6/2/2014 

G-21 Cloverdale Health Care District Alfred Delsid 5/13/2014 

G-22 County of Sonoma and Sonoma 
County Water Agency 

Jennifer Klein 5/28/2014 

G-23 Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit 
(SMART) 

Linda Meckel 5/14/2014 
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Comment Letter # Agency/Organization Signature Date 

Individuals 

I-1  Dobie Edmunds 5/8/2014 

I-2  Clark Mason 5/14/2014 

I-3  Robert Haugsten 5/26/2014 

I-4  Janet & Stan Halverson 5/26/2014 

I-5  Lynn Caruso 5/28/2014 

I-6  Mary Brugo 5/29/2014 

I-7  Linda Lawrence & Shelby 
Kennedy 5/31/2014 

I-8  Jefferey Wilson 6/2/2014 

I-9  Julie Dilley & Thomas Foster 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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Sent By: CAL TRANS TRANSPOR1AT~O_P~~~~~~G; 51C 286 5559; May-19-14 3:31PM; P8ge 1 J 2 
10: .:; A1: !:Il::/1Q.jc.j;:\Ultl 

llA tt OFf A! J!'QSNIA---'-ALiH 18"'111 5prr JRANSI'! ~!iTA nON A{j~f:~~'(~'--____________ -"""w""""-"",,-,,,Ck...",,,,_ 
.- - .. - - ._-- - ,[lMt~ (; 8ROWN Jr Q,'VJ."TDQ[ 

DEPARTMENT m' TRANSPORTA nON 
DISTRICT 4 
P.O. BOX Z3660 
OAKLAND. CA 94623-fl66(l 
I'ftONE (510) 2116·605~ 
FAX (510) 286·5559 
TI'Y 7!l 
www<!QI.c:aIlO): 

May 19,2014 

Mr. John Rydzik 
BUTeau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Couage Way 
'1 acramemo, C/\ 95825 

Dear Mr. Rydzik: 

MAY 19 2014 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

.\·nl"", J)mu/:hr. 
H~{r .• ow ..... it'~, 

SON 10 185 
SON/101I5D.43 
SCH# 200/208400 1 

CloverdaJe Rancherl. Porno Indians Resort Casino - Final Environmental Impllct 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 th~ FEIS and 
have the following comments to offer. 

Traffic Safety 
T.r:.dffic Analysis #3 (Appendix G-6.3) 

For Mitigation Mea.'mre 5.8-4, the proposed roundabout withm the State Right of Way (ROW) 
will require Caltrans Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE). Caltrans' Concepmai Approval 
Report (CAR) prut:ess has been replaced by the ICE effective 8/30f20J 3. Plt::ase change text in 
[he report noting that the ICE will need to be complet~d a" the first step of Cal trans' Project 
Initiation Document process. 

Highwoy Ope"atior.:; 

• Based on [he Traffix Data stUdy results in Appendix. G. in addition (0 ramp inlersectioll 
improvements at the US 101 Northbound ramps of lhe South Inccrchange, there will also 
be ramp intersection improvements required for US 101 Southbound of (he 50mh 
Interchange. 

• The FEIS uses existing traffic data what were cc-llected between 1'()05 and 2008. How do 
thCS\! values compare to the current 2014 conditions? It is prefefl'cd t() have tramc 
analysis uttlIze traffic data within a three-year period of [he dOCU~ilent being released. 

• The colli.~ion history (2002-2007) should be upduted. 

• The figure ... used in the PElS make reference to "W-Trans, 2009". Since the FElS statc:s 
thar the nriginaJ intended opening of [he project would be between 2010 and 2012, the 
lraffic studies should be revisited. 

• Due to the location of the Casino and Resort being adjacem to the treewC!.y, plca.-,e explain 

"Prc;~,d~ 11 .ta/e. JUJlu,nuble. m'~g.a!ed I1l1d ~d~11I ,UJI\JIXHI",,,W 
:N .• um In ~"IrtJ"':r CuIJj"""a's f<"urwnry 0"4 liVllbilily"' 
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DEPARTMENT m' TRANSPORTA nON 
DISTRICT 4 
P.O. BOX Z3660 
OAKLAND. CA 94623-fl66(l 
I'ftONE (510) 2116·605~ 
FAX (510) 286·5559 
TI'Y 7!l 
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May 19,2014 

Mr. John Rydzik 
BUTeau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Couage Way 
'1 acramemo, C/\ 95825 

Dear Mr. Rydzik: 

MAY 19 2014 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

.\·nl"", J)mu/:hr. 
H~{r .• ow ..... it'~, 

SON 10 185 
SON/101I5D.43 
SCH# 200/208400 1 

CloverdaJe Rancherl. Porno Indians Resort Casino - Final Environmental Impllct 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 th~ FEIS and 
have the following comments to offer. 

Traffic Safety 
T.r:.dffic Analysis #3 (Appendix G-6.3) 

For Mitigation Mea.'mre 5.8-4, the proposed roundabout withm the State Right of Way (ROW) 
will require Caltrans Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE). Caltrans' Concepmai Approval 
Report (CAR) prut:ess has been replaced by the ICE effective 8/30f20J 3. Plt::ase change text in 
[he report noting that the ICE will need to be complet~d a" the first step of Cal trans' Project 
Initiation Document process. 

Highwoy Ope"atior.:; 

• Based on [he Traffix Data stUdy results in Appendix. G. in addition (0 ramp inlersectioll 
improvements at the US 101 Northbound ramps of lhe South Inccrchange, there will also 
be ramp intersection improvements required for US 101 Southbound of (he 50mh 
Interchange. 

• The FEIS uses existing traffic data what were cc-llected between 1'()05 and 2008. How do 
thCS\! values compare to the current 2014 conditions? It is prefefl'cd t() have tramc 
analysis uttlIze traffic data within a three-year period of [he dOCU~ilent being released. 

• The colli.~ion history (2002-2007) should be upduted. 

• The figure ... used in the PElS make reference to "W-Trans, 2009". Since the FElS statc:s 
thar the nriginaJ intended opening of [he project would be between 2010 and 2012, the 
lraffic studies should be revisited. 

• Due to the location of the Casino and Resort being adjacem to the treewC!.y, plca.-,e explain 

"Prc;~,d~ 11 .ta/e. JUJlu,nuble. m'~g.a!ed I1l1d ~d~11I ,UJI\JIXHI",,,W 
:N .• um In ~"IrtJ"':r CuIJj"""a's f<"urwnry 0"4 liVllbilily"' 
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':><:", DY. I.A·<LlrlM'-", InM""r-unIMI.LU r-LMI~".l.I"-'1 OJIt) «DU -,.1-'"" 

Mr. John Rydzik, Bureau of lndian Affairs 
May 19, 2014 
Page 2 

1\'"'' Y· ,'''- ,~ .... _ ,-", "', 

how the project COns.lTUction will impact US 101 and SR 128. 

Trqffic Fo,.ecasting 
AM Peak Traffic Impac, SlUdy Need"" (Appendix 0-6.5) 
The proposed project would be expected ro generate approximately 40% fewer [rip!'> during the 
AM peak hour than during the PM peak hOllr. However, an AM" peak traffic impact study is still 
needed because the AM generated traffic is likely more (han 100 vehicles per hour. 

Over-e,~timated Internal Trip Reduction {Appendix G-6.6J 
The stated 67% internal trip reduction for non-gaming u.ses is bascd upon the 2007 Grawn 
Rancheria Casino and Hotel Traffic Impact Study. This figure (67%) is an over-estimation of 
internal reduction, which is. derived from a single casino facility sample. In me Trip Generation 
Handbook, 2"(\ Edition, on page 131, it describes an internal reduction of restaurant (sit·down), 
retail, hotel and cinema as 54%,36%,30% and 23% fC:Spectively. The proposed project, which is 
adjacent to US 101, willlike1y attract regional as well as local visitors. On page 135 of the Trip 
Generation Handbook it describes that having only one of the."e primary purposes served by 
visitors (such as a re.stallrant, retail hotel or cinema) during peak hour, the percent of visitors 
would he 77%, When two and three purposes are served, the percentage of visitors wDuld be 
16% and 17% respectively. Caltrans believes that internal rrip reduction due to land mix-use 
should fall into a reasonable range; a conservative estimate of this internal reduction should be 
around 36%, not 67%. 

Nalive American Liason 
Calttanr- 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, pJea~e call Shawn Hallum of my staff at 
(510) 622-1696 or shawn.halfurn<¢dot.ca.gov 

Sincerely. 

ERIK ALM, AICP 
District Branch Chief 
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review 

e: State Clearinghouse 

'"Pr""rl< '"' ~"fr. lUJruml.lbf{, IIIU8rQlrd I.lnd cffiCUni fralflp",rulilin 
.I,vll"~ Iv cnltunu r..:ulifrlmia '.1 tConUM'· and livabiln,v'" 

Letter G-2
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Mr. John Rydzik, Bureau of lndian Affairs 
May 19, 2014 
Page 2 
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how the project COns.lTUction will impact US 101 and SR 128. 

Trqffic Fo,.ecasting 
AM Peak Traffic Impac, SlUdy Need"" (Appendix 0-6.5) 
The proposed project would be expected ro generate approximately 40% fewer [rip!'> during the 
AM peak hour than during the PM peak hOllr. However, an AM" peak traffic impact study is still 
needed because the AM generated traffic is likely more (han 100 vehicles per hour. 

Over-e,~timated Internal Trip Reduction {Appendix G-6.6J 
The stated 67% internal trip reduction for non-gaming u.ses is bascd upon the 2007 Grawn 
Rancheria Casino and Hotel Traffic Impact Study. This figure (67%) is an over-estimation of 
internal reduction, which is. derived from a single casino facility sample. In me Trip Generation 
Handbook, 2"(\ Edition, on page 131, it describes an internal reduction of restaurant (sit·down), 
retail, hotel and cinema as 54%,36%,30% and 23% fC:Spectively. The proposed project, which is 
adjacent to US 101, willlike1y attract regional as well as local visitors. On page 135 of the Trip 
Generation Handbook it describes that having only one of the."e primary purposes served by 
visitors (such as a re.stallrant, retail hotel or cinema) during peak hour, the percent of visitors 
would he 77%, When two and three purposes are served, the percentage of visitors wDuld be 
16% and 17% respectively. Caltrans believes that internal rrip reduction due to land mix-use 
should fall into a reasonable range; a conservative estimate of this internal reduction should be 
around 36%, not 67%. 

Nalive American Liason 
Calttanr- 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, pJea~e call Shawn Hallum of my staff at 
(510) 622-1696 or shawn.halfurn<¢dot.ca.gov 

Sincerely. 

ERIK ALM, AICP 
District Branch Chief 
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review 

e: State Clearinghouse 

'"Pr""rl< '"' ~"fr. lUJruml.lbf{, IIIU8rQlrd I.lnd cffiCUni fralflp",rulilin 
.I,vll"~ Iv cnltunu r..:ulifrlmia '.1 tConUM'· and livabiln,v'" 
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S I A I E OF C '" L I FOR hi i A 

Governor's Office <d' Planning and Research 

Sr,ate Cleannghousp and Planning l-nn 
l,dmund G I:}rown Jr 

(,nvemnr 

May 20,2014 

John Rydzik 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way 
S;,lCram?I):Q, CA 95825 

Subject: Cloverdale Rancheria ofPomo Indians Fee-to-TllIst and Resort Casino Project 
.~C:f:.t1· ~f1.(]2084()(l1 

Dear John Rydzik. 

f..:.en Ale:.. 
r )irector 

The Statc Clearinghouse submitted the above named Final Document to selec:t;.;d stai,_ agencies for renew. 
On the enclosed Document Details Report please l~ote th;,: the Clcarmghouq; has lis,cd the slate agencies 
th'l.t reviC'wed your document. The review perioJ e~nsed ('!. :\1a) i (). 2014, :1'; j the C'Olnmc;"s fron. lilt' 
respondm,'. agemy (ies) is (arel en-'()sed I[(his (.:<,mmc!;: 13Cb,;;:·',s .1011': "rder. please J' 'If v th·: _,ute 
CJeanngll'.)usc 1l111lIediatel:. Plea:.e refer Ili the proiecf s [( I -digll '~tatc c.<.:<.. ~ :Jghou,;e number ll1 fw Hrt' 
corre",rm'dellce S(' that \\c may H:SP,)I" promptly. 

,,, ,.. . !)uLoh.: agency sh",1 "Hi: ;IUl.:.;.: sub.,tanL!>l, 'mmc"'::; rei.,,:'.I1~£ lh(J~( 
anivitie;, lllvoh,~d in a ;)roJ<':C! whici. are within ",', arc:.! o!>xp,'rtbL'" ~he :i~c:lCy "\ whl.;h Me 
required to be can-ied out or approved by the agency, Those comments shall be supported by 
specific documentation." 

T:-·cse ce-.lments ':'T for\\',nded " 1l~C: Il1 preparinp ;'OU; .011 em. ,.,nn :I..'ntai document. Sh(·uld 
more iniLmlation er clanfication "f the cndo~ed c,-'mme:. ~, we :"" 0dllll<!IlJ j,at you cont2. - the 
commenting agency directly. 

'1- ,,- .;;;t\<> ~c"n ~,.<!:;"~ .!1;lt you n,'ve t'. '1,;,;;';"" I.l-t. J'o 
Clart enVlfOnllllt1._! documents, pursuallt {" tIle ~:. 10m:. 
~tate Cle~r1t1ghouse at (916) 445-0613 If you ha\'e ~Hly qt. 
prucess. 

Sin~~ 
S~:l-~ 
Director, State C1c;Jringhouse 

EncJosur:;, 
c'" Resoul"::-es Ag'~ncy 

' ... ,c _ 1 ... J ,. j. - _ rev-,t:" - - 2,-," lie;. 

.',-~ .. :n(;l't;lj ·-.!l ·1;. A Pie.:.,," COl' 
,tiO;IS i_garding t",; env]l"u]llileIHal reVIC\\' 

]·tOO TEWI, I STREET P.O. BOX 31J.] I SACH:\!I!E!\1'U, C.<\J.lFOHNIA !)(j:- ·30~..J 
TEL WIG) --1--15·0Iil;; FA:"\ (~llG) :::!: ... ;lOlf ,,\\"w.opr.nq;o\ 

:he 
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SCH# 2002084001 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Project Title Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino PrOject 
Lead Agency Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Type FIN Final Document 

Description Note: 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 governmenl building, and other ancillary 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 available through garage and surface parking. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name 

Agency 
Phone 
email 

John Rydzik 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
9163786CS1 

Address 2800 Cottage _"..'ay 
City Sacramento 

Project Location 
County 

City 
Region 

Lat / Long 

Sonoma 
Cloverdale 

38° 47' 25" N 1123° 00' 30" W 
Cross Streets Life Lane and Asti Road 

Parcel No. 116-310-(005.020,035,039,040,044) 
Township 11N Range 10W 

Proximity to: 
H'II"Y 101 
Cloverdale Municipal Airport 

Northwestem Pacific RR 
Russian River 

Clo'/erdale Unified 

Fax 

State CA Zip 95825 

Section Base MDB&M 

Highways 

Airports 
Railways 

Waterways 
Schools 

Lafld Usa Zoning - General Industrial, RLr ;11 Re.<:ldenti<:l1 : ,)"n Intensive Agriculturp.it 811d Use - G"""Pra! IJlrlllS\ry 

Busi:1ess Park, Land Ir; .. :?nsive Agriculture. 

Project Issues Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Cumulative Effects; Drainage/Absorption; Economics/Jobs; Fiscal 

Imp?cts; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest ~and/Fire Hazard; GeologiclSeisr~ic; Growth Inducing; Minerals; 

Noise; Population/Hous.ng Balance; Public Ser/ices; Landuse; Recrea'ion/Parks; 

Sche:ols/Universities; Sewer Capacity, Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; 

Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation, Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian, 

Wildlife; AestheticNisual; Biological Resources: ~gricultural Land 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of ConservatiG'1; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 3; Cal Fire; 

Agencies Office of Historic Presel',falion; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; 

Caltrans, DiviSion of Aeronautics; California Hig!'way Patrol; Caltrans, District 4; Air Resources Board; 

Regional Water Quality Control Board. Region 1 Native American Heritage Commissior·; State Lands 

Commission; California Department of Justice, iI.!torney General's Office 

Date Received 04/17/2014 Start of Review 04/18/2014 End of Review 05/19/2014 

Letter G-3



Sent By: CAL TRANS TRANSPOR1AT~O_P~~~~~~G; 51C 286 5559; May-19-14 3:31PM; P8ge 1 J 2 
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DEPARTMENT m' TRANSPORTA nON 
DISTRICT 4 
P.O. BOX Z3660 
OAKLAND. CA 94623-fl66(l 
I'ftONE (510) 2116·605~ 
FAX (510) 286·5559 
TI'Y 7!l 
www<!QI.c:aIlO): 

May 19,2014 

Mr. John Rydzik 
BUTeau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Couage Way 
'1 acramemo, C/\ 95825 

Dear Mr. Rydzik: 

MAY 19 2014 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

.\·nl"", J)mu/:hr. 
H~{r .• ow ..... it'~, 

SON 10 185 
SON/101I5D.43 
SCH# 200/208400 1 

CloverdaJe Rancherl. Porno Indians Resort Casino - Final Environmental Impllct 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 th~ FEIS and 
have the following comments to offer. 

Traffic Safety 
T.r:.dffic Analysis #3 (Appendix G-6.3) 

For Mitigation Mea.'mre 5.8-4, the proposed roundabout withm the State Right of Way (ROW) 
will require Caltrans Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE). Caltrans' Concepmai Approval 
Report (CAR) prut:ess has been replaced by the ICE effective 8/30f20J 3. Plt::ase change text in 
[he report noting that the ICE will need to be complet~d a" the first step of Cal trans' Project 
Initiation Document process. 

Highwoy Ope"atior.:; 

• Based on [he Traffix Data stUdy results in Appendix. G. in addition (0 ramp inlersectioll 
improvements at the US 101 Northbound ramps of lhe South Inccrchange, there will also 
be ramp intersection improvements required for US 101 Southbound of (he 50mh 
Interchange. 

• The FEIS uses existing traffic data what were cc-llected between 1'()05 and 2008. How do 
thCS\! values compare to the current 2014 conditions? It is prefefl'cd t() have tramc 
analysis uttlIze traffic data within a three-year period of [he dOCU~ilent being released. 

• The colli.~ion history (2002-2007) should be upduted. 

• The figure ... used in the PElS make reference to "W-Trans, 2009". Since the FElS statc:s 
thar the nriginaJ intended opening of [he project would be between 2010 and 2012, the 
lraffic studies should be revisited. 

• Due to the location of the Casino and Resort being adjacem to the treewC!.y, plca.-,e explain 

"Prc;~,d~ 11 .ta/e. JUJlu,nuble. m'~g.a!ed I1l1d ~d~11I ,UJI\JIXHI",,,W 
:N .• um In ~"IrtJ"':r CuIJj"""a's f<"urwnry 0"4 liVllbilily"' 
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Mr. John Rydzik, Bureau of lndian Affairs 
May 19, 2014 
Page 2 

1\'"'' Y· ,'''- ,~ .... _ ,-", "', 

how the project COns.lTUction will impact US 101 and SR 128. 

Trqffic Fo,.ecasting 
AM Peak Traffic Impac, SlUdy Need"" (Appendix 0-6.5) 
The proposed project would be expected ro generate approximately 40% fewer [rip!'> during the 
AM peak hour than during the PM peak hOllr. However, an AM" peak traffic impact study is still 
needed because the AM generated traffic is likely more (han 100 vehicles per hour. 

Over-e,~timated Internal Trip Reduction {Appendix G-6.6J 
The stated 67% internal trip reduction for non-gaming u.ses is bascd upon the 2007 Grawn 
Rancheria Casino and Hotel Traffic Impact Study. This figure (67%) is an over-estimation of 
internal reduction, which is. derived from a single casino facility sample. In me Trip Generation 
Handbook, 2"(\ Edition, on page 131, it describes an internal reduction of restaurant (sit·down), 
retail, hotel and cinema as 54%,36%,30% and 23% fC:Spectively. The proposed project, which is 
adjacent to US 101, willlike1y attract regional as well as local visitors. On page 135 of the Trip 
Generation Handbook it describes that having only one of the."e primary purposes served by 
visitors (such as a re.stallrant, retail hotel or cinema) during peak hour, the percent of visitors 
would he 77%, When two and three purposes are served, the percentage of visitors wDuld be 
16% and 17% respectively. Caltrans believes that internal rrip reduction due to land mix-use 
should fall into a reasonable range; a conservative estimate of this internal reduction should be 
around 36%, not 67%. 

Nalive American Liason 
Calttanr- 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, pJea~e call Shawn Hallum of my staff at 
(510) 622-1696 or shawn.halfurn<¢dot.ca.gov 

Sincerely. 

ERIK ALM, AICP 
District Branch Chief 
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review 

e: State Clearinghouse 

'"Pr""rl< '"' ~"fr. lUJruml.lbf{, IIIU8rQlrd I.lnd cffiCUni fralflp",rulilin 
.I,vll"~ Iv cnltunu r..:ulifrlmia '.1 tConUM'· and livabiln,v'" 
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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 Tnlst 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 Porno 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 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 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, 

~~.P~~ 
Melissa E. Powell 
Chairman 
Chicken Ranch Rancheria 

Chicken Ranch Ranchena! 9195 Tl'ibal Wav PO Box "1159 i Jamestown CaMom!.3 9:)3~11 Office 209·9g4~0006 i f.-ax ~a.9~9S4·9269 
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Cloverdale Rancheria 
555 S. Cloverdale Blvd.,- Cloverdale, CA 95425 

(707) 894-5775 - Fax (707) 894-5727 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Pacific Region 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

RegDfr otd~ 
Dep RD Trust ~ 
DepRDIS~~~~ __ 
Route J:X:f@ 
Response Required __ _ 
Due Date _____ _ 
Memo __ Ltr __ _ 
Fax ____ -'-__ 

RE: Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno Indians Fee To Trust Support 

Dear Regional Director Dutschke; 

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

Please include them with the Final Environmental Impact Statement comments. 

If you have any que tions or concerns please contact Silver Galleto, Vice-Chairperson or 
Vickey Macias, Tr." Treasurer at (707) 894-5775. 

Sincerely, 

SilverGa e 
Cloverda Rancheria Vice-Chairperson 

CLOVERDALE RANCHERIA TRIBAL COUNCIL 

Patricia Hermosillo 
Chairperson 

Silver Galleto 
Vice-Chairperson 

Christina Hermosillo 
Secretary 

Vickey Macias 
Treasurer 

C._ 
c:.: 

)..'":::--r- C') 

Sandy Rooff!-' 
Tribal Representative 

( " ' 

C; 

[ . -, 
: : 

\.J 
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LYTTON RANCHERIA • Lytton Band of Pomo Indians 

April 21, 2014 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Pacific Regional Office 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

437 Aviation Blvd. Santa Rosa, California 95403 

(707) 575-5917 • Fax (707) 575-6974 

Subject Support for Cloverdale Rancheria F1!e-To Trust ApplIcation 

On behalf of lytton Rancheria 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 ofthe 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 Ooverdale's Ion~nding 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 Ooverdale 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, . 

Margie Mejia, Chairperson 

lytton Rancheria of California 
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April 21, 2014 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Pacific Regional Office 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

'l(ashia (]3and of Porno Indians 
of the St{!u"arts Point 1?gncheria 

Subject: Support for Ooverdale 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 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 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 te 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, ~ ____ 7 

~. 
,c~., ___ ._ 

?'U<A---
Reno Keeni Franklin 
Tribal Chairman, 
Kashia Band of Pomo Indians 
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April 29, 2014 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Pacific Regional Office 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

!TDERATED INDIANS OF 

GRATON 
RANCHcRIA 

Subject: Support for Coverdale Rancheria Fee-To Trust Application 

On behalf of the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, I am writing to express our support for the 

Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno 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 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 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, 

G~5"-:' 
Tribal Chairman 
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria 

6400 Redwood Drive Suite 300. Rohnert Park, CA 94928 Office: 707.566.2288 Fax: 707.566.2291 GRATO N RAN CH E RIA. COM 
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Redwood Valley Little River Band of Porno Indians 
3250 ROAD I / REDWOOD VAlLEY, CALIFORNIA 95470 (707) 485-0361 

April 21, 2014 

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

Amy Dutschike, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, Ca. 95825 

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

FAX (707) 485-5726 

On behalf of the Redwood Valley Rancheria, I 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 19S9 

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 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 land base. The Cloverdale 

application is currently pending 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. 

Elizabeth Hansen 
Tribal Chairperson 
Redwood Valley Rancheria 

Cc:Tribal Council 
Cloverdale Rancheria 
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Manchester Band of Porno Indians 

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

+Tele (707) 882-2788 +Fax (707) 882-3417 
e-mail: manptarena@gmaiLnet 

April 22, 2014 

APR 28 2014 
\ 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
Bureau ofIndian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

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

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

On behalf of the ManchesterlPoint Arena Band of Porno Indians, I am writing to express our 
support for the Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno 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 hind base for their people. We urge the Secretary 
of the Interior to accept the land in trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe. 

Respectfully, 

~ !II CJ_ ( 

10lsa' C. Oropeza 
Tribal Chairwoman 
ManchesterlPoint Arena Band of Porno Indians 

Elosia Oropeza 
Chair 

Tribal Council 

Leonard Bechtol 
Vice Chair 

Lydia Aguayo 
Treasurer 

Natalie Smith 
Secretary 
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April 23, 2014 

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

SHERWOOD VALLEY 
BAND OF POMO INDIANS 

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, I am writing to express our support for the 
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California's efforts to have land placed into trust astheir 
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 ofTrust 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 • Fax (707) 459-6936 

Letter G-5



May 1, 2014 

UNITED STATES 
Department of the Intenol 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 

mlODLETown RAnCHERIR 
OF POMO INDIANS OF CALIFORNIA 

TRlBRL counCil 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
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 Califomia is a federally recognized Tribe located in the 
County of Lake, Middletown, California.. 

Middletown Rancheria has a govemment-to-govemment relationship with Ooverdale Rancheria of 
Pomo Indians located in the County of Sonolnll, Cloverdale, California and is aware of their landless 
status and their persistent undertaking to attain land base in their indigenous ancesttal area. 

Middletown Rancheria is officially providing a support letter in favor of Ooverdale Rancheria to 
obtain their Fee-To-Trust recognition by the Unired States Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Indian Affairs. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me at the Middletown Rancheria Tribal Office 707.987.3670 ext. 
103, if there are any further questions or concerns regarding this matter. 

Thank you, 

.~. ~1IL 
Jo imon III 
T· al Council Chairman of 
Middletown Rancheria ofPomo Indians of California 

ce; Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians Tribal Council Members 

Post Office Box 1035 I Middletown, CA 95461 I Tel 707.1'87.3670 I Fax 707.987.9091 
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May 5,2014 

Amy Du~}tegional Director 
Bureau ofB!! Affairs 

l'acific Regi~ .. .-. .. 
. . eWay 

CA 95825 

Subject: PElS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno Indians' Fee-tC>-Trust and Resort Casino Project 

On behalf of the lo~ !~~.9f Miwot 1ndiaDs, I am ... to express our support for the effo~~.the 
Cloverdale Ranche~ Indians of California to WaVe land placed into trust as their restdIeW:lamI. 
In 1959, their Tri~ Wrongfully terminated and later restored as part of the Hardwick action. 
Cloverdale Rancberia is currently landless. This InISt ~itioJl will be their ftrst reslOOICion land for 
their Tribe. These lands are not only within their •• ~... area. but they are COIItiguouS to their former 

Rancheria.. 

Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancberia's long-standing acquire a land base. The 
application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject 

to a Land Acquisition. We support tribal sovereignty and their 
land base for their people, . We urge of the Interior to accept the land in 

trust on .... 11mI1' "f,Iw> Cloverdale Tribe. 

Cc; Silver Galleto, Vice Chairman, Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno Indians 

PO Box 699 9252 Bush Street. Plymouth' CA 95669· Ph: 209~245·5800· Fox 209-245·3112 www.ionemiwok.org 
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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 Tnlst 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 Porno 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 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 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, 

~~.P~~ 
Melissa E. Powell 
Chairman 
Chicken Ranch Rancheria 

Chicken Ranch Ranchena! 9195 Tl'ibal Wav PO Box "1159 i Jamestown CaMom!.3 9:)3~11 Office 209·9g4~0006 i f.-ax ~a.9~9S4·9269 
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Greenville Rancheria 
"A Community Clinic" 

Red Bluff Clinic: 1425 Montgomery Road· Req Bluf]. Ca 96080 • 530.528.8600' Fax 530.528.8612 

Gre{'fll'ilie Clinic: PO Box 279! 410 ,'lain Street· Greenville. Ca 95947 • 530.284.6/35 • Fax 530.]114. 7594 

May 01, 2014 

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

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

On behalf of the Greenville Rancheria, I am writing to express our support for the Cloverdale Rancheria 
of Porno 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 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 Rancneria. 

Our Tribe is very familiar with Ooverdale Rancheria's long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The 
Ooverdale 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, 

Kyle Self, Tribal Chairman 

And/ or 

6 ,~~ c~s, Vice Tribal Chairwoman 
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April 24, 2014 

Amy Outschke, Resfonal Director 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Resfonal Offfce 
2BOO Cotta&e Way 
Sacnamento, CA 95825 

SubJect: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancherla of Ponto Indians' Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project 

On behalf oflhe Redding Rancherla Tribal ~ lam WI'itinI to express our support for the 
Cloverdale RancherIa of Ponto Indians of California's efforts to have land placed Into trust as their 
restorecIland. In 1959, their Tribe was wrolllfu/ly telmillated and later restored as part of the Hardwick 
action. Cloverdale Ranc:beria IS currently land less. ThIs trust ac:quisItlon wll be their first restoration 
land for their Tribe. These lands are not onfy within their abcJricInaI-. but they are contJsuous to 
their former Rancherla. 

Our Tribe is wry famlRar wItfI Cloverdale Rancherla's fong-stand'rng efforts to acquire a land base. The 
Cloverdale Rancherla'sapplltation is currently pend/n& approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject 
to a Notice of Trust Land AcquISItion. We support aoven'. Rancherla's tribalsoverei8nty and their 
efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We IJI8I! the Secretary of the Interior to acc:ept the land 
In trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe. 

Respectfully, 

Reddlns Rancheria 

Tribal Chairman 
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Enterprise Rancheria 

2133 Monte Vista Ave 
Oroville, CA. 95966 

May 13, 2014 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
Bureau ofIndian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Estom Yumeka Maidu Tribe. 

Ph: (530) 532-9214 
Fax:. (530) 532-1768 

Email: info@enterpriserancheria.org 

Subject: FEIS Conunents, Cloverdale Rancheria ofPomo 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 ofPomo 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 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, 

~7;so~'1"-
Tribal Chairperson 
Enterprise Rancheria 
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May 16,2014 

SUSANVILLE INDIAN 
RANCHERIA 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 

Bureau of Indian Affmrs 

Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno Indians' Fee-to-Trust and 

Resort Casino Project 

Dear Ms. Dutschke, 

Mt\.l ~ ~.ZO.14 
_L'.~ 

On behalf of the Susanville Indian Rancheria, I am writing to express our support for the 
Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno 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, 

Mr. Stacy Dixon 

Tribal Chairman 

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

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

j 
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April 23, 2014 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Pacific Regional Office 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

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, I am writing to express our support for the 

Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno Indians of California's efforts to have land placed into trust as their 

restored land. In 1959, their Tribe was wrongfully tenminated 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, 

c:=:::, 
!" ~ VV'- '-'-"'\ 

Dennis Ramirez \ 
Tribal Chairman 

DR/aw 

. 

175 M'SS,QD Ranch BI,,, ct.,eD CA 95926 ph. (530) 899·8922 Ix- (530; 899·$5J7 
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April 22, 2014 

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

PALABANDOF 
MISSION INDIANS 

PMS 50. 35008 Pal. Temecula Road 
Pal •• CA 92059 

Phone 760-891 ·3500 I Fax 760-742· 1411 

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians' Fee-ta-Trust and Resort Casino 
Project 
On behalf of the Pala Band of Mission Indians, 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. 
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. 

Chairman Robert H. Smith 
Pala Band of Mission Indians 
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April 29, 2014 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Pacific Regional Office 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

!TDERATED INDIANS OF 

GRATON 
RANCHcRIA 

Subject: Support for Coverdale Rancheria Fee-To Trust Application 

On behalf of the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, I am writing to express our support for the 

Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno 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 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 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, 

G~5"-:' 
Tribal Chairman 
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria 

6400 Redwood Drive Suite 300. Rohnert Park, CA 94928 Office: 707.566.2288 Fax: 707.566.2291 GRATO N RAN CH E RIA. COM 
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Greenville Rancheria 
"A Community Clinic" 

Red Bluff Clinic: 1425 Montgomery Road· Req Bluf]. Ca 96080 • 530.528.8600' Fax 530.528.8612 

Gre{'fll'ilie Clinic: PO Box 279! 410 ,'lain Street· Greenville. Ca 95947 • 530.284.6/35 • Fax 530.]114. 7594 

May 01, 2014 

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

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

On behalf of the Greenville Rancheria, I am writing to express our support for the Cloverdale Rancheria 
of Porno 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 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 Rancneria. 

Our Tribe is very familiar with Ooverdale Rancheria's long-standing efforts to acquire a land base. The 
Ooverdale 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, 

Kyle Self, Tribal Chairman 

And/ or 

6 ,~~ c~s, Vice Tribal Chairwoman 
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May 5,2014 

Amy Du~.Regio~al Director 
Bureau O~8n AffBJrs 
Pacific Regi~ce 

• Way 
IJTICI1to, CA 95825 

7 £ 
- ------:c,-------

Subject: PElS Comments. Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno Indians' Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project 

On behalf of the lone a-tof Miwok Indians. I am w#ik to express our support for the effo~~y the 
Cloverdale ': IDdians of California to IIaVe land placed into trust as their restc:led land. 
In 19S9, their wrongfully fenninaled and later restored as part of the Hardwick action. 
Cloverdale Rancheria is currently landless. This uust acquisition will be their first restoration land for 
their Tribe. These lands are not only within their a~ area, but they are contiguous to their former 

Rancheria. "r: .. --
Our Tribe is very familiar with Cloverdale Rancheria:~' ;Ong-Standing effO~Uire a land base. The 
ClOvenlal._ 'a's application is currently pending approval by the Secretary of the Interior. subject 

efforts to . ~81and base for their people. We urge, *._- of the Interior to accept the land in 
to a Noli) _ _ Land Acquisition. We support CIO~~&ancberia.s tribal sovereignty and their 

trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe. . , 

lone Band nfl",;.,n 

Cc: Silver Galleto. Vice Chairman, Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno Indians 

PO Box ,699 9252 Bush Street ·Plymaulh·CA 95669'p~: 209-245-5800·fo. 209-245-3112 www,lonemiwolcorg 
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April 21, 2014 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Pacific Regional Office 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

'l(ashia (]3and of Porno Indians 
of the St{!u"arts Point 1?gncheria 

Subject: Support for Ooverdale 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 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 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 te 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, ~ ____ 7 

~. 
,c~., ___ ._ 

?'U<A---
Reno Keeni Franklin 
Tribal Chairman, 
Kashia Band of Pomo Indians 
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May 1, 2014 

UNITED STATES 
Department of the Intenol 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 

mlODLETown RAnCHERIR 
OF POMO INDIANS OF CALIFORNIA 

TRlBRL counCil 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
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 Califomia is a federally recognized Tribe located in the 
County of Lake, Middletown, California.. 

Middletown Rancheria has a govemment-to-govemment relationship with Ooverdale Rancheria of 
Pomo Indians located in the County of Sonolnll, Cloverdale, California and is aware of their landless 
status and their persistent undertaking to attain land base in their indigenous ancesttal area. 

Middletown Rancheria is officially providing a support letter in favor of Ooverdale Rancheria to 
obtain their Fee-To-Trust recognition by the Unired States Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Indian Affairs. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me at the Middletown Rancheria Tribal Office 707.987.3670 ext. 
103, if there are any further questions or concerns regarding this matter. 

Thank you, 

.~. ~1IL 
Jo imon III 
T· al Council Chairman of 
Middletown Rancheria ofPomo Indians of California 

ce; Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians Tribal Council Members 

Post Office Box 1035 I Middletown, CA 95461 I Tel 707.1'87.3670 I Fax 707.987.9091 
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April 22, 2014 

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

PALABANDOF 
MISSION INDIANS 

PMS 50. 35008 Pal. Temecula Road 
Pal •• CA 92059 

Phone 760-891 ·3500 I Fax 760-742· 1411 

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians' Fee-ta-Trust and Resort Casino 
Project 
On behalf of the Pala Band of Mission Indians, 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. 
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. 

Chairman Robert H. Smith 
Pala Band of Mission Indians 
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April 24, 2014 

Amy Outschke, Resfonal Director 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Resfonal Offfce 
2BOO Cotta&e Way 
Sacnamento, CA 95825 

SubJect: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancherla of Ponto Indians' Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project 

On behalf oflhe Redding Rancherla Tribal ~ lam WI'itinI to express our support for the 
Cloverdale RancherIa of Ponto Indians of California's efforts to have land placed Into trust as their 
restorecIland. In 1959, their Tribe was wrolllfu/ly telmillated and later restored as part of the Hardwick 
action. Cloverdale Ranc:beria IS currently land less. ThIs trust ac:quisItlon wll be their first restoration 
land for their Tribe. These lands are not onfy within their abcJricInaI-. but they are contJsuous to 
their former Rancherla. 

Our Tribe is wry famlRar wItfI Cloverdale Rancherla's fong-stand'rng efforts to acquire a land base. The 
Cloverdale Rancherla'sapplltation is currently pend/n& approval by the Secretary of the Interior, subject 
to a Notice of Trust Land AcquISItion. We support aoven'. Rancherla's tribalsoverei8nty and their 
efforts to acquire a land base for their people. We IJI8I! the Secretary of the Interior to acc:ept the land 
In trust on behalf of the Cloverdale Tribe. 

Respectfully, 

Reddlns Rancheria 

Tribal Chairman 
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Redwood Valley Little River Band of Porno Indians 
3250 ROAD I / REDWOOD VAlLEY, CALIFORNIA 95470 (707) 485-0361 

April 21, 2014 

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

Amy Dutschike, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, Ca. 95825 

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

FAX (707) 485-5726 

On behalf of the Redwood Valley Rancheria, I 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 19S9 

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 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 land base. The Cloverdale 

application is currently pending 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. 

Elizabeth Hansen 
Tribal Chairperson 
Redwood Valley Rancheria 

Cc:Tribal Council 
Cloverdale Rancheria 
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May 16,2014 

SUSANVILLE INDIAN 
RANCHERIA 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 

Bureau of Indian Affmrs 

Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Subject: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno Indians' Fee-to-Trust and 

Resort Casino Project 

Dear Ms. Dutschke, 

Mt\.l ~ ~.ZO.14 
_L'.~ 

On behalf of the Susanville Indian Rancheria, I am writing to express our support for the 
Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno 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, 

Mr. Stacy Dixon 

Tribal Chairman 

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

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

j 
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Jose M. Sanchez 
Attorney at Law 

555 capitol Mall, Suite 1200 
Sacramento, california 95814 
tel (916) 556-1531 
fax (916) 556-1516 
www.meyersnave.com 

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

meyers nave 
A Commilmenllo Pub". Law 

June 2, 2014 

Reg Oir a£t.f 
Oep RD Tn,sl es:: ~ 
De" RD IS 
Rowe JSMi;.et\iS 
Response R!;quircr/ 
Due Dale . ---

Ms. Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region 
2800 Cottage Way 

MemO_Ltr 
Fax --

Sacramento, CA 95825 

Re: Comments on Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Cloverdale 
Rancheria ofPomo 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 
Porno 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 
prepared 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 letters 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 of2.05-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~j() 
removed from the fee-to-ttust application (Assessor's Parc~~rI~Cj~'t\ ':)l,jlC)"1d 
Number 116-310-020). As the removal of this parcel wJH~h'o'C 
appreciably change the level of significance for the issues analyz1f S _ Hill 'I \ ~l 
in this EIS, the Final EIS has not been altered to removC\ UU&:l1 \A 
parcel from the impact analysis." ,,' , '-j,,\-~;.'-·;~H 

, ,'\'?-', n I" .-'c. -''\- .~~ \..J 

A'.'ES'!i6NALuwCOfUtOMTION" OAKlAND lOS ANGEl.£5 , SACRAMENTO SAN FRANCISCO SANTA ROSA FRESNO 
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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 fmal EIS, this APN has been left in 
the environmental analysis. However, the removal of this parcel from the project 
description results in a 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 E1S, 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 is 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 area, 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 part of this project; please refer to any prior comments made 
in relation to this APN. 

APlGnU .M: .... CO ... u.1'IbN OAKLAND lOS ANGELES SACRAMENTO SAN fRANCISCO SANTA ROSA fRESNO 
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Ms. Amy Dutsch ke 

June 2, 2014 
Page 3 

2. Availability of Adequate Water to Serve the Site: Contrary to the information 

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 jurisdictions in the State, the 

City is faced with the challenge of providing adequate water supply to serve 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 Lake 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 recendy 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 river at that time. This 

represents a significant discrepancy between the data analyzed and actual conditions 
that exist today. To rely 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 years, such as the current year, has and 
continues to be of significant concern to the City and surrounding property owners; 
the EIS should be revised to adequately address this very real impact. 

In response to these drought conditions, a 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 PIOFIStIOItALlAW COIIPOMTION . OAKlAND LOS ANGELES SACRAMENTO SAN FRANCISCO SANTA ROSA fRESNO 
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Ms. Amy Dutschke 
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 currendy 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 water for new development remains unclear. As stated in prior 

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 Master 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. 

3. Availability 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 a 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 apparendy not 

prepared and does not provide a high level of confidence that the specific impacts 

that can be anticipated from the proposed project 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 prudendy 

planned for by the City. The proposed casino is a more intensive development than 

A'IIO'ES$IbN"UAW~11ON OAklAND LOSANG-ELES SACRAMENTO SAN FRANCISCO SANTAROSA fRESNO 
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Ms. Amy Dutschke 
June 2, 2014 
Page 5 

the General Plan land use designated for that area and, therefore, 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. 

4. Socioeconomic & Market Data: The socioeconomic and market data in the EIS, 

particularly 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/housingratio. To assume other cities that have already 

absorbed the impacts of other casinos w:ilJ. also assume the housing needs of this 

project is short sighted; as is assuming employees will rely solely on a shuttle for 
transportation to commute long distances to and from work. 

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 experienced a dramatic drop in 

population and housing unit growth as a result of the Great Recession; 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 current 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 

A'lOfUSJONAlUoWCC)IIJIOMTION OAKLAND lOSANGELES SACRAMENTO SANFRANCISCO SANTAROSA FRESNO 
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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 

Park, 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 Rohnett Park, the Dry Creek 

River Rock Casino has experienced a substantial decline in revenue; the Press 
Democrat recently reported the Dry Creek Porno Tribe failed to make a scheduled 
interest payment on bonds used to build the now 12-year-old River Rock Casino near 

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 workers 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 - particularly the potential impact to 
existing commercial uses of having almost 600,000 square 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 current 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 in greatly reduced sales tax revenue and transient occupancy tax 

revenue resulting in a direct impact to the City's already challenged General Fund. 
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Ms. Amy Dutschke 
June 2, 2014 
Page 7 

The City remains committed to working with the Tribe cooperatively and on a government 
to government basis to resolve its concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

~d~~ 
Jose M. Sanchez r 
Attorney at Law 

JMS 

cc: Mayor Russell & Honorable City Councilmembers 
Paul Cayler, City Manager 
Karen 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:, los Dfr (~/ 

May 13 2014 

Ms. Amy Dutsch ke 
Regional Director, BIA 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento CA 95825 

" Dep RD Trust ---
-- \ IlepRDfS_ ----

'. ~ ,'_: aoutc Jh' U!~-- -

~-~'~1; ~nse Required r'-~ 
,~ Dare 

>/1 ....... 10_ LIt_ 
--:-I:,:C'-

~~~/': tt 
'-,:: ' . . 

RE: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno Indians Fee-ta-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 EAfT-level responders with Automatic External Defibrillators (AED). (Providing basic 
EAfT-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 to the casino which do 
not result in transportation and care shall be in the form of a monthly/yearly stipend based on a 
negotiated amount vs. ac.:tual data. !f/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- A proportional monetary assessment to the District vehicle 
replacement plan should be included in Sec 5. IO-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. ~ 

Sincerel~~ 

,~D 
Alfred J. Delsid 

President of the Board 
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COUNTY ADMINISTRATION CENTER 
575 ADMINISTRATION DRIVE, 
ROOM 105A 
SANTA ROSA, CALIFORNIA 95403 

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

r' - '- .. 

;:,"HAf 29 

ASSISTANTCOUNTYCOU~.s,f;Ir'I' Hf., 9FFICE OF THE COUNTY 
SHERYLL. BRAnON t"AVlill- I :_\., ,j ~,'-I.l COUNSEL 

OFFICf BRUCE O. GOLDSTEIN 

VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL 

Ms. Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
Bureau ofIndian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, California 95825 

County Counsel 

May 28, 2014 

Re: FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria ofPomo Indians' 
Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project 

Dear Ms. Dutschke, 

CHIEF DEPUTIES 
C,DwloHuRST 

GREGORY T 010'1 
SUE GALLAGHER 
BARBARA F,TZMAURICE 

DEPUTIES 
JEFFREY L BERK 

DAVID R McFADDE'I 
STEVE S SHUPE 
PHYLLIS C_ GALLAGHER 

LINDAO SCHILTGEN 

ELtZABETH S HunON 
WILLIAM L ADAMS 
JEFFREY M, BRM 

JENNIFER C KLEIN 
MARGARET A SINGLETON 
DEBBIE F, LATHAM 
CORY W. O'DONNELL 

TAM6RA CURTIS 
liSA-A, PHE./ln 

JOSHUA A MYERS 
HaLL v RieKEn 

VeRNE BALL 

IAN TRUEBLOOD 
ADAM BRAND 
ELIZABETH COLEMAN 

LAUREN BORELLA 
PETRA BRUGGISSER 
RVAN POKRASSO 

Enclosed please find the comments of the County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water 
Agency on the Final EIS for the Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno 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, 

~ 
Deputy County Counsel 

Enclosure 

Cc: 
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 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

575ADMINISTAATK:lNDRNE, RM.100A 

SANTA ROSA., CAUFORNLA.95403 

(707) 565-2241 

FAX (707) 565-3778 

FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno Indians' 
Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project 

Jointly submitted by: 
County of Sonoma 
Sonoma County Water Agency 

By: 
avo 

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

COllnty o/Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency 
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project FEIS 

MEMBERS OF TtlE BOARD 

DAVID RABBITI 
CIiAIR 

SUSAN GORIN 
VICE CIiAIR 

SHIRLEE ZANE 

MIKE MCGUIRE 

EFREN CARRILLO 

10/30 
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Comments of the County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency 

Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno 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 ofPomo 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 law 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 ofindian Affairs (BlA) 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/nepalregs/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 possible." 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 

County a/Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency 
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-fa-Trust and Resort Casino Project FE/S 2 0/30 
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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. 

I. 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. As a result. 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 DElS, the FEIS 
does not inform the decision makers 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 also 40 
C.F.R. § 1502.14 (evaluation of alternatives is the "heart" ofa NEPA document). 

II. Air Quality 

The County's Draft EIS comments attached a letter prepared by Illingworth & 
Rodkin, Inc., and incorporated its contents "as if fully set forth in this comment letter:' 

County o/Sonoma and Sonoma COllnry Water Agency 
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resor/ Casino Project FEIS 3 a/3D 
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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. 
Illingworth 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 ofC02e 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://lyttonhousingea.comldocuments/final ealfilesNolume 2.pd!). 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 NO! or approval of 
CEQA thresholds by a local air district. 

It is not sufficient for the FEIS to rely on a threshold numeric threshold 0[25,000 
metric tons of C02e. The FElS 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 
ofGHG 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 C02e emissions 

County o/Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency 
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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 seeks 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 
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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 NO x 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 T AC 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. 

Counly of Sonoma and Sonoma County Waler Agency 
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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 merit. The FEIS concedes 
that the project would generate T ACs 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 T AC exposures. The obvious and most appropriate means to 
address this issue is in the fonn 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/DivisionslPlanning-and-Rescarch/CEQA-GUIDELINES/Tools­
and-Methodologv.aspx. Based on BAAQMD guidance, the EIS should be revised and 
recirculated to provide a health risk assessment of T AC 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 unless 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 ofTACs 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. Furthennore, 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 a/Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency 
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D. Odors 

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 ElS 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 o/Sonoma and Sonoma COllnty Water Agency 
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-Io-Trusl and Resort Casino Project FEIS 80/30 

Letter G-22

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.15

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.16

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.17



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. 

In 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 provision 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 least their pre-existing condition. 

The FEIS ignores this comment except to claim that project construction activities 
are "short-tenn," would not have on-going impacts, and are "not likely" to damage 
pavement on public roads. These unsupported conclusions do not constitute analysis 
under NEP A. 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. 

IV.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 payoff gambling debts. 
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Gambling in the Golden State at 5 (hup://ag.ca.gov/gambling/pdfs/GS98.pdD. 

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 vel)' 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. I 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. 

1 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 Sheriffs 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 tire chief exercise those responsibilities 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 
infonnation 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 
infonnation 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-Ievel 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-Ievel 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 identity and mitigate potential impacts in the Final EIS. 
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For example, Mitigation Measure 5.7-1 does not address: 

• 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. 

• 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 A TMs. 

• 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. 

• 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 9.55. 

• 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. 
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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 ofhand, 

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 
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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 20 I I, 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 ID 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 "[f]ood 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 perfonn 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 
perfonnance 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 FElS is silent as to whether the tribal government will provide animal 
control services direct1y~ or whether this will be provided by a third party under contract. 
The FElS 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 afwater 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 ofmnning out afwater. 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 of271 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 area. 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 NA VD 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 I INlOWI 7P002M 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 
infonnation 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 detennine 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 
IINIOWI9F0002M 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 oflittle 
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 mgIL 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 mgIL of nitrate-nitrogen, or about 2% of the Federal MCL. 
While it is possible that nitrate contamination is the result of nonnal 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 of7,8 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 mgIL 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 rales 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 creales an unnecessary risk to public health. ( Corso PS, Kramer MH, Blair 
KA, Addiss DG, Davis JP, Haddix AC. Cost ollllness in the 1993 Waterborne 
Cryptosporidium Outbreak, Milwaukee, Wisconsin. Emerg Infect Dis [serial online] 2003 
April. Available from: URL: http://wwwnc.cdc.gov/eid/article/9/4/02-0417.htm. DOl: 
10.3201leid0904.020417.) 

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 ofthe 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 oflowered 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 MPNIlOO 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 coli forms 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 weJl 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 
mglL of nitrate-nitrogen as reported in Table 3.3-1, then only a small amount of 
additional nitrate pollution (2.3 mgIL) from project wastewater disposal will push 
groundwater supplies over the Federal MCL for nitrate-nitrogen of 10.0 mgIL, 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 mgIL of 

nitrate-nitrogen. 

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

• 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. 

• 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. 
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---- --- -----

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 decisionrnaking. 

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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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 projecfs 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 detennination 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)(l0), 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 FElS 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. Furthenuore, Government Code § 51282 states that "The existence of 
any opportunity for another use of the land 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." 

VI. Visual Resources 

The FElS 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 alternative 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 
Illingworth & 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-I for Illingworth 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 L T-l/ST-I 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 FHW A Traffic Noise Model (TNM) as it 
contains more accurate and up to date algorithms to calculate noise emissions from 
complicated roadways such as multi-lane 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 traffic distribution. The FEIS applies a "general rule" in which 
the Ld• 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 Ldn noise level evaluated in the 
"general rule." Appropriate noise metrics would include hourly average noise levels and 
Lmax 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 of5 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 10 1 south ramps north and south of Citrus Fair Drive. 
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Thus, the FEIS continues to fail to identity 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.la remains inadequate. The measure allows 
construction to begin at 7:00 am Monday through Friday, which would result in sleep 
disturbance, particularly ifpersonnel 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 

County of Sonoma and Sonoma County Water Agency 
Comments on the Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resor/ Casino Project FEIS 29 of 30 

Letter G-22

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.61
cont.

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.62

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.63



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 detennine 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 Porno Indians would merely replace a tent structure with a pennanent 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 ofthe 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-I through F. 
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EXHIBIT A-I 

Letter G-22



ILUNGWORTH&RoDKlN,'NC. 
""' Acoustics· Air Quality 11111 

1 Willowbrook COllrt, Suite 120 
Petaluma, California 94954 

Tel: 707-794-0400 
WW'rIl. ill ingwortlu'odkil1. com 

May 16, 2014 

Jennifer C. Klein, 
Deputy County Counsel 
Sonoma County Counsel's Ofiice 
575 Administration Drive, Suite 10SA 
Santa Rosa CA 95403 

Sent Via Email: Jennifer.Klein@sonomaw Cotll1tv.org 
Sandi Potter. Sonoma County PRloAD Cc: 

Subject: Cloverdale Casino FEIS 

Fax: 707-794-0405 
illro@illingworthrodkin.com 

Technical Review of Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas and Noise Sections 

Dear Jennifer: 

This letter describes tbe results of our review afthe Cloverdale Rancberia of Porno Indians Fee-to­
Trust and Resort Casino Project Final Environmental hnpact Statement (FElS). 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 Greenbouse Gases 

Response to Comment 0-9.108.109 and 110 - Regarding Significance 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 1 to this 
document describes the significance thresholds used by MCAQlvID for indirect sources beginning 
2003. The Districts Indirect Source Rule [Regulation I, Rule 1-130(i)(l)] should have been used to 
evaluate the significance of emissions in Mendocino County. Downloaded from 
htlp:llwww.co.mendocino.ca.us/aqrndlpdf_filesIISR_Policy.pdf. 

Response to Comment 0-9.111 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. 
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Response to Comment G-9.114 TAC Emissions and Health Risk 

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 cluonic exposure, so it is 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 ofTACs 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 perfonning an air 
pathway health risk assessment. The FEIS provides no basis for the findings. 

Response to Comment G-9 .116 - CO Modeling and Conformity Detennination 

PElS is unresponsive to this comment. The analysis does not use any fonnal CO modeling 
methodology. Based on the description in the FEIS and the response to Comment G-9.1 0 (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 ofCalifomia Davis, December 1991) 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 of30 degrees, ambient temperature 
of28.0 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 modeling. 
CO predictions should have been made for ambient air (i.e., receptor grid), ratherthanjustconfined 

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 (Le., CO Protocol). The FEIS 
should be revised to include CO modeling consistent with the TransportanonProject-LeveI Carbon 
lvlonoxide Protocol (CO Protocol). 

Response to Comment G-9.120 - GHG Emission Threshold 

The FEIS use oftbe 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.l5, 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 Gv9.6. The 25,000 metric Ion 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 oflower GHG tluesholds I, stating the Notice for Intent oflhe project 
was July 7, 2008. TIle FEIS is trying to paint a picture that this was the only tlueshold 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 

I BAAQMD. 2009. Workshop Draft Options Report Callfomia Enl'irollmelltal Quality Act Thresholds of 
Significance April. 
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projects. So the PElS selected the 25,000-ton threshold that was developed after the 2008 Notice of 
Intent without consideration of any other thresholds being developed. BAAQlvID thresholds are 
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,OOO-metric ton threshold. 

Response to Comment 0-9.128 rAC Impacts 

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 ofTACS in the area. This contradicts the response 
to the comment. Adequate mitigation needs to he identified along with an analysis that demonstrates 
those measures will reduce the impact to less tban significant. 

Response to Comment 0-9.132 through 0.9-135 Mitigation Measures 

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

Response to Comment 0-9.138 - Odors and Odor Mitigation 

The FElS states that the "Sensitive receptors at these distances may be affected by odor if the facility 
needs maintenance andlor during stagnant meteorological conditions." The area will include 
stagnant meteorologiCal conditions, so odors will occur (according to the FElS). 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 

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

Noise 

Response to Comment 0-9.142 - Baseline Noise 

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 LT -1, which represents a nearby 
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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 elBA. 
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 
perfonnance standards for non-traffic noise produced by the project. Based on our experience, we 
believe the background noise levels would be at least 5 elBA 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 0-9.144 - Noise Modeling 

The EIS relied on old traffic noise prediction methodology. TNlvf 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 methodology (i.e., TNM) indicates the level of quality 
provided in this analysis to predict nose impacts. 

Response to Comment 0-9.144 - 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. TIle analysis should compare Project plus existing to existing conditions and then identify the 
project impact in tenns 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 control, 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 Measwe 5.11.2 is not adequate. As we stated in our response to comment 0-9.142, the 
noise measurements do not appeal' to be accurate to reflect the existing environment. Without 
adequate background measurements, an appropriate acoustical perfonnance standard cannot be 
effectively implemented. The 50 ciBA 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-l. 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 wouJd not occur. Mitigation 
Measure 5.11.2 should be revised. Otherwise, the FEIS needs to justify the 50 dBA perfonnance 
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. 
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Jennifer Klein 
Sonoma County PRMD 
May 16. 2014 - Page 5 

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

Sincerely, 

/ // ~ .p rf' 4/7
/ ?WT Ii 1&51/1-

James A. Reyff 
Senior Consultant, Principal 
IlIillgworth & Rodkill, lire. 

Job No.: 10-1 '27 

Attachment 1: MCAQMD Indirect Source Rule 
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Attachment 1 

Functioning of the MCAQ:MJ) Indirect Source Rule 

In May of 2003 the Mendocino County Air Quality Management adopted amendments to 
District Regulation I, 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 pennit based. 

Regulatory authority 

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 tIus 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 1(2), which contains the 
de finition of an indirect source: 

A facility. building, structure or installation. or combination thereof, that 
indireclly I'e,nilts in, or is projected to result in !//71llitigated emissiolJs ill excess of 
the following: ROG-JSO lbs/day, NOx- 42/bs/day, CO- 690 lbs/day, PMJO­
SO lbs/day. Projected unmitigated emissions are to be generated using the latest 
ARB approved version ofURBEMIS with the MOlll1iabt and Rural COllnties 
default settings, 01' other ARB approved indil'ect SOl/rce model. In ally model tlte 
latest available fleet, meteorology, and trip generation infol'mationll'iIl be IIsed 
and the model run/or each season. 

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

A IL'rillen authorization shall be obtailled /i'01ll the District prior to starling 
con.o;tl'uctiol1, modification, operation or use of any stationalJ', portable, or 
i"direct source (emphasis added) which may calise, poteltlially calise, reduce, 
control or eliminate the emission of air contaminants. A single authorization 
may be issued for all components of an integrated system or process. An 
Authority to Canst/'lIcf shall remain in effect fol' one (1) yeaI' or until a Permit to 
Operate is issued or dellied, or the application is canceled at the request of the 
applicant, whichever occllrsjirst. If the Alithority to COl1stJ1/cl expires pr;orto 
issuance ofa Permit (0 Operate, Ihe authorization may be extended by the 
applicant submilling an annual renewalfee per Rule I-300(f), Cons/mc/ion /Jot 
ill accordance with this Authority (0 Construct shall be sufficient reason to deny 
a Per/llit to Operate. 
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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 app licant or the District detennines if a given project is subject to the rule by 
running the latest approved URBEMIS model. The District recommends that any 
development over 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 bas 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 letter stating that 
modeled emissions were below the 1-130 thresholds and copies of the modeling 
inputs and outputs will be provided to the District for verification. The District 
wilt 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 to 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 thresholds 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 docwnenting 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 threshold set in 1·130, however they must reasonahly 
be expected to significantly reduce emissions over the lifetime of the project 
(e.g. a CC&R condition banning the installation of wood stoves). The Authority to 
Construct may be renewed, but provided the mitigation measures are 
implemented no annual permit will be required. 

Letter G-22

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.80
cont.



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

All modeling runs must reflect/he oclllal project that is under consideration and any 
changes made after the initial modeling which may result in higher emissions will require 
a new modeling 1'1111. Mitigation measures may include off-site mitigation. 
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ILLINGWORTH&RoDKlN,INC. 
111111 Acoustics· Air Quality 11111/ 

j()j Petaluma Baulevard Soulh 
Petaluma, California 94952 

Tel: 707-766-7700 
Wl!'w.mingwor(hmdkin.com illra@ill[IIg:.I'Of!hrodldn.cam 

October 19, 2010 

Chris Seppeler 
Senior Environmental Specialist 
Sonoma County Pennit and Resource Management Department (pRMDJ 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829 

Re: Cloverdale Casino DEiS 
Subject: Technical Review of Air Quality, Greenhouse Gll!! nnd Noise Sections 

Dear Chris: 

This letter describes the results of our review of the Cloverdale Rancberia ofPomo Indians Fee­
to-Trust and Resort Cosmo Project Draft Eovironrm:n1.H..l Impact Statement (DEIS). Our review 
was specific tu the DElS's described impacts to air quality, greenhouse gas and acoustic effects 
of the proposed action. Our comments are described for eanb discipline. 

Air Qunlity and Greenhouse Gases 

This section is outdated. For example, Table 3.4·1 does not reflect the current !l.nJbient air 
quality standarrls, specifically the recent changes made to the NDl and SO! standards. 

The attainment statUs designatious are outdated. For example, the San Francisco Bay Area was 
designated nonattainrmmt for the 24-hour PMl.!i NAAQS (finnl designation made in 2009) and 
NCAB has changed with respect to ozone. 

Table 3.4-4 only conlB.ins data through 2007. when data through 2009 is available. The PMu 
24-hour NAAQS published in the table is not correct and the table does Dot include the State B· 
hour ozone standard. 

There is DO discussion regarding SB 375, which would establish regionnl GHG reduction targets 
for 1 B metropolitan p'lanning organizations in the State. This would include the San Fnmcisco 
Bay Area, which would be affected by this project. The DEIS should include a description ofSB 
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Chris Seppeler 
Oeioberl9,2{)IO -J>JI&el 

375 nnd describe bow the project may conform or binder the integration oflong-range land use, 
housing and tmnsportation planning for the region. 

Environmental Consequences 

Section 4.4 CT'o.erall comment: The DEIS does not descnbe the basis for significnnce criteria. It 
is difficult for the reader to understand how any of the environmental consequences pertaining to 
air quality would be significant 

Alfemalil'e A 

Page 4.4-1. Table 4.4-2 on page 4.4-1. 

The HIS docs oot describe what "Local Air District Thresholds" are based 00 and do not describe 
how they apply to the proposed projecl 

The emission-bllSed thresholds for MCAQ:MD do oot appear correct and the flUthors should 
consult with the District to determine the appropriate thresholds that apply to land use projects. 

Both BAAQMD and MCAQl\ID recently updated their thresholds. 

Table 4.4-2 should' include a proper source citBtion/ ------The OEIS should make clear how these apply to the proposed project {e.g., cooslniction, 
operation direct emissions, operation indirect, etc ... }. 

Page 4.4-1. Impacf4.4.I-l Cons~l1ction Emlulons 

The EIS should describe the emissions modeling methodology, other than to state thnt the 
emissions are based on "emission factors embedded in the URBEMIS 2007 model." The lack of 
this information makes the OBIS conclusion wlVorifiable. Please provide more construction 
information such as the specific inputs to the model, construction schedule, and amount of 
import/export of material. 

The DBIS should e:tplo.in the conclusion that "Based on this evaluation, construction emissions 
would not violate federal slnndSIds or NSCAPCD thresholds." What is the basis? How are 
emissions calculations related to violation offode:mlstnndards, which we assume to be ilie 
concentration based national ambient air·quality standards? 

Page 4.4-3, Toxic Air Conlamlncmls 

What are the criteria the nElS used to evaluate the significance ofTAC emirulions? 

The EIS should addn:ss whether TAC emissions from project coll5truction combined with 
operation (delivery truck, bus, patron traffic, and combustion equipment) would cause significant 
T AC exposures. 
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Chris 5eppeler 
October19,2010 -Pll!ic] 

Page 4.4-3, Impact 4.·/.1-2 Operatiolla1 Emissions 

The EIS should describe the emissionS modeling methodology, other than to state that the 
emissions were estimated using the URBEMIS 2007 model The lack oftbis information makes 
the DEIS conclusion unverifiable. The EIS should provide more information regarding trip 
lengths and trip llSSuoiptions used and how those were developed. "What year was analyzed? 

Were area sourees included in the prediction af emlssions for NSCAPCD? The DEIS indicates 
that only "Onroad Vehicle" emissions were computed.· ROG emissions from area sourt:es could 
be quite high and would likely cbange the findings for this impact with respect to ROO 
emissions in dlC NSCAPCD. . 

The description of how opeTlltional trips were estimated for each oftbe air basins is not cleo.r. 
The ErS should provide infonnntion regarding the number of trips in each basin and the avernge 
distance oftrnvcl in each basin wong with the basis for those estimates. 

Page 4.4-5, and Table 4.4-5 

The DEIS does not adequately describe the methodology for modeling CO concentrations. What 
methodology was used? The Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol was 
approved by U.S. EPA, the Federal Highway Administration and California for cietennining 
project-level carbon monoxide impacts oftr1lnSportation projects. This is the promcol used for 
detennining whether or not projects conform with applicahle State Implementation Plans that 
pertain to carbon monoxide. The modeling shown in Appendix C indicates that this protocol was 
not used. In addition, there is no information regarding how emissio~ or traffic fnputs used in 
the model were developed. 

Why is the DEIS addressing federal Clean Air Act Gellerai Conformity requirements in an air 
basin that is not considered a oona.ttainment or maintenance area for the carbon monoxide 
NAAQS? Shouldn't this analysis be a.pplied to the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin where 
tmffic levels are higher? 

Page 4.4-5, Toxic Air Confamfna/1fs· 

The DEIS stn!l:s that the project (i.e., Alternative A) "would not itself contribute or generate 
lD:Gc air contaminants." Then the OErS goes on to coDclw:le that diesel buses and delivery truck 
traffic "would result in an increased concentration of diesel emissions ... rcsulting in n potentially 
significant impact n This is illogical and the conclusion in the DEIS is nat supported by facts. 
The EIS should provide 11.0 evalua.tion of project T AC emissions and evaluate the signi:fi.cance. 
This ana.Iysis should include emissions of diesel particuJate matter from bus and truck traffic, as 
well as other TAe emissions from patron traffic or C(juipment use. 

Page 4 . .J-5, Odor. 
The finding in the DElS that odors from the wastewater treatment plant could affect a substantia] 
number of people is not based co any evaluation or facts. 
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Chris Seppeler 
Odtl~ 19,2010 -PIIg~.<j 

Page 4.4-6lmpac/4.4.1-4 GJ·een!Jolise. Gas Emissions 

The significance thresholds appliep. to the proposed project appear arbitr!lJ}'. There should be a 
discussion supporting the use ofthese thresholds (or what the DElS refers to as 
"Considerations"). 

Tbe DEIS states that the proposed project "would not pose any apparent conflict with the AS J2 
Seoping Plnn 39 recommended actions." There was no evaluation provided 10 support such a 

. statement. Some exnmplcs of possible cooflicl (with measures listed in Table 3.4-3) that we 
believe·the EIS should examine are provided below: 

• Measure T-J Regional Transportation -Relnted Greenhouse GIlS Tm:gets. The EIS 
should evaluB1e how the relatively large volumes of traffic the proposed project would 
attract. may conflict with these targets, given that trips lengths will be relatively long. 

• Measure E-1, CR-I and CR-2-Energy Efficiency. 1111:: EIS should evaluate the 
consistency of the proposed project with respect to these measures. 

• Measure OB-\ - Greco Building. Agaio, the EIS should evaluate the cousistency of the 
proposed project w,ith respect to this measure. 

The OEIS points out that the proposed project would, contribute 0.03% of the overall statewide 
goal ofn::duci.ug emissions by 174 million metric tons of C02 per year, although erroneously 
reports this IlS 0.0003% in Table 4.4-6. 

There is no analysis or facts to support the conclusion statement on page 4.4-7 (1~ paragraph 
below Table 4.4-6) that the proposed project "would not be consisteDt with the goals of AB32 
and would geoeran: substantial amounts of greenhouse gas emissions." This statement is in 
conflict with the previous statement 00 page 4.4-6 that states the proposed project "would not 
pose any apparent conflict with the AB 32 Scoping Plan 39 recommended actions." 

How does the EIS dcfi.De "substantial amounts of greenhouse gas emissioos'r' 

The same comments apply to the air quality assessments for Alternatives B ~ E. The discussion 
and conclusions in the DEIS for these alternatives are ahricist identical to Alternative A. 

Cumulative Impacts 

For air quality, we would have to agree with the statement that significant project impacts would 
be considered to have Q significant cumulative impact. 

Mitimtiog 
Overall comment regarding mitigation measures: No facts Dr evidence are presented in the DEIS 
to demonstrate bow mitigation measures reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level or that 
they would not reduce impacts enough to be less--thnn-significnnt. A fairly generic list of 
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Chris Seppe!r:r 
Octow 19, 21110 • Pagd 

mitigation measures appear to be somewhat nrbitrarily put in the DEIS and there appears to be no 
analysis as to whether or not they would be effective. 

Page 5-3, Dust Abatement Program, Mirigo/iDII MeaS!tres 5.4-1 through 5.4-4 

The EIS should explain how Mitigation Measures 5.4-2 through 5.4-4 reduce TAC impacts to a 
less thon significnot level as. described 00 pages 4.4-3,4,4-9,4,4-15,4.4-20, and 4.4-26. 

Mltigation Measures 5.4-2 and 5.4-3 are quite general and oat specific. Stare la.w prohibits 
excessive equipment and t:nick idling, so perllllpS the Ers mitigation should be consistent with 
the law and go further by requiring natificationlsignage and enforcement How will the lead 
agency enforce Mitigation Measure 5.4-21 

Suggest the ErS include a mHigation measure that would require construction equipment meet 
performance 9tandards io terms of NO x and particulate matter emissions. This is used 
througbout the State and NSCAPCD would. probably be willing to assist the applicant in 
developing such a mitigation measure. 

--
Page 5.·3 and 5-4, Tl'allspol'lallon Molor Vehicle MeClSllres, MItigation Measure. i 4-5 

2ad bullet: The EIS shOUld identify how vehicle idling times will be limited and how the measure 
would be enforced. 

]rd bullet Use low or zero emi.99ioo vehicles for whet'? More explanetion is necessary. 

6lh bullet: Does the mitigatio[] measure propose:fee parking? lfso, provide detail. 

8111 bullet: Would the mitigation mCltsure require the operator to provide free or low-~osl 
monthly transit passes'? 

What about mitigetion meas~ to offset project emissions'? Especially those emissions in the 
San Fraor.isco Bay Area Air Basin, wlllch is II Donattainment area fur NO>=. PM,O, and PM:l.3? 

Page 5-4, Mjtigalion MeaSllre 5.5-6 To:dc All' Contaminants 

This mitigation measure should be labeled as Mitigetion Measure 5.4-6 ruther thB1155-6. In 
addition, it is almost the-same as Mitigation Measure 5.4-5, 8Qd is therefore. redundant. 

Page 5-4, Mitigation Measure 5.4-7 

As mentioned above, State Law restricts diesel vehicle idling time. Perhaps the Mitigation 
Measure should be revised to restrict idling times in a mllMct consistent with State Law and 
inc!udr. signage and enforcement provisions. 

Page 5·5, MitigatiolT Measure 5.5-8 Odor Monagemel1/ Plan 

Letter G-22

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.81
cont.



-_._-------------------

Chris 5.eppeler 
Odtlber 19, 1010 - Pagc5 

The mitigation measure and analysis provided in Sel:tiao 4.4 provide no evidence that significant 
or ru:lverse odors would occur or Dot-oCCur with the proposed project The mitigation meaSure is 
vague and defers the impact finding. There arc no specific mellSllreS that would prevent or 
reduce the potential for odors. TIle design of the treatment plant with respect to odor generation 
is DOt even described. How.would OclOOl from the head works, aeration poods, or slwige be 
prevented? Our interpretation of this mitigation measures is that the operator would be informed 
of received "strong" odor complaints. There are no performance standards. In essence, odor 
controls would be developed after a significa.nt impact,. where odor complaints have DCClJITed. 

Page 5.5, Mirigotion Measure 5.5-9 Energy Efficient MeUSlll'es 

These mitigation mell!iures are much too broad and not specific to the project. Is there an'y 
I:ommilment by the project to meet verifiabhl energy efficiency standards (e.g., LEED 
standards)? By wlmt standards would this mitigation measure be b8!led? 

What are not performance stnndarr,ls Or emission reduction goals identified for the proposed 
project? fs it possible to reduce greenhouse gas impacts through a combination of design 
features and mitigation measures, such. that the emissions would be less than significant? 

Noise nod Vibration 

Noise sensitive receptors are generally identified in the text The EIS should sp~ificaUy identify 
the representlrtive locations of most affected residential receptors near the project site that are 
referenced in the teAt A graphic illustrating these locations would be helpful 

The IDS should opply the results of the,baseline noise sW"Vey and baseline traffic noise modeling 
to establish 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 Environment 

AlternativeA 

The EIS shculd estimate construction noise levels at the most affected receptors and compare the 
levels to existing !lIIIbient levels and other appropriate criteria for speech, activity, or sleep' 
disturbance. 

Note that the DEIS used the outdated FHW A traffic noise model (FHW A RD-77-108), 
develop,ed in 1978 to predtct traffic noise levels. FHW A replaced tbis model IIlIlIlY years ago 
with the~Tmffic Noise Mode! (FHWA TNM). A1; outlined in 23 CFR 772 pUblished an July 13 
laiD, only use oftbe FHWA 1NM or any other model deteonined by the FHWA to be 
consistent with the m~thodology'af!he FHW A TNM may be used for highway traffic noise 
I!.Ssessments. 
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Chris S~ppch:r 
OclDber19,2010 -?1IE~7 

The proposed project is unique in that it would be a 24-hour operation. The traffic noise impact 
analysis only evaluates changes in the 24-bour day/night nverage noise level (Ldn). Tbe DES 
applies a "genecal rule" that where traffic noise dominates, the Ldn is roug[uy eqwvalent to the 
peak hourly oolse level. However, the proposed project is not likely to have a normal traffic 
distribution end would probably generate IrBffic at night that would have a greater effect 00 the 
LdD. noise level. The BIS should discuss the potential for traffic during the middle of the nigbt 
(partil::ularly buses) to cause an impact on the rural residents located along the access roads to the 
project site. Appropriate noise metrics would include hourly average noise levels IIIId Lmax 
levels during the various nighttime hours to determine when the greatest effects may occur based 
on the expected distribution of project-generated traffic during the n.ighttime. 

The DElS simplifies the prediction of non-traDsp.ortntion-related noise effects by only discussing 
the noise from rooftop IN AC systems. The proposed project, consi!rting ofa large casino, hotel, 
and restauran~ with associated facilities is Wee!y to include numerous sources of mechanical 
equipment noise, Tnere would be severnl HV AC systems, possible chiUerslrefrigerntion systems, 
exhaust funs, trash compactors, and possible emergency generators. Combined, these are likely 
to produce noise levels greater than 55 dBA at s. reference distance of 100 feet The EIS should 
utilize the stationary noise source standards set forth in Table NE-2 oftlle County of Sonoma 
General Plan to ass~ the effects of non-transportation noise sources. Tho BIS should preseot a 
range of expected noise levels for mechanical equipment (it is rec!lgnized that noise levels 
cannot he detennlned specifically until equipment has been selected during design). Estimated 
ndise level~ could then be made at the nearest potentially affected receptors UJ support the 
supposition that "a less-tban-significant effect is expected". County Gem:ra1 Plan standards 
sbould he used as performance slBndards. 

TIle srune comments apply to me m~ise assessments for Alternatives B - F. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The DEIS doeS not properly predict cumulative traffic noise impacts. The OBIS identifies Daise 
level increases of 5 to 6 dBA along Asti Road north ofSanttma Drive. Tllis would be 0. 

ctnnulatively significant increase in noise levels. The proposed project contrihutes 3 10 4 dBA to 
this significant cumulative impact, and therefore, should be considered to have n. cumulatively 
considerable contribution. Much of the significant noise increase alocg this roadway would be 
the result of the project, evell thougb it bas n less-than-significant project i£npacL 

The cumulative noise analysis should compare the predicted General PIBl1 build-outcumulative 
baseline Daise level, plus noise contribution from l:acll Alternative:, tu the existing noise level at 
representative sensitive receptors (or along roadway se:gm!::llts at the 50-fool n::fe:rence distance) 
to detennine whether or not an adverse effect would result cumulatively from the proposed 
project in combination with other projects by the General Plan build out year. Otherwise, it is 
nDt possible to detennille the overall increase in noise that sensitive receptors in the area. would 
experience between now, tbe existing condition, and the General Plan bLrild out, 
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Chiis Seppcler 
Odober 19,2010 -PogeS 

Mitigation 

Tile EIS should smie that noise from stationary SOUl1:CS, including HV AC equipment. shall 
comply with the stntionn.ry noise source limits set forth in Table NE-2 (current County 
interpretation) in the Sonoma County General Pian. The EIS should clarify bow wmecessllI)' 
vehicle idling is to be preveoted from trur:ks in loading, docks or buses in areas adjacent to 
sensitive receptors. . 

• • • 
This concludes our review cftbe DEIS for the proposed Cloverdale Casino. Please Jet us know 
if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 
(""" .. ~-.. , ......... .' ~ .. ~ hi 412~ ·"·--·-- --U IIoklOOl,t .. lloo.'l.l1 

. -
James A. R~ytf 
Senior Consultant 
Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. 

Co Jeffrey Brax, Sonoma County PRMD 

10-1 :!7 
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National Indian Gaming Commission 
Record of Decision 

Approval of Management Contract for Gaming Facility at the 
Wilfred Site in Sonoma Connty, California, for the Federated 

Indians of the Graton Rancheria 

.-'" 
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in Section 4.0, Variant H-sub! would have similar eavironme:ntal impacts as Alternative H 
after nritigation., wi1h B. red~ impact to wetland features. as well as bettermee.ting the 
pwpose and need. Variant H-subl was therefore cilosen as the Preferred Alternative. 

6.0 MITIGATION MEASURES 

All practicable means to avoid or miDimize environmental harm from the Preferred 
Alternative (VariantlI-subl with wastewater disposal Option 3) have been identified and 
adopted. The fallowing mitigation mellS\lreS and related eaforcc[Oent and monitoring 
progrnmshnve hem adopted"as a pert of this decision. V/here apPlicable, mitigation measures 
will be monitored and enforced pursuant to federal law, tn"bal ordinances, and agreements 
between the Tdbe and appropriate govemmeotai authnrities as well as this decision. BJ 
imPleu:lenting these mitigation measures, it is reaEiQnably cxpet:ted that the Preferred 
Alternative would not result in any significant ndv6l'Se impacts to the surrotmdiog community 
or'lhe enviromnent. Specific best management pmctices and mitigation measures adopted 
pDrSllant 10 this decision are set forth below: . 

6.1 GEOLOi3Y MID SOILS 

A. The following mitigatioll me~ shall be implea:teated to result in a less than 
significant impact to the dlMllopmeot from expaosive soils: 

Ii. For structures with a light to moderate bearing load (one to three stories), a 
shallow, spread footing foundation system would be sufficient to provide support 
under expansive soil conditions (see FEIS AppenhK for more details and 
optionBl syStems). However, a sballow foundation system shall be designed to 
reduce the potential for seasonal moisture variation under the buildings by 
providing continuous perimeter strip footings that extend below the depth of 
seasonal moisture variation (typicBlly 18 inches or deeper). 

b. For structures with a. high bearing load, eifuer a post-tensioned conorete sla.b, or 
bMvily reinforced structural mat slab (shallow foundation systems), or a deep 
foundation system so.ch as a drilled picr5 wou1d be::necessary to provide support 
under expansive soil conditions (SCll FEIS Appendix K for more detail). Shallow 
sYstem. designs applied to high bearing load structures will also be designed to 
reduce the potential:fur seasonal moisture variation. 

c. To mitigate impacts to pavement caused by expansive soil, one or a combination 
ofthc :fullowing measures sball be required: . 
i. RemovBl and replacement with noo-expansive soils. 
ii. Lime treaiment of soils. 
iii. Design. ofpavemcnt sections to withstand potential swelling pressures. 

B. All structures shall be designed in compliance with the Califomia Building Code 
(CBC) Building Code (Article VI Chapter 6.04) current at the start of construction 
such that risks to the health or safety of workers Dr membeni of the public from 
earthquake h.azmds are reduced to a less-tillill-significant level. 
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6.2 WATER RESOURCES 

Surface Water 

Construction Impacts 

A During construction, swface water quality sball be protected by using B:MPs as 
listed in the Erosioo Control teCOIWllendatioDS found inFEIS Appendix C. These 
BMPs would be included in the Stonnwa.ter PollutionPrcvcntion Plan (SWPPP) to 
be filed with the USEP A). 

B. A stormwater S8.lOpling and monitoring program shall be developed and 
implemented to Il.SSCSS the quality of surface water entering and leaviDg 
development sites. At a minimum. sampling sites sbBlI include: B location 
upstream. at an elevation above all proposed development; and a location 
downstream of all development, yet at an interception point prior to surface waters 
entering fue Laguna de Santa Rosa. Anolyses shall include total suspended solids 
(TSS), oils and grease. 

Operationnl Impacts 

C. Application of:fertilizer shall be limited to the minimum amount necessary and 
shall be adjusted for the llutrient levels in the water used fur irrigation. Fertilizer 
shall Dot be applied immediately prior to anticipated rai,n. 

D. The garbage bin area shall be covered. AIry runoffor drainage:frmn the garbage 
bin area shall be directed to the sewer system and treated by the WWTP. 

E. Landscape irrigation shaD be adjusted based on weather conditions and shall be 
reduced or eliminated during the wet portion of the year in order to prevent 
excessive nmofE 

Wastewater 

F. In order to maintain the water balance descnbed in Section 4.3.1 oflbe FEIS, a 
minimum of 50 gallon permiDute (gpm) oftreaied wastewatar shall be designated 
fur use try- the casino and botel. 

G. The WWTP shall be staffed withoperntnts who arc qualified to operate the plant 
safely, effectively, and in compliance with all permit requirements and regulatioos. 
The optmliors shall bave quali£cations similar to those required by the State Water 
Resources ContrnI Board Operator Certification Program for municipal 
wastewater treatment plants. This program specifies that for tertiary levd 
wastewater treatment plants with design capacities of 1.0 million gallon9 per dl!)' 
(MGD) or less, the chief plant operator must be a Grade m operator. Supervisors 
and Shift Supervisors must be Grade n operators. An Operations and Maintenance 
Program must be followed by the plant operatCIll. Emergmwy preparedness shall 
include all appropriate measunz. inc1udiog a high level of:rcdtmdancy in the major 
'l"--
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Regional Groundwater 

H, Existing on·site wells shill be abandoned and sealed. On the Wilfn:d Site, two 
wells shall be abandoned and capped. 

L In order to offiietthe groumiwatcr used by implementation ofllie project, the Tribe 
shall implement one or more of the following measures: 

a. The Tnbe shall workv;:i:th the City of Rohnert Park and Sonoma Count)' Water 
A&ency (sew A) to alloc.a.te and deliver more surface water, aiding in the 
City's compliance with the City's settlement with the South ComIty Resource 
Preservation Committee. 

h. The Tnbe may work with and compensate the City and/or SCWA to 
implement a water ccmservation program. and/or a conjunctive water usc 
progrnm. The pmgmm shall (1) assess existing and potential sources of 
reclaimed WllStCwater within SCWA's service area, and Mtennine potential 
poinO; afuse for tho reclaimed wastewater, and/or (2) supplement the City's 
Bnd!or SCWA's existing water conservation programs to identify and 
implemoat additionBl conservation measures within City and/or SCWA service 
1Il'BIIS. The pmgram(s) &ball inCOIporatI: reclaimed water use and/or 
coru;crvatiOD to an extent that would CnIOpletely offset grolIDdWater pumpmg 
associated with the selected projectAIte'rnative. 

c. The Tnbe shall pllrticipate in the creatiOD ofar 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 o:ffi;ot a portion oftbe groundwater 
used by implementation oflbe project (in lieu recharge). 

T. The TUDe shall cooperate with the conduct of the ongoing Joint USGSlSCWA 
Study oftbe SnntaRosa Plain Groundwater Sub-basin by pmviding il<l 
Groundwamr Stndy and any aquifcrtcsting and monitoring data compiled during 
the EIS mitigation phBse. In addition. the TnDe shnlljoin otherstalreholden; in 
participating in the CooperaffiJe Agreemefll to Provide Fllnding alld Support 
InfolT1llJtionfor Santa ROSQ Plain GroundwaJer Study for Yean; 4 and 5 oftbe 
study IUlIi fUture supplemental studies, SUbject to the agreement of the other 
slak:eboldera in the Tribe's participation. If added to the agreement, the TUDe shall 
provide funding of an equimble sbBre that is proportionate with otberparticipating 
Don-tribal stakeholders, and that considen; its fractiOD of the municipal 
groundwater demand in the Santl.Rosa Plain Groundwater Basin (cmrently about 
1.8%). In addition, the Tribe &'lialJ. participate in the identificatioD and 
implementation of reasonable measures or actiOD plans developed through the 
study, in the same manner as participaJing llon-1ribal stakeholders, IUlIi in 
proportion to its contnbutiOIl to any basin decline identified by the study. 
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K As part oftbe Tnbe"s MOU with the City ofRohoertPark, the Tnoe will 
contribute to help establish or support ongoing water conservation measures city­
wide in Rohnert Parle. 

L. Water conservation measures including use of reclaimed water for landscape 
watering, cooling.tower makeup water, and toilets shall be implemented. In 
addition. the following water conservation measures shaD be aDOpte(i' (resulting in 
a water savings of approximately 12,800 gallons per day for the full size 
casino/hotel altematives): -

II.. Check steam traps and ensuring return of steam condensate to boiler for reuse. 

b. Limit bouer blowdoWD and adjusting for optimal water usagr:. 

c, Use low flow faucets andlor aerators in casino and hotel. 

d. Use low flow sbowerheada in hotel 

e. Encourage voluntary towel Ie-USC by hotel guestll. 

f. Use pressure washers and water brooms instead afbases for cleaning. 

g. Use garbage disposal oo-demand in restllllrllIll 

h. Incorporate are-ciroulating cooling loop for water cooled refrigeration and ice 
machines in restaurants. 

i. Serve water to cru.stomars only upon request at restaurants. 

j. Use air-cooled m:rits in central plant 

Ie. Use low Volume spray rinse vaJye for pre-cle~g dishes, 

t Use low volume dishwasher. 

In. Operate dishwashers with full loads only. 

n. Use high pressurellow flaw spray rinsers with automatic shut off for pat 
washing. ' 

o. Reuse dishwasher wastewater fur low-grade pUIposes such as pre-washing aDd 
garbage disposals. . 

p. Use self-contained (COOUrlctionlcss) vegetable steamers. 

q. Reduce flow to minimum necessary in scrapper troughs, WBSb down, and 
frnzen food thawing. 
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T. Use air~cooled ice machine&. 

Localued Groundwater 

M. The Tribe shall implement II groundwater monitoring program preceded by 8 pump 
test (see FEIS Appendix G for II detailed description of the recommended pump 
test"aod monitoring program) as SOOD as feasible after project approval and 
preferably at least one year before opening of the project facilities to the public (to 
allow for baseline monitoring). The pump test shnll include at least one shallow 
monitoring well located in close proximity to the Laguna de Santa Rosa in order to 
verify that pumping associated with the Prefm:redAlternative will not affect the 
Laguna de Santa Rosa. 

N. The Tnce sball implement II program to compensate neighboring well owners for 
impacts to wen operation based on interference drawdown caused by project 
pumping. The actual amount of interference drawdown associated with the project 
shall be estimated from the proposed pwnpmg test and groUIldwater level 
monitoring program (sec above and FEIS AppendD:: 0). At least one year of . 
baseline data and ane year of data after prOject pmnping begins should be collected 
prior to implementation of the foDowingwellimpact compensation progrmn: 

a. Well Usability (Impacts 1 and 2) - The tribe sball reimburse the owoers of 
wells _that become unusable within three yem ofthe onset of project . 
pumping for a portion of the prevailing, customrrry cost fur well 
replacement, rehabilitation or· deepening.. The mitigation method for which 
reimbursemcot is made shBll be the lowest-cost customary and :reasonable 
method to restore the lostweU capacity. The percenlBge of the cost 
reimbursed by the tnbe sbsll depend upon the degree to which the impact is 
caused by projectpu:mping VB. pmnpiog by other wells. Reimbursement 
shall be for replacement in~kind; tblrt is, for II well of s:imil!U" construction, 
but deepened so as to n:store the lost wall capacity. A depreciation 
allowance shall be subtracted from the reimbursement amount for wells or 
pumps that have condition issues. In ordertc be eligtble, the well owner 
must provide the Tnbe with documentation of the well location and 
construction (diameter, depth, screened interval. puIIlp type, etc.), and that 
the well was constructed and usable before project pumping was initiated. 

b. Diminished groundwater level near or helow pump intake (Impact 3) - The 
Tuoe shall reimhurse the owners of wells with pumps that require lowering 
within three yam of the onset of project pumping for a portion of the 
prevailing, cu~tomrrry cost for tlris service. The percentage of the cost 
mimbursed by the T£!be shall take into consideration the degree to which 
the Unpact is cawed by project pumping vs. pumping by oilier wells, 8l]d 
the degree to which a weD's oapacity may have been reduced in the . 
absence of project pumping due to sbaIlow placemeut of the pump intake • 

. Replacement discbarge piping shall not be reimbursed, and replacement of 
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-- - --------------------------------------

pumps shall not be reimbursed unless the pump was damaged due to 
project-related interference drawdown. In order to be eligible, the well 
owner mIlst provide the Tnoe with documentation cftile welllocatioD &Ild 
COllstruCtiOO, including pump intake depth. and thnt the well was 
constructed and use.ble before project pumping was initiated. The 10"b6 
must be made 8WIU"C nfibe cost reimbursement claim print to lowering of 
the pump intake, so that the Deed for possible well deepening, replacement 
or rehabilitation can be assessed. At the Tnbe's discretion, compensation 
may be paid toward well deepening, replacement, or rehabilitation in lieu 
oftoward loweciDg the pump intake. 

C. Increased Electrical and Maintenance Cost (Impact 4) - The Tuoe shall 
reimburse well owners pumping more than 100 acre-f~tJycar for their 
ruidilional annual ehmtrical costs at the prevailing c1eclrical rate based OD 
the following form1,LlQ! . 

KWDr/yC8I = Cgallgns PAA!Qcdlyr;;lITl x Cfcctofintcmnmce dmwdown) 
1.621,629 

In order to qualify for reimbursement, the well ownermostpro~de proof 
oftbe actuBl annual volume of water pumped and/or the electrical usage 
associated with the pumping. As an altematlve to annual payments. a OllC­

time lump sum pa.yment of a mutually agreeBble lIlllolIIll: could be made. 

d No reimbursement would be made available for wells installed a.:ftar 
operation ofthn project wells commences. 

e. For any ofthc above wpacts. the Tnlm may cbomm at Its discretion to 
provide the well owner with a l;oDDcclion to a local public or private water 
supply sys~ in lieu of the above mitigation measures, at reduced cost in 
proportion to the extent the impact was caused by project pumping. 

The known owners of identi:fied well& within two miles ofllie project 
pumping welles) shill be notified of the wcll impact compensn.tion progrBlD 
outlined above before project pumping begins. . 

We recommend that the Tnoc cootralrt with a third party, sucb as Sonoma' 
CountY, to ovecscc this well impa~t compensation program. 

O. The; proposed stonn. water detention basin shall retain a portion ofllie storm water 
runoff. where it will percolate mtD the ground, ifpoSMole without compromising 
primary stormwater flow control objectives. 

6.3 AIR QUAUTY 

ConstructJon Impacts 

A. 'I'hC generation of construction-related PM!o and PM1.5 emissions would cause a 
lesli-thm-significBnt impacl However, Basic Control Mell.SllI"es and Enhan~ 
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Control Mee.sW'eS from Table! 2 of ihe Bay AreaAir Quality Management District 
(BAAQ~) CEQA Guidelines - Assessing the Air Quality lropactE of Projects 
and Plans are recommended as mitigation during construction. 

a. The Tnbe shall designate an on-site Air Quality Construction Mitigution 
M:anager (AQCMM) who shall be responSIble for ~ti.ng compliance with 
mitigation measures for the constnu:tion project 

b. Basic Conlml Measures shall include ihe followiog: 

i. Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 

ii. Cover aD tru.ckloads ha.u.JiIJg soi~ sand, and other loose materials or 
require all truckloads to maintain at least two feet offreeboard. 

iii. Pave, BppJy water tl.rree tim6S daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers 
to all unpaved. access roads, park:ing areas and staging areas at 
conStruction sit~. 

iv. Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved aeces" roads, parking 
areas and staging BrCas at construction sites. 

v. Sweep strecm daily (with water swccpem) ifvisible soil material is 
cBll':ied onto adjacent public streets. 

c. Enhanced Conllol MellBQI'CS shaD include the following: 

i. Hydroseed or apply (non-toxlc) soil stabiIizf!TS to inactive construction 
areas (previously graded RIllRS inactrve far ten days or more). 

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

iii. Limit tmfEic speeds on unpaved roads 10 15 mph. 

iv. Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff 
to public roadways. 

v. hplanl 'Vegetation in disturbed mas lIS quickly as po&Sible. 

vi. Use ofconBtruction entrances to reduce soD/dust transport off-site. 

Vii. Time-staged construction shall be U.IIod to avoid dust/open so~. 

B. The gllDeration ofROG, NOx. PMla, and diesel pa:rticulate matter emissions from 
construction equipment would cause e leas-thm-significant impact However, 
implementation of the following basic measures are recommended during 
coogjruction in o1'thlr to further reduce the e.ffects from COIlStruCtion activities: 

a. To the extent that equipment and teclmology is available and cost effective, the 
contractor shall use cat.a.lyst and filtration technologies 

b. All diesel-fueled engines used in construction shill usc ulln-low sulfur diesel. 
fuel containing no more than I5-ppm sulfur, or a suitable alternative fuel. 

c. All construction diesel engines, which have a rating of 50 bp or more, sball 
meet the Tier IT California Emission StandBrds for off-road compression-
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ignition engimls, unless certified by the AQCMM. thill: such an ecgine is not 
available for a particular use. In the avent that Ii Tier IT Ilnginc is not available, 
Tier I compliant or 1996 {or newer) engines will be used prefurcntiaUy. Older 
en~s will only be used if the AQCMM: certifies that compliance is not 
-fe!lSlble. 

d. All diesel :fueled engines used in construction shall have clearly visible tags or 
other suitabJe means of identification showing that engine meels the above 
require.ments-

e. Idle time tiliall he minimized to five minutes when the ~uipment is not in use, 
unless safety requirements orIIlBInlfactu:rers specifications indicate that more 
time is requin:d.. 

f. Heavy duty diesel equipment shall be maintained in optimum rtIDD..iD.g 
condition. 

OperDtional Impacts 

C. . In coordination with the regional transportation agency, such as the Sonoma 
County TrmlSit, the Golden GaieTransit, and the potential Sonoma Marin Area 
Rail Transit (SMAR1l mil. the Tnbe sha.Jl provide the following to support 
regularly.·scbedu1ed community transit or shuttle service to and from the nearest 
mutually-acceptable major transit node: 

a Transit shelter benches, 

h. Street lighting, 

c. Route sigcs and display, and 

d. Bus tumcuts. 

O. The Tn'be shall implement feast'bJe travel demandmllDilgement (TDM) measures 
for a project oftbis type. These mllasure.s shall include, but are not limited to: 

a. Designation ofan on-site TDM coordinator. 

h. Provisions to encourage bicycle commuting. Bicycle lanes and parking areas 
will be provid~d wherever appropriate and feasible. 

c. Provision of transit use incentivBS, provision ofinfunnatiou, printed schedules 
and commuter promotions. 

d. Carpool incentives, Sllch as monetmy or otherrewards will be made available 
to employees. 

e. Installation of secure bicycle parking fru:ilities at commercial areas. 

E. Buses rInd other commercial diesel-fueled vehicles shaD comply with the 
Califomia Air Rcsow-ce·Board's (CARE) AirbOIIle Torlc Control Measure to 
LimitDiesel·Fueled Commen:ial Motor Vehicle Idling (Califomia Code of 
R~gulations, Title 13, Division 3, Article I, Chapter 10, Section 2485), which 
requires thnt the driver of any diesel bus shall not idle formore than five minutes 
at any location, except in the csse of pass eager boarding where a ten minute limit 
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is imposed, Of when pa.ssengers are onboard. Furthetmore, the Tribe shall provide 
a "Drivers Lounge" for .bus and truck drivers to cliscourage idling. 

F. Where feasible, the Tnoe shall use nltem.ative fuels for CBSinO vehicles. 

G. The Tn"be shall enc~urage and facilitate the use of 'carpools' for construction 
workers and facility employees; tour buses far casino patrons to reduce vehicular 
use and air "pollution. 

R The Tn"be shall maintain Bll vehicles to manufacturer's specifications-

L .The Tn"be shall ensure that buildings am oriented to take advantage afeolar 
heating and nBtural cooling, and use passive solar designs. 

j, The Tribe sball CI1S1ll'e use of solar, tcw--enrlssico, central, or tanklcss water beaters 
and install wall insulation that shall exceed Title 24 requirements .. 

K. Ifmccbanical ventilation is included in tbe parking structure design. the exhaust· 
shall be vented in a direction away from inhabited BrCa.s. Directing the exhaust 
away from inhabited areBS would reduce the impacts of perking structure· 
generared CO to aless-than-significBD1level. 

L. The To"ba s.hall ensure that all shift changes occur during non-peak hours. 

M A minimum cUO percent ofland!;cape maintenance eqmpmaot used by the Tribe 
shall be electric and outlets shall be provided OIl. the exterior ofall buildings for 
this usc:. 

N. A finBl Confonnity Detcrnrlnalioe has been issued (see FEIS Appendix. W) based 
upon. evidence ofconfonnance with the State Implementatinn Plan (SIP) forNOx 
nnd CO through the purchase of 149 toos ofNOx Emission Reduction Credits 
(ERGs). The ERCB will be purchased in theBAAQMD pursuant to!!ll enforceabJe 
cont:rw::t to purchase the ERCs before the .start of construction (see FEIS Appeodix 
W, Addendwn 1). 

O. Regiooal air quality impacts would be reduced, buteot to a level that is IIlSS than 
significant for ROG, NOIll or PMIO with. the addition of Mitigation Measures 63A­
M, However, with tho implementation ofM1tigation Messures 6.3N, NOx impacts 
are less than sigoificant With the implel1::n:mtation ofMitigBtion Measures 6.3P, 
ROG and PMIQ iD;lpacts would be less tbSll signifiCllD.t, assuming Mitigation 
Measm: P is cost and tt:abnologically feasible and appropriate mitigation 
programs are ava.i..\sble within the air basin (sec Table 1). If Mitigation Mell5ute P 
is not implemented; then a aiglrificant IIIId tmllVoidable impact to air quality would 
,",".un. 

P. One or more oflbe following measUICli will be imphlmtmted to reduce ROG and 
PMlo emiasiOil5 to less than 15 tons per year nnd PMuto less than 100 toos per 
year, 

a. Pave orresurfnce unpaved roadway(s) or roadway(s) in a doterioratcdstatc 
within tha San Francisco Bay AreaAir Ba!iin. which have a minimum daily 
vehicle count of 100 vehicles. 
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b. Contribute to a program to retrofit residential fireplaces that do not meet 
USEPA certification stf!ndards wi~ the SlID Francisco Bay .Area. Air Basin. 

c. purchase low emission buses to replace older municipal OT school buses used 
within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. 

d. Furchase hybrid vehicles to replace existing governmental fleet vehicles within 
the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. 

e. Purchase and install on·s:ite-or within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basi:n; a 
photovoltaic array, wind powered energy, IUldlor other formes) of renewable 
energy. 

f. Contribute a fair share percentage to the S)'Ilcnronization oftrnffic signals 
within the San Fnmcisco Bay Area Air Basin. 

g. Purcbase Emission Reduction Credits if available from sources within the San 
Francisco Bay Area)Jr Basin. 

TABLE 1 
MmGATEO OPi:RATION EMISSJONS- VARIANT H-SUB 1 

"'. NO. 'M" 5gun::es 

'" '" '" Ml\lg8l11d Emission. (110 mttJa~Uan excaplU3 P) 7U. 1:!a.01 139.61 

Reduc\lcn fl'tllT1 MlUoatIun MIlimJID 5.2.3 P 57.38 123.01 124.61 

FInal M1Ugal2d Emt!,I~~ " 0 " S!G!lJ!i<:an1 Effut:t"l No No No 

Note IpY =1DnS po:!" Y""I". Nt ..... NoI AJIIIIlcDhlc 

, CARS spc:>:i0l1o. JI!'IIm. sbolY. dlOl 99.2% arPM .. 1.!: PM,.. Cor """,I;'. pII\..nd CIIt:lM 1i:IDksI1nI!I1III~ 
!ll..0'110 fill" dlanl PIIWCI\:d alP.' cmtmlllllo- 99.zr. Is lIDulIlCd bcrc Cor R cD/IR:fYIIlIy< III\IIlpts. Soc 
AIlm:hmcl'u 1 III !his ROD ror a la:Imi=l IaI!lII<Inmdum Ikmnll$lrlllllll the >:OlIImaI!.., ~ arlb!! 
OSSU(llptlon. 

80111= tIlI.IJEMLS,liXI7. 

Odor Impm:ts 

' .... ' ,y 
138..49 

39.49 

100 

No 

Q. The WWTP shall be constructed with cmnpreheosivo odor control facilities, 
including the injection of odor control oxidants at the sewage lift station ilDd 
construction of a COVllfed headworks with odor scrubber at the WWTP. 

R. Spray drift from the WWIP or spray disposnl field shall be mDnitored daily during 
operation by qualified pcrsomlel. Spray drift from these two sourccs sball not be 
allowed to migrate out ofllie plant's property boundaries. In the event that spray 
drift emanating from sprayfield does migrate Dutside oftbe property bDundaries, 
aperntiDDe.l measw-es shall be taken to eliminate offs!te drift of spray. 

S. Spray field irrigntiDn will cease wh'eD winds tlXCtlcd 30 mph.. 

Toxic Air CODtnminnnts 
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T. Proposed commercial land uses (e.g .• loading docks) that have the potential to emit 
toxic air emissions shall be located lIS fur away B.!i fcllSwly possible from wsting 
IIIlli proposed sellBitive receptors in accordance with GARB's AU: Quality and 
Land Use Handbook. In addition, loading docks will provide refrigeration trucks 
with electrical outlets. Truck using the londing doolcs sball DOt idle for more than 
five'minutes. 

U. Air intakes associated with the heating and cooling system for buildings shall Dot· 
be located next ID potentia1 TACemittiog locatioos (e.g., loalling docks) in 
accordance with CARE's AU: Quality and Land Use Handbook. 

Indoor AJr Qunlity 

V. The Tnae shall ensure that velllilatioo of outdoor nit is consistent with American 
Society ofBeatin~ Refrigerating, ttnd. Air.conditioniog Engineers (ASHRAE) 
Standard 62-1999' under all opera.ting cooditions. 

W. To limit public expo~ to environmental tobacco smokl:!, the Tnbe shall provide 
IlonMsmolciog areas, or "smokeMfree zones" in the casino gaming area. 

X. The Tnbl:! shall provide non--SUloking rooms in the botel. 

Y. The Tribe shall ensure that comfort levcis are acceptable to most occupants, and be 
coosisb:mt withAsHRAE Standanl55-19923

, I:tDder all operating conditiOns. 

z. Signage sball be prominently displayed alerting patrollS and cmployaes ofareas 
that permit smoking, DOting that environmental tobacco smoke has been found to 
bl:! deleterious to hClillh, I!Ild noting the availability of a brocbure(s) dcscnbing the 
health effects of exposure ImVironmcntal tobacco smoke. 

AA. A brochure(s) descobing the health effects of exposure to environmental tobacco 
smoke shall bo made available to casino patrollB in common areas that permit 
smoking. 

BB. -Prospective employees shall he woaned, prior to their 11m, that indoor &moking is 
pmmitted in portions of the buildings where they IDay be employed. 

ce. Pro5)Jecti~ employees shall be giyen a brocbure(s} describing the besllb effects 'of 
CXPOSlltll to environmental tobacco smoke. 

ASHRAE SIlIIldmtl62·I!l99, flenrilatiDTI/rw Acuptabll! rndoor Air QUD1ilJl, is the geql:rillly m=pted 
stnndani ibr ~I 'buildlDgi in \)Ie Ul1lttd St*5. 
ASHRAE siaDdard 55-i992, 17/1mnDI £IIV/ru'lnlf!ll/m CDl/dirlDIlS/Dr Humim tkr:rlfHlllrjJ, identifu:s 
mIlD)' filI::lDl3 that illfiueDl% tb=al comfort ILDd the puteption Df thermal tODditiolll. AmD.D& !ham iJre 

~ture. ndlatilln, humidity, air mDVeml:Dt, yl:Jtical, DDd bDrlzaotaJ ~mpellItun: dllfere:n1%5, 
I!:rIIpellltunl drift, pclSOllllJ IIdfrity, nruI clothing. 
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I 
DD. Tho Tribe shall ensure thm significant IlXpccted sources of pollutant emissions are 

isolated :from occupants using physical barriers, exbausts, and pressure controls. 

EE. The Tnbe shall ensure that outdoor air entering !he building is pIOtcctedfrom 
contamination from local outdoor sources and from building exhaustB I!Od 
snnitalioo vents·. 

FF. The Tnbe shall ensure that provisions are made for easy access to b.g, 
venblatioD, and air conditioning CRY AC) equipment TCquiring periodic 
mainterumce. 

GG. The Tribe shall ensure that occupant expOsure to construction contanrinants is 
minimiwd using protocols for matlITiaJ. selection, preventive installation 
procedures. and special ventilation and pressure control isolation techniques. 

HR. Tile Tribe wall ensure the use aflow-emitting building products pllmIant to 
Integrated Waste MIlDa.gement Board'B Section 01350 where feasible. 

CliIruIte Change 

As noted in Table"Z, a less than significant cumulative impact to global climate cbBJlge would 
result efterthe implementation of Air QualityMitigatioD. Measures E. In addition, the 
implllIIu:lOtation of the followicg mitigation measures is recommended. subject 10 the 
discretion ofth.e Tribe. to :further rcduceprqect climate change impacts. 

TABLE 2 
Prefurred AI mmativa Compltarll:a with Stale am!sslr:lns reduction strata [(Iii 

eoc Order 5-3-05/ AS 32 51n1IBgy ProleI'! O..slgnl "~Hu~UDn 
Ml!a$Ure I;DmpHiIIIC& 

CIao.1 M~-ld:ir>g: In JulV 20D0\, th. eARB """plod a msasure La Ilml dl....r..ruela<l Pr<»acl WD\IIII be In CIIIIIfIIIoMl!lall...-
~mol<>'lI!IhlcleldOr\!Io Impipmol\llli'DI1 III Nt Qually MiIIgaUun -... 
AcI1\1l"" 50 ~.n::anL -..taa R"C)'cI!Il; GoaL: AchhNl",] Lho SlaLD'l; 50 fWmI'L wool. 
d11ian;11K\ "",.doll! IIt .. LDbIktu<d by 111. Inb!gra\oll 'MtsLD Ma!l8llOllltllLAI:I. of 11111~, 
"",1l93ll, Shu, CIuIp,", 1DD5.. at:<W11lII II! 19011). will radL£!! cDmill. chango .. mlsoltN P"'Jod W<IIid be., compl!anco n 
USII<:iDlod "'Ih nllDllII' 1/IIBnIlv. maI!!riaL e.WudIonlJrld p....tuclla"" • .....n .. llIohen. $aIBId In FEl5 Soc:!b!4.1l. 
amloilDn lram l.nd/iIs. A.evanr"" ....... 0/ 48 plllCll1lllm!: ImaTJ &:Il\eVeII 1m a ~ 
basis. ~ a 2.p~ adlfLlonBI...o1lClfon r. naad!lll. 

WllInr Usa ~c:y. App_~ 1; p"""",1 DI.I"'cIridIy, 3D p!I""",,1 "r 01 naturnl 
!!'Is, Brol Jla mIlb:tn 1111""" of WB IIS04 La 1:DI1i/8~, IruL, <IIsIritU.a Dnd ..... waIar Pra\1Id wcuIII Ill! !n m"",~ as 
;nd WlII'-Jar. lnau.o1ni! lIIIo DfkI"""Y """",LarIranipDrtand tadtx:l/lg wa!mU"" dl=sod In FElS Sedian 4.1l!. 

would ~"CI U""'!\hDI1!Z gas BIIIhdm 

SOURCE: Sink Drc..l1r"",1!, Ezwlranlll"'l\lll PICL.r:o:tiDI1 Aesy, IIIID ClilllQ\!! 1\011011 T ....... 3.D~6 

II. The·Tnoe shall ellBlll"C the use oflow-cmitting building products pnnruant to 
Integmted Waste Management Board's Section 01350 wbere fellSloie. 

IT. The Tn"be shall plant trees and vegetation on·site or fund such plantings off~sjte. 
The addition of photosynthesizing plants would reduce atmospheric CO2, because 
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plants use C02 for elemental carbon and energy production.. Trees planted near 
buildings would result in additional benefits by providing Shade to the building; 
thus reducing heat abs,orptioD, reduoing air conditioning needs and saving em:rgy. 

roc The Tnae shall CIlSure usc of solar. low-emission. central. or tankJess water beateQ; 
and install wall insulation that shall exceed Title 24 requirements. 

LL. The Tn'bc Shall use energy efficiB01 appliances in the hotel and casino. 

:MM. Environmentally preferable materials shall be used to the extent practical fur 
construction of facilities. 

NN. The Ince shaTI install a photcrvoltaic cell array(s) on the roof of the proposed 
parking garage and/or the roo£(s) ofotber on-site structures, if feasible. The 
installation ofpbotovoltaic (PV) on-site would mince dependence on Pacific Gas 
and Electric (pG&E) electricity. PV cells convert energy from the sun into 
electrical energy with no emlilsion of green bouse gases (0005); thus, flu: indirect 
GHG emissions would be rednoed. 

00. The Tnbe shall enroll in the Clima1eSmartprogram that is offered tc PG&E 
customs to reduce thlriI indirect GHG emissions fonn electrical generation to zero. 
PG&B provides clcctricity uses with ilie opportunity to become t1carbon neutral n 

under the ClimateSmart program. 

PP. The Tnbe shall pnrnhase C02e offsets to reduce or eliminate GHG impaof:s, where 
feasible. 

QQ. The Tnbe shall increase the recyoling guru noted inMitigation MeasW"e 5.2.Sd 
from. 25 to 50 percent 

6.4 Brol.OGjcAL RESOURCES 

A. For impacts to wetlands or other waicrs of the U.S., authorization from the 
USAGE is mqujred.. ReplaGeweot of directly affected wetlauds will be at aratia 
approved by the USACE. Clean Warer Act Section 401 WB1er quality certification 
will also be. required from the USEP A. . 

B. Wetland mitigation shall be accomplis:hed through creationlrestoration of seasoo;U 
wetlands onsite andlor within an open space preserve. This creationlrestoIlltion 
will provide an increase in ilie inventory of seasonal wetlands fur the area. The 
proposed 1.5:1 rntio of SC!lSonal wetland restorationlcreation to impacted aGreag8 
is exp~ted to be sufficient to satisfy the ratio of replacement to impacted acreage 
required by regulBtmy ageocies bllSed 00 wetland iuncticms and values present on 
Iile WIlfu:d Site .. A d.l:t.Biled mitigation plan shllll be designed that includes 
momtoring and reporting requirements, responsibilities, perfoImllIlce success 
criteria, reporting procedures and contingencyrequircments. 
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C. A plan shall be dEVeloped and implemented to consorve ecological resources in the 
southern portion oftbe-Wilfred Site. The plan shall address management B!:tivities 
to eostrrt: mainltmallce of breeding, refugial. and dispersal habitats for California 
tiger salamander (CTS); and should provida a grazing regimen that wiD conserve 

.populations ofSoooma SUll9hine and Burkc's goldfields. The cnITfmtmitigation 
ratios for listed plants species on the Srmta Rosa Plain as required in the 
Programmatic BiologiCal Opinion are based on the presence of suitable versus 
occupied habHat, and the potential for presence of Burke's goldfields and Sonoma 
sunshine; or Sebastopol meadowfoam. T.he site is considered to be occupied if 
surveys cDnduct8d using the USFWS protocol determined presence ofllie Plants. 
or ifilie site had listed plants in the pasL Protocol botanical inventories fur federal 
listed plants on the Santa RosaPlain consist ofs. minimum of three site visits per 
year and a minimum of two years ofncgatiVc S\llVey dat.o.within threcyears of 
project proposal submission to substantiate a negative finding. Under the 
Programmatic Biological Opinion. seasonal wetlands such as those present on the 
W'llfred Site and that are within the range oftbe three listed plants species are 
considered suitable habitat fur the listed plllIlts eVen ifintcn&ive surveys fail to 
locate their presence. 'This provision is necessary because seed banks arc often 
persi!itent; some plant species may not produce seedlings for many yems until 
conditions are appropriate. 

The miti~on requiremeo.ts for'the Prefeu:red Alternative are shown in Table 3 

TABLE 3 
II 

D. Development impacts on CIS aestivatioQ habitat on the Wllfred Site have been 
evaluated in a USFWS Biological Opinion, issued on February 3, 2009. This 
approvod BO requires mitigation fur crs aestivation habitat at a ratio of!:l 
within 1.3 miles ofa known breeding site and 3:1 forprojccts that are within 500 
feet of an adult occurrence. 

With impacts to 81.13 acres ofCTS habitat, VsriantR-subl would require the 
purt:.bllSe of88.84 acres in B mitigation bank or of farmland pW'Cbase and 
placement under B conservation casemenl Impacts to CIS aestivation habitat 
shall be mitigated off-site and shall consist ofplUChase ofCTS credits from an 
approved mitigation bank or purI:hasc offarmland providing suitable bamtat for 
CTS (where CTS are known to occur) and placement of the land under 
conservntion easement 
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At least a 50-foot buffer shall be maintained. between wetlands and sprayfields. 
'Mltiglrlion plans shall Blw include relocatiOD ofeTS from development I!reIlS 
(including locatioDs of created wetlands), -the u.se of biological monitors on a. daily 
basis during coostruction and or excavatian activities, and fencing to exclude the 
crs from entering the COnmuctiOD zone. Priorto collStruction work beginning 
each moming, the biological monitor will check equipment fer animals and ers 
under construction equipment and stored pipes. The biological monitor shall also 
check all steep-walled holes and trenches greater than ODe foot in depth for any 
ers. The biological monitor shall remove CTS as needed £mm equipment and 
construction-related features (i.e .• trenches, holes, etc.). Purchase of credits at an 
off-site mitigation bank IDay be implemented if determined to be appropriate by 
the USFWS during the Section 7 cansultat:ioD process. 

E. A pre-construction survey for bmmwing owls sh.aI1 be conducted to ensure 
impacbi to burrowing owls, if present in the construction area, do not occur during 
!he nesting season. The pre-construction surwy shall be conductl:d within 30 days 
prior to initiation of construction aclivity. J£ active burrows are found prior to the 
nesting season, passive relocation measures shall be provided for each burrow in 
the area ofth~ Wilfred Site, as appropriate, t:bnt is n:ndered biologically WlSuitxble. 
Passive relocation m~ sbal1 include "!be creation of twa natural or artificial 
burrows for each bUll'OW rendered biologically uosuitable. Dajly monitoring.shall 
be implemented wbl the awls hl£Ve bet:!J rcloca:ted to the new bun"ows. This 
mCBJrufC'will rcdnca potential impacts to burrowing awls. Other mitiga#cn 
measures may be implemented, in lieu ofibe proposed mitigation, including. 
avoidance or passive n:lcx:ation with one-way doors. as ontlined m the "Staff 
~part on Bmrowing Owl Mitigation" (CDFG, 1995). 

F. Pre-construction surveys for nesting birds shall be conducted within 30 days prior 
to initiation ofcoostrnctioD. activ:ity. If:feasible, constroction and tree removal 
(grubbing. v·egetation remoVDl) &bould be timed to take place during late 6UDllI1er 
mantbs and through winter, ideally from September through Fcbrumy, to avoid 
impacting nesting birds and other seositive wildlife spCclcs. The approximate 
nesting Sca$OD extends from February 10 September. with a pcakm:sting period 
between Mm:h througbJune. If construction or grubbing activities are to take 
place between late February and late J1ID.e, a pre-construction survey shall be 
perl'ormed by a qualified biologist to identify any active nests or other special­
status species, at least two weeks prlorto the s~ of construction. Ifbird nests are 
found. appropriate buffer zones sball be established. around an active nests to 
protect nesting adulls and their young from ~nstructiDn distnrbanctJ. Through 
direct consultation with wildlife agency s1:BfI; the size ofbu£fer zones shaIl be 
determ:ined-based on site conditions and species involved. Ifimpacts to Jlesl:s f!l"C 

unavoidable. consu1tmion shall continue with specific ageocy guidelines followed 
for relocation. If construction is delayed for more than two weeks, a second 
survey shall be performed. 

G. All grading and *aring shan be condnctedafter April 15 and before October 15 
of any year, depending on:rainfall andlor·site conditions to minimize erosion. 
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Access roads and routes will be limited, as well as the construction staging area, to 
the minimum. size required to achieve tile gaels of the project. Aspccd limit of 15 
mph on dirt roads shall be mairltained. These practices wil1liroit erosioo and dust 
borne particles. 

H. During construction, vegetation shall only be cleared from the permitted 
construction footprint and m:ccssBr}' lay-down and IlSSembly areas. Arell3 cleared 
of vegetation, pavement, or other substrares shall be st'ahilized liS quickly as 
possible and BMPs applied (erosion fencing, straw and other m&teri.alapplied to 
soils) to prevent erosion and nmoffthat could affect steelhead :fish in the Laguna 
de Santa Rosa. 

I. Hazardous materials including fuels, oils, solvents, ele., shall be stored in sealed 
containers "in a designated location at a minimum. 0[200 feet from aquatic 
environmcnts. All fueling and maintenao.ce of equipment shall be conducted at a 
minimum 0[200 feet from aquatic environments. 

J. All food items and food-relatad trash shall be sealed in containers prior to leaving 
the construction site at the end of the wadedBy; these items sball be removed from 
the site once every three days. This measure will limit attraction of wildlife and 
eliminate tia.sh pollution in the Lagtma de SantB Rosa. 

K. Where appropriate, vegetation removed as a result of project activities shall be 
replaCed with native species that arc of value to local wildlife. Native plants have 
a significant cultural value, arc generally morc valuable as wiJdlife food sources, 
IlIld require less irrigation, fertilizers, iUld pesticides than ~otic species. 

L. Tum off as many exterior and interior lights as possible during the peak bird 
migration bours ofmfdnigbt to daWD to reduce potential building collisions with 
migration birds. 

M. Install downcast lights with top snd side shields to reduce upward and sideways 
illumination. This will reduce potential disoriclltation affects from non-directed 
shine to birds and wildlifc species. 

N. The Tribe sball make feasIble cbanges !o thc parking lot design, in consultation 
with the USACE, to reduce wctlsnd fill. 

6.5 CULTURAL ReSOURCES 

A. The Tribe will implement all mitigation mefl.SUIeS concurred upon by the State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) during the Section 106 consultation process., 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

a. Site RPC- 5 shall be avoided by all grtlWld disturbing activity. 
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B. To avoid potential impacts to previously unknown cultural resources, including 
subsurface rcsOlll'tes. the Tnllc sball include the following requirements in 
const:rtmti.on contract specifications fortlle project: 

fl. In the event of any inadvertent discovery of a:rt:baeological resoun:e5 
during construction-related earth-moving activities, all such finds shall be 
5ubject to Section 106 of the Nstional Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) as 
amended (.36 CFR BOO). Once 'the land blis been token into trust "for the 
Tnce, the inadvertent discovery of arcbaeological resolltCcs is also sUhject 
to the Native American Graves Protection andRepalriation Act 
(NAGPRA) (25USC.30D1 et seq.) and the Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 (16 U.S.C. 470 aa-mm). SpecmcaUy, 
procedures for post review discoveries -without prior plBIming pursuant to 
36 CPR 800.13 shall be followed. The following sball apply to the 
inadvertent discovery ofbotb arcbaeological or paleontological ICSOurceS: 
All wcdc within 50 feet oftbe find sh.aI.l. be halted until a professional 
archaeologist, or paleontologist as appropriate, can assess the significance 
OfOlC find. If any find is dete:rm.ined to be significant by the lIItlhaeologist, 
or tiw paleontologist, then representatives of the Tnbe and BIA shall meet 
with the archaeologist. or paleontologist, to determine the appropriate 
course of action. . 

b. Ifhuman remains are discovered during ground-disturbing activities on 
Tnoallands, pursuanttn Native American Grave Protection and 
RepatriationAct (NAGPRA), Section 10.4 Inadvertent Discoveries, the 
Count}!: coroner, the Tribal Official, and representatives from the ~IA and 
NIGC shall be contacted inunedia:tely. No further disturbance sball occur 
un.til fb!: County coroner, the Tnbai Official, and the BIA and NIGC 
representatives have mad!: the necessary findings as to the origin and 
disposition. 

6.6 SOCIOECONOMIC CONDmONS ANO ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

A. The Tn'be shaD provide lIIlIlual payments ofat least Sl57,500 to Sonoma ColUlty 
to mitigate for fiscnl. impacts to Sonoma County. The County and the Tn"be arc 
free to oegotiate payments greater than this amount; however, aMOU must at least 
provide for 9.DIllUI.! payments ofSI57 ,500 in orderto mitigate fiscal impacm to a 
less-tban-significent level. 

B. Given that VariantH-SlIbl bas a gamfug component that is smaller thBD FEIS 
Altemafives A-C, but m1l1e:rger than most in Califarnia. the SlIIDe crime 
mitigation payments cited in FEIS Table 5-5 (Table 4 below) and tb!: City of 
RohncrtPark MOU would apply. Thus, the Tn"be shall provide annual payments 
of at lenst S5OO,OOO to the City ofRoimert Park and S700,OOO to Sonoma COUDty 
and the additional neighboring cities (dislrihured per Table 4). 
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TABLE 4 
Crtme 1m act MIU atlon 

Jurisdiction Minimum MltigaliDn (dollars) 

COis' $12,808 
Petaluma $102.,591 
Santa Rcsa $ZB6,923 

Seba5lop!:J1 S14,59B 
UnlnCOo'pOralsd SDnoma County $253,082 

SOURI:E: B"1 An:o ~ ,lDOQ. l'bmI Sa~'" Im"",,l SIIHI)' (ar \he p~ 

C. The Tnbc sball provide at least $150.000 per year to a problem gambling 
treatmeot and prevcction program(s). In order to maximize the effectiveness of 
MOU payments to treatment and prevention programs, the organization that 
receives the pay.mcnl:!l for problem gambling treatment must serve the Sonoma 
County region, and be acocSSlDie to County residents. 

D. Tho Tnoc shall prominently display. (lOcluding on lill}!' automatic tellermacbines 
(ATMs) located on-site) mate:rials descnbing the risk and signs of problem. and 
pathological gembling behaviors. Materials sball also be proroinent1y. displayed 
(including on any ATMs located on-site) that provide available programs for those 
seeking treatment for problem and pathological gambling disorders. including, but 
not limited to a toll-free botline telephone number. 

E. The Tribe shall train CIDpJoyces to recpgnize domestic violence and sexual assault 
situations. display domestic violCIl;Cc hotlinc nmnbers. and work with local 
agencies in domestic violence and scxn.al assanlt preVllIltiOn. 

F. The Tn'be shall conduct annual custrlmer surveys in an al:l:Empt to detmminc the 
nnmber of problem and pathological gamblers and make this in:fonnat:iOD available 
to City ofRoboert Parle, Sonoma County, state, or federal gammg regulaton upon 
request 

G. The Tribe shsllundertBke responst'ble gamiDgprBCDCesthat at a minimum require 
thai. cmployces be educated to rccDgrlize signs ofprobJem. gamblers, that 
employees be trained trl provide information to those seeking help, DIld that a 
system for voluntary exclusion be made available. 

H. ATMs shill he nnt be visible from gaming machines and gaming tables. 

6.7 RESOURcE.UsePATIERNS 

TransportationlCin:uilltio'o 
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Recommended intersection improvements identified in the FEIS traflic impact study (FEIS 
Appendix 0) I!Ild the revised traffic impact study in ROD Attachment 4 I!IC identified in 
Tnble 5. Additional detail on the recommended intEm>ed:i!JIJ. improvements is contained in 
Appendix 0 oftha FEIS and Attachment 4. Refer to FEIS Appendix 0 for traffic 
improvement tecomnllmdation& that do oot differ between Altcmatives A and H (and hence 
would be the same for Yariant H~sllb 1). Where traffic improvement recommendations differ 
bctween.A1temalives A andH in FEIS Appendix O. refer to AttBchment 4 for the Variant H­
subl improvement recommendations. 

In arda to wince or eliminate Variant B-subl 'Ii Imffic impact, the Tnbc must pay either a. 
proportionate share or the full cost of the implementation of the recommended traffic 
improvements. A proportionate share is required whim ilie level 01 service (LOS) at the study 
intersection is recorded as an unacceptable LOS wifuout the addition of project trips. In such 
cases, the Tnbe shall be respO:osiblll for the incremental impact that the added project trips 
generate, ca1culared as a percentage of the costs involved for construction of the mitigation 
IIlCIlSIlre.. The proportionate share is derived from the percentagl: that the added project trips 
oontribute to the ncwtotal trips attbe study intersectio!l. The proportionate share calculation 
mttbodologyrecommcnded hJ the agency withjurisdiation shsll be used for each individual 
improvement In most cases., a full share is required when the LOS at the study intersection is 
:recorded 85 an acceptable LOS without the adwtion of project trips. An exception to this 
general requirement is situations where tbeproject's contribution to operation arm 
inter5ct:tion may be ~laJivcl)l small, but sufficient to canst an intersection that is 00 the verge 
of operating \lIlllCCcptabl)! to operate at an :unacceplDhle LOS. Note thatthe Tobe has 
independently agreed to "fund any and all mitigation improvemenl5 for WU:fred Avenue set 
furlhin the FEIS which are within the eouniy'sjurisdictioo when the improvements BIB 

made, including, but not limited ttl, any required acquisitions for right of way, ellviromnelltal 
studies, and mad improvements." 

The Tribe shall make fill'Iding far implememon cifthe recommended DeBl term road 
improvements lIVailable prior to initiation of project construction. Funding for long tmD 
improvements gball bl!! madf!" available prior to 2020. Funds shall be placed in an esorow 
account for use by the govemmental entity with j urisdicl:ion over the road to be improved so 
that the entity may design. (funding shaD be for design standards conmsteot with those 
required. for simill!C facilities in the region. llI1less a deviation is approved by thl!! emity with 
jurisdiction), obtain approvalslpemrlts for, and construct the reooOlInendedroad improvement 
(note that the entity may request that: the Tnbe directly perform some ofthcse tasks). In some 
cases, the govemmental entity may feel that an improvement slightly differing from that 
recommended may better facilitate traffic £lew while still mitigating the alternative's impact 
In this case, the terms of the escrow account shall allow use of the funds provided by the 
Tnbe to implement the improvement even though the improvement differs s1:igbt)y from that 
recornmcoded by the truffic impact study. 

A. Since Caltrms' fimding is limited, the Tribe sball pay for a proportionate share of 
the rema.ining r:osts Cuany) to implement the Calln1na bigh-occupaocy vehicle 
(ROV) projects along US-l 0 1 between Wilfred Avenue and Old Redwood 
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Highway, thereby IISslSting in a more expedited end timely construction schedule 
(near term), 

B. The Tnbe shall contrIbute a proportionlltc share Dfthe costs to widen Wilfred 
Avenue from RidwoodDrive tCiLangner AveDU~ to three lanes in the near term 
ElIld five lanos in the long t~ (2020). 

C. The Tnoe sballsupport efforts to complete the US-I 01 HOV lane project 50 that it 
can become operational prim to the sc.heduled completion as estimated by Caltrans 
(near term), 

D. The TnOe shall contribute aproportionate share nfthe remaining costs (uany) of 
the construction ofllie Wilfred Avenue interchange project, including HOV lanes, 
ramp metering, and auxiliary lanes and support efforts related to the completion of 
the project in a timely fashion (near tcmn). 

E. The ramp metering shall be adjusted to account fur the additional project traffic at 
the Wilfred Avenue iutercbange in the long taun (2020). 

F. The Tnee shall contribute a proportionate share to the construction of an 
additional traffic lane in the southbound direction from Santa Rosa AVIlDue to 
Rohnert Pm Expressway and from SR-116 to West Sierra Avenue (2020). The 
Tnoe sball contribute a proportionate sha:re to the construction of auxiliW'}' lsnes 
between Rohnert Pru:k Expressway and SR~116 (2020). 

G, Should the above additione.l traffin lane mitigation an US-IOI. be infeasible or 
UDavailable as mitigation in the near~ter:m or lDDg~term, the Tnbe shall investigate 
other options to ~uce traffic CDDgestiOU 00 US~101. such as partial funding of the 
planned SMART commuter transit system 8lld ather regional transit programs. 

R A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) shaD be prepared in accordance with stBDdards 
set furtb in the United State Department ofTransportatioD. (USDOT) Manl/al on 
UlIlfom Traffic Control Devicesfor Stref!u and Highways. The traffic 
management plan sball be :rubmitted to each affected local jurisdiction andIor 
agency. Also, prior to construction, the Tn"be shall work with emergency service 
providers to avoid obstru~ling emergency response service. Police, fire, 
ambulance, and other emcrgencyTesponse providers shall be notified in advance of 
the dellli.ls oflliE! construction schedule, location of construction activities, duration 
oCtile construction period, and any access restrictions that could impact emergem:y 
response servic~9. The IMP shall include details regarding emergency service 
coordination. Copies .oftbe TMP shan be provided to all affected cmergency 
servicc providers. 
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TABLE 5 
PREFERRED Al.TERNATIVE INTERSeCTION MmGAll0N 

1>1= _ ialPd'b(lLllll:l ""'"""*'" wido llIlp...-.!! IIbcIal "lOCI!" lillie FIllS, Fundl~~~rllll!$C lmpvn:mm!s.haD cxaJI" 
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I. Flagging done in consultation with !:he California Righw.ay Patrol (CHP), Caltrans, 
and the C.ouoty's Sheriff's Department. sball be provided when necessary tD assist 
with traffic C9Iltrol. 

J. Importation ofconstIuction material shall bcscheduled outside of the area wide 
commute peak homs. 

K. Preferential carpool orvanpool spar:es shaH be provided at the site to encourage 
ridesbarlng by employees and patrons. 

L. The Tn'be shall sponsor charter buses from destinations such as Marin County and 
the North Bay. 

M. The Tn'be shall provide a shuttle between the casino and Rohnert Park. transit hubs 
that would operate on a balfbonr rotational basis during busy hours and on a on 
ciill basis in the times when the frequency. of employees and patrons arriving or 
leaving busy is low. 

N. Where rellSl.'ble, lane closures or obstructions associated with coostnu::tion shall be 
limited to off-peak hours to :reduce traffic congestion and dolays. 

O. Prior to construction. the To'be shill work to notify all potentially affected parties 
in the immerliate vicinity of the Wllfred Site, as appropriate. NotificBtion iman 
include a C005truction schedule, location of construction activities., the dllmtillD of 
construction pBriod, and alternative access provisions. 

P. Emergency service providern shall be notified of the areas that have the greatest: 
potential for unusual tmffic delay.s as a result of construction activities. Specific 
detoms sball be recommended to circumvent any BIeB that might suffer t:raffic 
delays. 

Q. The Tribe shall coordinate with the Green Music Center during events tbatwill 
generate high traffic levels. During that period. traffic control services at !he 

Rohnert Pa::d<: Expressway iotetclumge may be necessary. Thus. the Tn'be shall 
provide funding for special event tmffic monitoring at the Rohnert Park 
Expressway intcn:hangc to identify conflicts during outdoor events generating high 

traffic levels. Should conflicbi occur, the Tnbe shall provide traffic management 
coordination bctween.lhe project and the GrecnMusic Centcc, iD consultation with 
the CHP and Caltrans. 

R. Debris along construction velricle routes shall be monitored daily during 
construction SlJd the roruiwlI:ys cleaned as necessary. 

S. The Tribe sball contribute their fair share to bicycle and pedestrian facilities that 
will increase casino patronage. The Tnoc shall co~sjder bicycle and pedestrian 
circulation in the design of intersections and turning JDov.ements, and that adequate 
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sidewall\: facilities, striped crosswalks, and pedestrian countdown signn.ls for 
elderly and disabled citizell& be provided. 

T. The Tribe shall minimize the nmount of construction fill transported on the 
SUITOIlDWng slnlet DetwoTk by eliminating tho off-site trav61 route ~cept w,bere 
necessary to obtain materials that cannot be obtamed on-site. Potential options for 
eliminating off-site transport include moving fill material via conveyors across 
barricI!i such as creeks and ditches or. installing tcmponuy bridges fur haul vehicles 

across the bamers. 

U Constructi~n mnferia1 importation shall be scheduled outside of the area wide 
COlJlIIU/.te peak houn;. Debris along the truck route caused by trucks should he 
monitored daily and the roadways shall be cleaned as necessary. 

V. Roadways subj eet to fill truck traffic shall be assessed by an independent third 
party consultant prior to the start of construction and following the completion of 
construction. If the third party determines that roadway deterioration bas occurred 
as II nsu.lt ofeasino construction, the TrIbe aball pay to have surrounding 
roadways rcsm::faced to:restore the pavement to at least pre-constructian condition, 
unless the resurfacing is already expected to occur within a year or sooner in 
conjunction with other planned or proposed roadway improvements. In any event,. 
the Tnbe shall fully fund the rcstructucing ofLBbIltb. AVCIWe andLangaer Avaoue 
between Wllfrcd Avenue and Business Park: Drive following construction to 
:&.ciJ.itBte site. access. 

W. Even ifWl1fred Avenue is not widcmed to wcrease capacity, due to the increased 
use of the roadway in combination with future cumulative 1ra:ffi.c, the Tribe shall 
make a proportionate. share contributioD to roadway improvements along Wt1fred 
Ayenue from Redwood Drive to Slony'PoiDt Road, including widened sbouldero 
and Class nbikc lanes cansutcnt with applicable standards. 

Lnnd Use 

X. The Tn"be shall mo.intain the erist:ing WilliamsoD Act requirements in place in 
accordance with the provisioDS of ttiat AcL 

6.S puauc SERVICES 

Solld Waste 

Constructioll 

A Construction waste shall be recycled to the fullest exte.n1: practical by wverting 
green waste. and recyclable btrilding materials away from the solid waste stream. 
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B. EnvironmcntBUy prefcmble materials shall be used to tba extentpraGtical for 
construction of facilities. . 

Operation 

C. A solid waste manageoumt plan shall be adopted by the Tribe that addresses 
recycling and solid waste reduction on-site .. The plan shall have a. goal of at h::ast 
25% diversion ofmatcrials:from disposal. which includes reduction, recycling, and 
reuse measures. 

D. The Tribe shall insta.1l a trash compactor for cardboard and paper products. 

E. The Tnoe sball install recycling bins throughout the facilities for glass, cans, and 
paper prodUCts. 

F. Decorative trash amI recycling receptacles shall be placed strategically throughout 
the area oftbe WIlfred Site, Stony Point site, or the Lakeville site, as appropriate, 
to encourage people not to litter at the facilities. 

G. Security guards shall he I:mioed to discourage aD-site littering. 

E. The Tooe shall pay all stand.a:rd fees far trash collection and disposal. 

Electricity, Namral Gas, and Telecommunication 

L Air conditioning and refrigeration systcws shall utilize 6DvIroIlIIJeDtally :friendly 
refrigerants. Energy efficient chillers shaD also be utilized. 

J. The nir baDdIing systmns shall utilize outxid6 air econonllzer cycles to take 
advantage ofllIDbient cooling whrm!he outside air tcmperamre is below 55 
dcgreesF 

K. For applicable altarnatives, botel and casino buildings shall be equipped with a 
direct digitDl energy management IlDd control system to perfocn energy 
conservation measmes, sucb as optimum start/stop, duty cycling,. and demand 
limiting. 

L. The Tooe sball use cmrrgy efficient appliances where feasible. 

Public HeaJtb and Safety 

M. The TODe sball make an agreemeotwith the applicable City or County department 
to address inspection, maintenance, and operation of any swimming pools, spas, or 
hot tubs available to patrons. The tenru: of the agreement sball include design 
review of the swimming facilities, inspection of the swimming facilities prior to 
operation, and at least one annual inspection for seBBonru swimming facilities or 
bi~ancllll1 inspections for year-round swinuning facilities thereafter. The 
agreement shaH include a commitment to comply with standards for design, 
maintenance, and operation similarto tho-se followed by non-tribally owned 
businesses in the City or County, as applicable. 
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Law Enforcement 

N, The Tribe shall provide on-site security to reduce and prevent crrimi:Dal and civil 
incidents. 

O. The Tnbe shall adopt employee training programs and policies relating to 
responsible beverage services with Bmluai training, which would include, but not 
he limited to, cb~king patron identification and refusing service ID those who 
have imbibed beyond their ability to function safely. The Tribe shall collaborate 
with law enforcement by warning intoxicated plllronS Dot to drive and by reporting 
drunk drivers to the authoritieS. 

P. The Tribe shall Sllpport loca11nrr enfOJCement efforts in conducting driving under 
the influence (DUI) checkpoints and other programs known to reduce the impacl::! 
of alcohol 00 the community (support shall include fully funding at lellSt one Dill 
cbeckpoint in ilia vicinity oftbe W"':tl:fred Site monthly or less frequently at the, 
discretion of local law ~lDCllt providers). 

Q. All parking areas shall be wellDt and monitored by parking sm£f and/or security 
guards. This will aid in the prevention of auto theft and other related criminal 
activi~. 

R. The Tribe sbaU provide tmffic control with appropriate sigttaBe and the presence 
ofpeBk.hour traffic control staff: This will aid in the prev6tltion of off· site 
parlciDg, which could create possible seemty and safety issues. 

S. The Tnoe shall pass an ordinance creating a slBndard policy that ClJcolII"llges 
responsible drinking UIJd designated driver programs. Ali part of this policy. the 
employees scrvi.og alcohol Bball undergo annual R.espOllSlDleBevemge Service 
TraioiDg (RBST); also known as "scrvertraining." RBST educBtes ma:cgers. 
servern and sellc:ni at alcohol establishments about strategies to avoid illegally 
selling alcohol to underage youth orintoxicatcd patrons. The goal of REST is to 
decrease the number ofillcgal alcohol sBlcs to undmRge youth and intoxicated 
patrons through education programs.. Infurmation provided in senter training must 
at a minimum include: 
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.. The importance of checking age idcntillcation ofcustcmers who appear to 
be W1derthe a~ of30. 

.. How to ident:i.f; fake IDs end what to do once e. £eke 1D is confiscated. 

.. How to recognize situations in which adults arc buying alcohol for 
undlmlge youth.. 

.. How to refuse sales to individuals who may supply alcohol to underage 
youth. 

• How to identifY intoxicated custOIIlers. 

.. How to refuse service to underage youth and intoxicated customers. 

T. To mitigate potential impacts to law euforccmcntresources, the Tribe shall adopt 
rules prow.citing anyone under 21 years of age from gambling, adopt employee 
trainingprograms and policies relating to responsible beverage services with 
a:nnual training, conduct background cbecks of all gaming employees, provide a 
full complement of security personnel at the Wilfred Site during all times, and 
adopt progrniDs and policies which discourage gBDg members from visiting the 
gaming 'fiu:ilities. 

U. Hotel nll!Ilagf:ment shall work collaboratively with school and law en.fun::etnent 
personnel to prevent the use of bote 1 roOIDll forparties involving minors and the 
hotel shall have an internal monitoringprogram. to reduce the incidence of such 
parties 

V. Areas 5UIIlJunding the gaming facilities Shall have ''No Loitering" signs in place, 
shall be well lit and s1;lall be patrolled regularly. This will ajd in th.e prevention of 
illegal loitering and loitering behavior that could potentially lead to other crinrinal 
acts. 

Fire Protec.iion/Emergen.::y Medical Service 
CC1l!structian 

w. Any construction equipment that norma11y includes a spark arrester sball be 
equipped with en arrester in good working order. This includes, but is not limited 
to, vehicles, heavy equipment,. and cltainsaws. During construction., staging areas, 
building areas, and/or areas slated for development J..LSing spark-producing 
equipment shall be cleared of dried vegetation or other matecials that could serve 
as fuel for combustion. To the extent fea5l11le, the contractor shall keep these areas 
clear of combustible materials to maintain a firebreak. 
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OperatiDll 

x. . The Tnoe shall make reasonabl_c provisions for adequate emergency, fire, medical. 
and relnted reliefond disaster servjces for patroDS and employees including the 
development of a disaster mllIlagement pIm 

Y. The Tdbe shall use fire resistant construction materials and equip all enclosed 
building5 with automatic sprinkler systems. The automatic sprinkler systems shall 
be designed to meet or exceed the National Fire Protection Association ~ A) 
standards goveoring the different occupancies associated with the projed 
structures. 

Z.. The Tno6 shall employ the most modern construction and fire-engineering 
techniques in their ButOIIllLtic fire containment system designs so that any fire 
em::onntcred is contained to the room of origin. 

AA. Through the use of modem fire engineering technology, the moe shall create and 
mAintajn a fBcility equipped with early detection systems that assure an initial­
response time to any fin: alarm (autoInatic,locaJ. Dr report) within three minutes. 
These systems shnIl :include autamatic sprinkler systems in the occupied areas and 
smoke detection, along with Imromanc sprinkler systems, in the areas oftbe 
facility that are normally unoccupied, such as store~oms and mechacicaJ areas. 

BB. If ool~ one fire pump is provided, it will be eithet diesel, or provided with 
emergeD.C)[ power; thereby, meeting tbe requirements of the California Fire Code 
(CFC), muI tho CBe. 

ce. Prier to opmatioD, the Tn"be shaH enter into an agreement with a.fire Servlce 
provider to provide primary fire protection sllI"Vices. 

DO. Prior to ojJeratiOIl" the Tribe shall enter into a contract with AMR or another entity 
:fur ambulance service. 

6.9 NOISE 

A. OnMsite HV AC equipment shall be shielded to reduce noise. 

B. To the extent feastbl~ HV AC equipment shall be located a significant distance 
from neighboring houses nlong Whistler Avenue. Wilfred Avenue, and Labath 
Avenne. Whenever an FIV AC unit is to be placed w:ithin 125 feat of an existing 
residence, an acousticnl arutlysis shall be required to damoJJ5trate that the HV AC 
Doise level docs not excellli45 dBA at the ccan:st residence. 

C. The Tribe shall fully fund the cost ofinstBllatioD of acollSlically-rated. dual pi!lle 
'Windows (with a n;rinimum Sound Transmission Class (STC) mUng of30) and 
acoustically IBlOO doors on the .fiI..cades:fucing the noise'souroe(s) to minimize 
noise effects forresidcnces adjacent to"\Vilfred Avenue between Redwood Drive 
and Stony Point Road. 
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D: The Tn"be shall fully fund the cost for the COD5truction ofrniscd, landscaped benns 
or solid walls at least B feet in beigbt in order to separate sources of unwanted 
noise (mcluding on-site tmffic circulatioo noise) from potential noise receptors 
along Wilfred Avenue. Should a wall be installed. it shall be I!1traCtively: designed. 
Adjacent landowners and adjl!cent governme.ntaljurisdictions shall be consulted 
with prior to finalizing the design oftbc berm or waD. 

E. Unnecessary vehicle idling shall be prevented dunng loading dock operations 
occurring between the bourn oflO;OO PM and 7:00 AM. 

F. Buses shall not be allowed to idle unncc~y in areas adjacent to sensitive 
receptOI'5. Bus parldng axeas shall also be located as far as feasible from sensitive 
receptors. 

G. To the extent :fuasJble, project construction shall not acctn' prior to 7;00 AM.or 
after 10:00 PM. 

Ii Pile driving. should it take place, shall Dot occur prior to 9:00 AM or after 5:00 
PM. 

L On-site wastewater treatIDent plant equipment shall be shielded or enclosed. 

J. Stationary noi.se~producing equipment such. as compresso:rs and generators shall be 
placed as far as practical from bomes, and sbieldiDg shaD be provided between any' 
such equipment and hemes when it is necessary to operate the equipment closer 
than 200 feet from a bome. 

6.10 HAzARDous MATERIAlS 

A. In fue lWent that contaminated soilllIld/or groundwater are encountered during 
conslruction reInted earth-moving activities. all worK shall be halted until 8 

professional hazardous materials specialist or D. qualified environmental 
professional can assess the extent of contamination. If contamination is 
detcnnioed to be significant, represeotatives of the Tnbe shaD consult with 
USEP A to detemrine the appropriate coune of action, which may include the 
development ofa Sampling Plan and Remediation Plan if necessary. 

B. To reduce tbe potential for acc:idonta1 rde:ases, fuel, oil. and bydraulic fluids shall 
be trnDSferred directly from a service truck to construction equipment and shall not 
othcrw:isc be stored. on~site. Paint, paint thinner, solvents, cleaners, sealants, and 
lubricants wed during construction shall be stored in a locked Iltility bU11ding, 
handled per the manufacturers' directions. and replem!ihad as needed. 

c. Personnel sball follow written sta:ndsrti operating procedures (SOPs) for filling and 
servicing construction equipment and vehicles. The SOPs. which arc designed to 
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reclncc the potencal for incidents involving the lUlzardous materillIs, shall include 
the following: 

n. Refueling shall be conducted only with approved pumps, hoses. and nozzles: 

h. Ca1ch~pans shall be placed under eqilipment to catch potcutial spills during 
servicing, 

c. All diSCODDected hoses shaD be placed. in cootamer& to collect residual fuel 
from the bose. 

d. Vehlcle engines shnll be shut down during refueling. 

e. No smoking, open flames, or welding shall be allowed in refueling or service 

"""'. 
f. Refueling sbaD be perfonned away from bodies of water to p~en1 

contamination of water in the event of a leak or spill. 

g. Service trucks shall be provided with fire extinguishers and spill containment 
equipment, such as absorbents. 

h. Should a spill cont:aminatc any soil. the soil ahall be pul into contRincrs and 
dispo&ed aiin accordmJce with local, state, I!D.d federal reguletions. 

i. All containers used to store hszard0U5 matcdals &balI be inspcctcd at least once 
per week fur signs oflcaking or fBi1me. All maintenance IIDd refueling areas 
shall be inspected monthly. R.esiills of inspections sball be recorded in a 
logbook tbBt shall be maintained on-siR:. 

j. Staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for development using spark­
producing equipmcct shall be cleared of dried vegetation or other materials 
that could serve as fuel fur combustion. To the! extent feasible, thE: cootructor 
shall keep these areas clear of comb usb ole matE:rials in order to maintain a 
fukcolc 

k. AEy construction equipment that IHIIIIlIIily includes a spark atteSter sb.a.Il bE: 
equipped with an IUItIS10r in good working order. 

D. The amount ofha:znrtlous materials used in project construction ODd opemtion shall 
be kept at. the lowest required volumes. ' 

E. The least toxic material capBble of achieving the intended result shall be used to 
!be mdcnt practicable. NOD-toxic alternatives shall include garden t;:ate products 
and orwmic non-toxic cleaDW"S whc[l feasiblc. 
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F. A bazardolL9 materials and hazardous waste minimization program shal1 be 
developed., implemented, and reviewed annually by the Tribe to determine if 
additioilal opportunities for hazardous materials and hazardous waste minimization 
are feB5lble, for both project construction and operntion, 

G, Use of pesticides and toric chemicals shalJ he minimized to the greatest extent 
feasible in landscaping; ~ less toxic a.ltema:tives shall he' used. 

H. In addition to mitigation descnbed under FElS Section 5.2,2, the following' 
mitigation sball be implemented: During the groundwater monitoring and pump 
tests. tbe potential forthe vertical and la1cral migration ofconhiminRDts from 
nearby leaking underground storage tank (LUST) sites shall be evaluated (see 
FEIS Appendix Z for detailed recommendations), The pumpiog test conducted 
shall include tBkiog water level measuremcots in wells that are screenw in the 
Lower Intermediate Zone, Upper Intl:DDCWate Zone, and uppermost portion of the 
sa1nratcd zone to verifY the com::lll5icns based OD historical well hydmgraphs, 
refine the drawdown model for the Site, and evaluate the potcotial for contaminant 
migmtion usi:Dg a typiclll welllu:ad prolEction approach. Implementation of the 
above measures will reduct: any potential impacts to less than significant 

L Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) will be available to casino and emergency 
personnel and to jacitors that identify emergency procedures, safe handling and 
storage practices, A HazardOus Materials BusiDc:ss Plan for the WWTP will be 
prepared to addresses emergency respOllS" and employee training·in first aide in 
the 'event II. spill of citric acid and sodium hypochlorlde occurs that compromises 
the chemical stomge containment vessels, 

r. A Wastewater Contingency Plan shl1ll be: prepared for the WWTP prior to 
construction that sball identify potential sygtem. failures and cootainment 
measures. These containment measurcs sball be maae part of the WWTP design 
to e~ no untreated wastewa.tcr will be n:leased from the WWTP in the evcot of 
a sy;stem failure. 

K. Prior to demolition of any residential structures on the Wilfred Site.·an asb!'!Stos 
consultant will be hired by the Tn'be to determine if Asbestos Containing Marerials 
(ACMB) wld lead based paints are present within the residential structures, If 
ACMs are presentwitbin the residential structures, the Tn'be shall comply with 
any federnl NBSHAP Illws requiring BMPs to be employed during demolition as 
well as rC(;ommeodations from the asbestos consultant for the removal and 
disposal. of demolition debris that contain lead based paints and ACMs, 
Recommendations shall a! a minimum include EMPlillucb 8S applying water to the 
structurc5 before, during. I1Ild after demolition. 
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6.11 AesTHEl1cs 

A. Design clements shall be incorporated into the project to minlmize the impact of 
buildings and pa.dcing lots on the vicwsbcd. These elements include: 

a. Incorporation oflandscape amenities to,complemE:Ilt buildings and parking 
areas, including setbacks, nrised InD.dscaped benns and plantings oftrecs and 
shrubs (sec Noise Mitigation MellSUTe5) 

b. Use ofearth. tones in paints and coatings. and na..Iive building materials such 
as stone. 

B. To minimize the impacts ofligbt and glare: 

a Placement of floodlights on buildings shall be set so as Dot to cast trespassing 
light off-site. 

h. Upligbting of structures has a high potential fur off-site light spillage ilIld 
shaD be minimized by. limiting uplighting to thfl main casino and holel 
fRcades and promomng upligbting of the parking structnre and ancillary 
structures. Any. upligbting of the IJl8in casino and hotel facades ahall be 
directly focused on the structures. 

c. Shielding, suoh as witb'llhorizontalsbroud, shall be used for all outdoor 
parking lot lighting so as to ensure it is downcast . 

. d. Timers shall be utilized so as to urini:m.ize lighting after B certain hour, 

e, Signs and facades shall be tastefully designed, without the use of oblrusive 
light emitting devices such as neon lights or flashing lights. 

£ All exterior glass &balI be non-reflective low-gJare glass. 

6.12 LEEDCErnFlCAlloN 

A. The Tribe 5hall pllI5W! LHED CertiEcation for the hotel componec1 of the project. 

6.13 MmGAllON MEASURE91liAT ARE NOT ADOPTED 

CEQ NEP A regulations 40 c.F.R. § IS05.2(c) call for identification in the ROD of any 
mttigationmeasures speci.6cally mcntion~ in the FEIS that are not adopted. There are DO 
mitigation measures listed in the FEIS for the Preferred Alternative that are not included in 
this ROD. 
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Februnty 18, 2010 

·MEMORANDUM FOR HEADS OF FEDERAL DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

FROM: 

SUBJEcr: 

NANCYH. SUTLEY, Chair, COUllCll DO Environmental Quality 

DRAFT NEPA GUIDANCE ON CONSIDERATION OF TfiE EFFECTS OF 
CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

L mTRODucrroN 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) provides this draft guicbmce mamol1lDdum for 
public co!lSidlll"8tion and comment au the ways in wmchFedcrai agencies CIIlI improve thair consideration 
of the effects of greenhouse gas (GaG) emissions I IlIId climate change in their evaluatioo of proposals for 
Fedeml actions UDder the NatiODalEnvironme.nta\ Policy Act "(NEPAl, 42 U.s.C. §§ 4321 et seq. This 
draft guidance is intoodcd 10 help explain bow egeocies of the Federal govcrumeot should RDRlyu the 
envUonme.ninl effeclll of GaG ~oos and climate cha.ug(l when tb~ describe the environmental 
e:lrects ofa proposed agency aotioo in accordance with Section 102 ofNEPA IlOd the CEQ Regulations 
for Implementing the Proc.edunIlPrnvisions ofNEPA, 40 C.F,R. p~ 150D-150B. 'l'his draft guidance 
affirms the requ~cnts of the stlllUte and regulations aDd their applicability. to GHOs IlDd climate change 
impacts. CEQ propos~ to advise Federal agencies thll1lhey shoold c:tInsidcr opportunities to reduce 
GHG emissions caused by proposed Federal actioDS and adapt their actiom to climate cbllDge impacts 
throughout the NEPA proccss and to address these issues in thcir agency NEPA procedures. 

The environmental analysis and documents produced in the NEPA procw should provjde the 
decision maker with relevant and timely informalioo IIbout the eo.viroomeotnlllf'fcc15 onus or her 
decision IlOd reasonable a1tematives to mitigate those impaocts. fu this context, climate &bangs issueli arise 
in relatioD to the consideration of: 

(1) The GHG emissions effects ofa proposed action and alternative nctioos; and 
(2) The relationship of climat~ change effects to a proposed action or lIitemativllS, iocluding 
the relationship to propnsal design, eoviroomllntnl impects, mitigation and adaptatioo 
measures. 

NEP A demands informed, rea.listic governmental decisiop maldng. CEQ proposes to advise 
Federal o.gencics to coosider, in scoping theirNEPA analyses, whether aoaIysis of the direct and indirect 
GBO emissicm5 from theirpropOStd actions may provide mcllDingful information to decision makcr:s and 
the public. Specifically, if It pzopo3ed &clion wauW be reasonsbly anticipated to cause direct emissions of 
25,000 metric Ions or more ofCOrequivalent aHG emissions on an lIO.Dual basis, agencies sbould 
consider this an indicator that aqunntitntive and qualitntive aSsessment may be mlllllliogful to decision 
makers aod -the public. For long-icrm actions that have anmtDl di.recI: emi&&.inos orIess than. 25,000 

I For PlllpDscs orlhis guidaulZ, CEQ defines ~GHGs" in lIC(:oniILnce with Section 19(i) of&.CQltfve Order 13.514 
(corbon dioxide, metlmnc, nitrow; azide, hydrufluorocnrbous, pcrfluorocarbollS, I1l'1d sulfur bcxafiuorlde). 
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, 
metric toilS afCO;requivnicllt, caQ cllCourages Fedcm\ agencies til consider whethertbc BCtiOO'S lcng­
term emissions should recl!.ivc simllar-analysis:. CEQ docs not propose this as an indicator ofllthrcsbold 
ofsignfficnnt effects, but rather as lID indicatoraf a minimum level of GHG emissions that may warrant 
some description in the IIpprOpriate NEPA lIIIlLlysis for agoocy actions involving diuct cmisSiollS of 
GHGs. 

CEQ does not propose to make this guidlUu:c applicable to Federal land and resource 
mnne.gemcllt actions, but !leeks public comment on the appropriate means of assessing !he GHO 
emissions and sequestratiOD that an: affectW by Fcd~ iaod and resource managemeot dcl;isioas. 

Because climBte change is a global prohlem that results from global GBG emissiOll5, the!!: are 
more soun:cs and actions emitting GRGs [m terms cifboth absolute numberlil and types) than am typically 
encountered when lfVBlunting the emissions of other pollutants. From a quaotitBtive p~ectivc, there are 
no dominating sources ned fewer sources that would eveD be close to dominating tolRl GRO tmissions.. 
The global climate change problem is mu!:h more the result ofnumernus and varied sources, each of 
which migblSOO.ID. hJ DIIIke II. relatively small addition to global atmospberic GRG concC!ltratiOns. CEQ 
proposes to recommend thBt cuvi.ronmental documents rallec! this global context .and be realistic in 
fooosin.g 00 ensuring that usefullnformatioo is provided to decision makers for those actiol15 that the 
agency finds are n significant source ofGBGs. 

With regards to the effects of climate change OIl the design of a proposed action and al\.ernativcs, 
Fedenll agcooks tIlIlSt = the sciaat:i:fic and profcssiooal integrity ortbeir assCSSOlCO! of the ways in 
which climate change is affecting or could affect. environmeota! effi:cts of the proposed BOOOIl. 4(J CFR. 
150224. Undcrthis proposed guidance. agencies should use the SWpiDgproC5 to s.et rcasoaable spatial 
a.od tempoJ:al. bouodarlc:s for this BSllCSSJIlent and focus 00 aspects of cliInat= chang.e that~ lead to 
cbongcs in the impacts., SllstajnabiUty, vulnerability and design of the proposed actioo E1Dd altemativc 
courses of BCtiOIl. Al the same time., agcooies should recognize the scientific limits of Ihejr ability to 
IICCuraely predict climate chl!nga effects, especially of II short·tean nll1Ure, and aot devote e:ffmt to 
lWalyriog wboUy speculative effects. A.genci1l5 can use the NEP A process to reduce vulncmbilily to 
climate·change impacts, adapt to changes. in our environmlllot, and mitigate the impBcls ofFedcrnl agency 
actions that Ill"C exacerbated by climate change. ., 

Finally, CEQ sWc:s public comment 011 sevenll issues not dircctJ.y addressed by this draft 
guidance, including the assessment of cJ.im.atc change effects ofland maoagemenl activities, IUld means. 
by which ageacies CaD tailor the amount of the documcntatioo prepared fur NEPA analysis so that it is 
proportional to the importance of climate chllllgc to !be dct::i&ioo~g process, 

IT. CONSIDERATION OF THE EFFECTS OF A PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION ON aHa 
EMISSIONS: WHEN TO EVALUATE GRO EMISSIONS 

By statutes, ExccuI:ive Orrlm, and l!gllIICy policies. the Fcdeml gavcmDJCIIt. is committed to the 
goals of ~ conservatiOD, reducing energy use. elimjnating or reducing GHG cmissiODl, and 
promoting the deployment ofnmeWllblc energy t=:lmologlcs that. are cleaner and man: cfficieot. Where Ii 
proposal furFcdcral agency action impliClltcs these goals, infun:natioo on GHG emissi.om (qualitative or 
CJ1lBDtitativc) that is us~fuI and rclCYllIll to the deciiion should be w;ed when deciding nmnog altmmtivcs. 

Many projec.ts aDd programs prciposed by the Federal goveromeot be.ve the potcotial to emit 
GRG&. Acoordiogly. where a proposM Federal action that is annlyzed in lID EA Dr EIS would be 
anticipated to emit aHOs to the atmospbere in qUllIltitie& that the agency fiods may be meaningful, it is 
approprillte for the n~cy to qUl!IJtny II.Dd disclose its estimate of !be expected lIllDual din:ct IUld indirect 
GHO cmissioDS in the environmental dOClIIllCDlatioo for the proposed adinu. Where the proposed 
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, 
activity is subject to GBO emissions Ilccnuating requ~meols. such as ClclIDAir Act reporting 
requirements that apply to staticellI)' sources that directly emit 25,000 metric tons or mare ofeOr 
equivalent GHG OD WlIlOlJUa( basis, 2 the agency should include th,is infconation in the NEPA 
documelltation for consideration by decision ma1a:rs and the public. CEQ does. no! propose this n:fc:recce 
pomtfur use.as II. mcll.5tIm ofindircd: effects, the analysis ()fwhi~ must be must be bounded by limits of 
feasibility m evaluating upstream nnd dOWDS~1IlIl effects: of Federal agency actions. In the agency's 
analysis of direct effects, it would be appropriate to: (1) quantify cumulative emissions over the life oftbe 
project; (2) discuss IDCIllIWl:S to r=iuce aBO emissions, including consideration afreasonable 
alternatives; and(3) quulimtivcly disl:l1SS the link. between such GHO cmissiollli: IUld climate change. 
However. it is not cummUy useful for the NEP A analylli.! to attempt to link: specific climatological 
changes, or the cn"Yiroomcntal impacts thereof, to thE: particular project or cmissiOllS, as such direct 
Iinltagc is difiicnlt to isolate aDd to understl!nd.. The cstiutllted level nfGHG emissians can serve QS a 
reasonable proxy far IISsessingpotential climate chlUlge Impacts, and provirle decision makers and the 
publie with useful informatiO[l fur e reasoned choice e.moog alternatives. 

The reference point of25,OOO metric tons of diR!ct CO:requivaleot GHG eWlss:iOllS may provide 
agencies with 8 useful indicator-rather than an absolute standard ofinliigWficllJll effects - for agencies' 
action--spBrlific evaluation ofGRO emissions and disclosure of that a.nalysis ill their NEPA docuamots. 
CEQ does not propose this·reference point as an indicator ofa level ofGRG emissions that IDly 
sigWficantly affect the quality of the human envirownlmt, 85 that term is used by NEPA, but notes that it 
serves as a m.inim.um Btandllld forreporting emissions WIder the Clean Air Act. Evaluation of 
significance underNEPA is done by the action ageucy based 00 the ClItegorizatian of actions in agency 
NEPA proccdures and acoao-spec.ific analysis of the context and inb:nsity oftht: environmental impacts. 
40 CFR 150L4, 1508.27. Examples of proposals for Fedentl agCQCY action that may watt1Illt a 
discussion of the GSO impacts of various alb:rnativcs, as well lIS possible measures. to mitigate c1.imate 
ohange impacts, inolude: approval ofa large solid waste landfill; approval ofellCl"g)!: facilities such as a 
coal..fired power plant; or authorization ofa methane venting coe! mine. Other Fc.deml policies, 
prognuns, or plans that cover multiple actions subject to NEP A - sucb as actions tiered frnm 
programmatic NEPA dOCUIDCDIs - may more appropriately address aBO cmis&ions at the level of 
individual projects. In IDllllY cases, the GEG emissions of the proposed acfion may be so &mall as to be B: 

negligible consideration. AgCDoyNEPA procedures /llBy identify actions forwhieh GHG emissions ani! 
other eOvlmnmental effects are neither individually or cumulatively significant. 40 CFR1501.3. 

Many agency NEPA llDfIlyses ·to date huve found that OHG emillsiDD..!l from an individual agency 
nction have IUl1lIll potential efieots. Emissions frommany proposed Federal a.ctiOllE. wouldnollypically 
be expected to produce an eovlromoental effect that would trigger or otherwise rcqllirc a detailed 
discussion in an EIS. Significant national poliC}! decisions for which the action's OHG impacts m 
I!Xpcctcd to be substantial ha.vc, 00 the other band, required o.nal.ysis of their GHG cffi:cts. 

BOW TO EVALUATE GHG EMISSIONS 

To dcscnbe the impactofan agency actiOD on GHG emissions, once an ageocy has determined 
that this is appropriate, CEQ proposes ths..t ngencie9 should consider quantifying those cmiss.ioos using the 

l 25,000 metric Ions mBy provide D useful, p~ptlvc., threshold for dl~CUS5iDD IIDd clliclD5llrC nfGRG emlasklns 
b=~ it hIlS betn used lUlii proposed in rule-makings unilcrthc Cleo.n Air Act (e.g., EPA'; M!IIIdtttory Reporting 
ofOreenhousc Gases Flonl RlIh; 74 FR 511260, October 3D, 2009). This thrllllhoid Is uslld In ClclUI Air Act rule­
mnkings because It provides compfChr:ndvc covern~ afemill:SioM with n fClllIOnllhlc ntlmhcrofrcportelll, dlcfOby 
=tinS lID importlwt dIltn set uacful inljtJJmtitative IIUIIlyscs oraliG policll!.S, progrnms nud fCguhll..ions. See 74 FR 
.56272. This natio!lD.le is pcrt10cnt lD the preseolntion ofNEPA nnaly;Ja IlS weI!' 
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following technical documents, to \hI: I:l(tcut that this information is useful Rod appropriate for the 
proposed !!COOIl underNEPA: 

• For quantifitatiotl ofemissioDS from large direct ~tten: 40 CFR Parts 86, 87, 89, el aI. 
Mandatory Reporting ofOrel:nhouse fuses; Final Rule, U.S, EovironmcntalProtection 
Agency (74 Fed. Reg. 56259~S6308). Note that "applicability tools" IlC'I! avnllabJe 
(http://www.cpa.gov/elimatechnng=femissioD51GHG-calcuiatori) for dcterminlDg whether 
projects or actions exceed the 25,000 mclIic Inn ofC02~cquivulent grecchouse gas 
emissions. 

• For quantification nfScope I canssiODs at Federal facilities: Greenhouse ga.s cIIrlssious 
accounting aud IllpOrting guidance that will be issued UDder Executive Order 13514 
Sections 5(a) and 9(b) (http:/twww.ofce.gov) 

• For quantification of emissions and removals from terrestrial carbon sequcstmtion aud 
varioUS other project types:: Technical Guidelines, Voluntary Reporting ofGreenbousc 
Gases, (1605(b)Pmgrom, U.s. Dcpartmcal afEDerg)' 
O!ttp:!lwww,ciarloe.gov/oiaf/J6050) 

Land manag!lJIleIlt teclw.iqucs, including chmges in lllllli usc or laod management .stIBt:=gies, lack 
aDy es.tBIllishedFcdcra! protocol fer assessing thlili effect 00 ntmospheric carbon release and 
scqUCSlnltiou at a landscapll scale. Therefore, at this time, CEQ seeks public collum::ut on this issue but 
bas DOt identified au)' protDcollhat is usclUl and appropriate fur NEP A analysis of a pmposcd laDd BIld 
I'CSO\lIt:e. lI1BIlagement actiOJJS. 

CEQ ootes tilat agencies lImy also 'find useful infollllatioD m the following sources: 

• forEPAcr 2005 IllldED 13423 

• 

For propoSed nctions that am not Bdequab:ly addrciscd in the GBG cmissionrepcrting protooo!.s 
usmd above, agencies should use NEP A's provisions for intcr-llgeocy consultatiO:l1 with available 
tXp~c to identify and follow the best available procedures for evaluating complU1lble activities. 
Ageocies should CODSiderthe cmissjODS soum: ca.tcgocil:S, I;DIIB.S=eot methodologies and nportiag 
criteria ollllioed in !bese documents., as appUc:eble to the proposed action, and follow !he relmmi 
procedures fur dctemrinIng and reporting emissions. The NEP A process docs not require submitting a 
formal report or participation in the reporting programs. Ratiler, UDder this proposed guidance. DD1y the 
methodologies rclevent to !he emissions of tile proposed project need to be caasidcrcd nmhlisclllS!:d to 
decision me.kcrn and the public. 

WHAT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENcms SaOULD CONSIDER AS PART OF THEm GHG 
EVALUATION 

Federal agencies sbllllld structurc thcirNEPA proccSllCS "to help public officials make decisions 
tilatllIC based on undcrstnnding ofenWoIlIIll:ntal consequcnces, nod bike IlttionS !hilt protect, rulore, IIIId 
enhELOce the envlroomenl" 40 CFR 1502.1. Inherent in NEP A and the CEQ impieml!llting regula.tions i& 
n. "'nUe of:reasoD, I whlcb ensures that agencies delcImiac wbether and to what extent tD prepare no EIS 
based on the usefulness many Dew potea.r:inl information to lite dccisicnmnkiogproccss." DOTv. Public 
Cftlzrm. 541 U.s. 752, 767 (2004-). When: D proposed uction is cva.1uuted in ejthcran EA or an EIS, the 
a~ncy DIlly look tD lllPOrting thresholds in the ta:lm:ical dcc:mneots cited above as B point of~ for 
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,determining the extent of direcl GHG ~io[]s anelysi! thllt is appropriate to 100 proposed agency 
decision. As proposed in draft guidllDce aboV!:, for FedernJ. actions that require an EA or EIS the direct 
BlId ~t GHO emissions from the action should be coosidered in scopiDg acd, to the cxtc:nt that 
seaping indicates thaI GHG emissions warrant considcmtiao by the decisioo maker, quantified. and 
disclosed in !he environmental dm:umc.nt. 40 CFR 1508.25. In assessing direct emissioDS. an ageocy 
sbould look at the tonsequtJDces of IWtiOns ovcr which it has control or authority. Public Citiren, 541 
U.S. at 768. When II ptopo!ed federal action meets an applicable threshold for quantification and 
reporting, lIS discussed above, CEQproposr::s that the agCllCY should also consider mitigation measures 
and reallOIlab1e a1temativcs to :miuce actioo-rela1i:d GHG emissions. Analysis Cfemiss.iollS sources 
&bould take acCOWlt of all pbases and elements Dfthe proposed actioD over its expected life, subject to 
reasocable limits based on feasibility and praeticalily. 

For proposed nctions evaluated in an EIS. FedWll agencies typiCIIUy descobe their consideration 
of the energy requiremeo\s ala prop[l5cd action IIIld thll cODServatioD pOteDtial olits alteroanvcs. 40 CFR 
1502.l6(8). Withio this description ofllllcrgy ~quin:mcnts and conservation opportunities, agencies 
should evaluate GHG emissions associated with !:OorID! usc and mitigation opportunities aIld usc this as a 
point of comparison betwcco rcasoDlible alternatives. Forproposab nnanally evnlullled in all EA, 
agencies may' consider the GHO emissilJDS II!i a factor in disCUSSing alt=mative uses. ofavaihtblc 
l'llSourt:eS. 4{1 CPR 150B.9(b). CEQ propOSII!i that this analysis should also coosid« applioable Federal, 
State or local gows for coer&)! cooservlluon and altmmtives forrcduoing CDcrgy demand or GaG 
emissions BSsocintcd w.ith eoergy prodllCtioo. 

Where an agency concludes thIlt B discussion of cumulativll. effects of GHG c.miss:Ions related to a 
proposed action is wPmlnted 10 inform decision-making, CEQ recommend!ithnl the agency do fiO -io II. 

mlUlIlerthat mcaniogful}y iof0tm5 decisionIDl!.kl:rs and the public regarding the potentiBlly significant 
effects in !be context of the proposal fur agllnC)! actiao. This would most oppropciatcty focus.oo B.D 

ASsessment of annual and Cumullltive emissions afthe proposed action and the differeoce in emiBBioDS 
8.!Isociared with altanativc actions:. Agencies mayincorporate USGCRP studieS' and reports by refcre.ncc 
in acy disC1lS5ion ofGIlO cmissioIlli iIlId lliBireffi:cts. 40 CFR 1502.11. 

Agcocies apply the rule ofre8.!lDO 10 ensure that their discussion p=rtains to the isrucs that deserve 
study and decmphasizcs issues that BJe less useful 10 the d~i5iol1 ICganling the proposal,. il5 allcroatives, 
and mitigation options. 4{) CFR 1500.400, Cg)J 1501.7, 150R.25. In nddrusing OEO emissions, 
coosistl:Dt with this propos~ guldaoce, CEQ expects agcllcies to eosun: that such descriptioD is 
oommensurate with the importlUlce of the ORO emissions of the proposed action, lMliding useless: bulk 
DOd boil=rplaUl dOCUlDClItatiOn, so that the NEPA document may coocentmte attentioo on important 
issues. 40 CFR 1502.5, l50224. 

An agency may decide that it would be usdul to dcscabc GRO emissions in aggregate, as part af 
B programmatic analysis ofageaCj' activities tha.t:CIlQ be incorporat.cd by reference ioto subsequentNEPA 
analyses fur individual ageocy actioos. In additiao, Federal programs that affect ~m.issions or sinks and 
proposals regarding longTllOgB energy, transportation, and resource management programs ICDd 
themselves to a programmatic approllCb. For example, ifGBG emissians: or cl.i.r:natl: chnnge and related 
effects in geocml are included in a broad (i.e.. programmatic) EIS far II. program, subse~ NEPA 
aoal)'5es for actiaos implcm=atiJlg that program lit the project level should, ifuseful in the NEE'A lIIlBlysis 
fur that decision, ticrfrom the programmatic statement lIIId summarize the relcvant issuc:s diS~US5ed in the 
prograJllOll1l:ic statement. 40 CFR 1502.20, 150R.28. Such aggn:gated distussioo mny be uSeful uoder the 
~oosjdcrntion ofagcncy compliance with Illql1iremeuts for Federalngeneies In implement sustainable 
practiceS for eoerg)' efficicD~y, OHG emissions avaidaoce or reductioo, petroleum products usc 
reduction, and renewablc encrgy, including hioenergy as wen lIS othcr required susta..iJJ.able pmctices. Sec, 
Executive Order 13514- Federal LeJld=rship in Eovirllnnumtnl., EQcrgy, Uld E~ODOmic Pedormaoce (74 
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Fed. Reg. 521l7-52127); Executive Onlcr 13423 - St:n:ngthcn.ing Federal Environmental, Energy, !.lid 
T1'IIIIsportation Management Cbtlp:llntiaa.go"fneoalregsfE,Q, j3423 pdO, 10 particular, NEPA aoalyses 
for individunl aJ:tions may iDcDIporute by:rdi=oce agency Strategic Sustainability Pinns and account for 
GHG effects in accordance with Fedctal aHO reporting and accounting procedures to the extent tbDl they 
are applicable 10 actioilS that carry Qut ageocy obligations under subsections 2(a), (b). (e) and (f) of 
Executive Order 13514. Sucl1 reference to the programmatic accounting ofFerleral agency OHG 
emissions under EO 13514 shollld note where appropriate that the $Cope oftlris accounting (for Scope 1,2 
and 3 emissions) tDIlY be much broa~than !hI: emissions that would be raasooablc for ass=sment with.iII 
the scope of IU1 individual ageocy action \mder NEP A. 

To the went that a:federal agency evs.luatcs propDScd mitigatiDD ofGHO cmissiCfllS, the quality 
ortha! mitigatioo- including Its permanence, verifiability, enforceability, and additionalilf - should also 
be =fully ~ated. Amoog the o.ltema.tives that may be considered fur theil-ability to reduce or 
mitigate GHG emissions an: enhanced energy efficiency, lower GBG-!:ID..itting tccimoiogy. renewable 
~. planning fur carbon capture and sequestration, and capturing or bCIldlcially using fugitive 
metbBnc emissions. In some cases, such aclivitil:S Bnl part of the purpose and need forthe proposed action 
and the annIysis will provide lID esscss:mcnt, in a compnrati ve 1JW1ll8C, of the alternatives BOd their rc:lative 
ability III advance those objcctiv~. 

ill. CONSIDERATION OF CURRENT OR PROJECTED EFFEcrs OF CLIMATE CHANGE ON 
PROPOSAlS FORAOENCY ACTION 

CEQ proposes that ageocies should de~ which climate change impacts WBrnII1l 
COJL&iderati.on in their EAs IlDd EISs because of their impact on the analysis of the environmental effects 
of II. propoSed agency action. Through scoping nf BD eovironmental dOCUMent, agencies dotmmine 
whether climate chl!nge consid=rations wammt emphasis or dc-emphBSis. 40 CFR 1500.4(g}, 1501.7; See 
Scoping OuidrolCC (CEQ 1981) (bttu:J/www.nepa.goy/nepa/n;gs/SCQuc/scooinl!.htm) When seoping the 
impact of c1ime1c change on Ihc ~pasal for agcacy actian, the stDSitivity, location,. snd timcframe oca 
proposed actioo will dcltrDli:ne the degmc to which consideratinn oftbcse predictions orprojecti.nDs is 
wammted.· As with malysis of any other present or future cavironmcnt or resource condition, the 
obsexved I!Ildpmjectcd effects nfclimnte change that warrant consideration are most appropriately 
dl:Sc:ribed lIS plLrl of the current nod future state of the proposed action '5 "affected enviroomt:at. .. 40 CFR 
1502.15. Based on Ihstcicscriptioo ofclimate cbn:nge effccts tbi WJlIl'BQt considcrotion, the II.&CIIcy CIa)' 
assess the extent that the cffeclll of the prcpasol fur agency action or its alternatives wm add tn, modify. 
or mitigate thOS!! effects. Such effects moy include, but lite not liDJitcd to, effucts OIl the envirollmllot, on 
publill heallh aod safety, BDd Oil vulnerable populatioos who are more likely to be IllivB('5ciy nffected by 
climate CbBllgtl. The final analysis dotll1llleots an llgency assessmcnt"ofthe effects of the actions 
considered, including nltemativcs, 00 the afiected CnV1roDl:Il!!nt. . 

Climate change can wet the covircnmc.nt ofa propos~d actioo in a variety ofways. For 
insl:!ulce, climate change caD aifect the integrity ofa deveiopmcnt or structure by exposing it to II. greater 
risk: offloods, slmm IIW"gcti. or bigher temperatures. Climate chlI.ogc CBJI iDcn:llSO the vulnerability ofa 
resource, ecosystem, or human community, causiDg a proposed lI.eticD to result in cODscqu~nccs that are 
more damaging than prior CXJlerience with onvironmcntal impacts DJlaiysis might indicate. For examplc, 
an indllStrial process mny draw IlllIIIUlntive1}i sigoificnnt amounts of water from a stream that is dwinclliog 
because of decreElSOO snow pactin the mounta.ins or add signiticant hent to a WIlIcrbody thnt is IIlrpOSed 

1 RcgulntDI}' IIdditionaJlty tcqUUeIllCllt& arc deiign~d to I'lISIIn thot aHa reductioll c;redltls limited to 110 =dty with 
cmissiOQ reduet:lolU thllt IUB I100VC ~I}' requirement!. See 
htlp:llwww.eiIUlD~8ov/oiDf1160SIFAQJ3C1llnIbA.htm#AddJdonallty; 

Letter G-22

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.83
cont.



7 

to iDco:asiDg almosph~ric temPCIlltweS. Finally, climate cbange can mllgnlfy the damaging strength of 
certain cff!±t5 ofa. proposed IlCtiOD. 

Using NEPA's "'rule ofrensoo" governing the level ofdetBil in any cnvironme.utal effects 
llDalysis, agencies should ensure that they keep in proportion !hI: ex!cDt to which they document tbei.r 
assessmeot of tile enects ofcUmatc_cbaoge. The focus of this aoaiysis sbould be 00 the aspects of the 
environment that are affi:ctl:d by the proposed I!t:tion and the signifiea.occ of climate change for those 
aspects of the affected enviromncnl Agencies should cOll$ider the specific effects of tile r.roposed action 
(including the proposed actioo's effect on the vulnerability ofaffccted ecosystems), the nexUs ofthosc 
effects with projecteil climate change effects on the same aspects of our envimnmect. acd the 
implications for the environment to adapt to the projected effects of climB.te change, The level of detail in 
tbe analysis o.nil NEPA doCUIDlmtntioo orthesc effects will vary among IlfEi:t,ted resource values. For 
eJtiItIIple, if a propQScfrprojcc1 ruqui.rcs the use of sigcificantquantitie.51 of water, chBOges in water 
availability ussociated with clima~ change may need to be discussed in greater delB.i1 than other 
conscqu~oces of climate change. In some cases, discussion of climate chllJlge mcts in an EA or EIS 
may wrurant a scparnre section, while in others weh discussioD may b~ iIltegrellld into the broader 
discussion of the IIf'fucted Ilnvironment 

When assessing the effects of climllte change 00 D. proposed actillll, an agency typically start with 
an ideotifiootioo of the rcasooably forcsccable future cOIlditioo of the a:ffectcd environmcal for the ROO 

action" alternative based 00 available clilOBlc cbmge measurements. statistics, obscrwtions, and other 
evidence. Sec Considering CumuJativt Effects (CEQ 1991) at www.tJepa.gov. The rcBllooably 
foreseeable affected environment should serve as the basis for evaluating and comp.aring the iocrcmenlBl 
effects of alternatives. 40 CFR. 1502.15. Agencies should bel ciclll about the hasis fin-projccti!lg the 
CDllIlges from the existing environmeot to the ICasonably foreseeahle affecmd eavironment, including 
what would happen under this scenario and the probability or likelihood of this future coDJlition. The 
obligatioo ofan agcncy to discuss particular eEf'ecls turns on 'Oil ~BSOnably close causal relationship 
hctween the rrovironmental effuct and the alleged caWle." Public CltfU!fl, 541 u.s. at 767. WhDJ'C cliwate 
change effect!! are likely. to be important but there is signifiCODt uncertainty II.boutsuch eifl:lcts, it DlII.yelso 
be ulidUl to considlll"the effects of any proposed actioa or jtll allerostives against a baseline ofre:asoD!hly 
forescesh!e future conditions that is drawn as distinctly as the sc:i~ncII ofc!imatc cbange effects will 
support 

Climale change effi:cts should be considered in the analysis ofprojccts that IIIC de:sigoed for long­
term ub1ity and locatedin 1IICB.5 thai arc OOII5idcce:d vulnentble to specific effects of climate ch!U1gc (such 
as increasing sea level Dr ecological change) within the projcc.\'s timefrome. For exawpte, It. proposal fur 
long-tann d!\velopmenloftrmsportatioD infrastructure Oil a coastal baa:ier islmid will likely need to 
considarwhether environmental effccta or desigo pan!Dlllten may be changed by the projected iccn:ase in 
the rate ofsca level rise. SeeJmpac1s a/Climate Change and Variability rm Traruparlatfan Systems and 
l1!frastnlcture: Gulf Caast Study, nrttl1,llw\\'w,globnlclumge.lWv/aublicotions/rnnortslscil!Dtific­
Msessmepts/soPS/sop4-7l, and Abrupt Climate Chongll 
(ChttQ:(!lvww .g!obulcbomre.goy/pubIlCtitiPIls/reports/scienti fic=BSse;!smcot!ilsuDS/SOp3-4 (discussing the 
likelihood of an ahrupt change iII sCII!evel). Given thc leogth of time involved in prescot sea level 
projections, such oonsidaratlons typically would not be rclevanllo an nctioD with only short~tellD 
considuntioOJi. 

The process of adaptive pJmmiog requires constant lca.ming to redues uncertainties BlId improve 
adaptation outcomes. The CEQ NEPA regulations recognize the value mmonitoring 10 assure that 
decisions arc t:arr'ied out as provided in a Record ofDccisioo. 40 CFR 1505.3. In cases where adaplatioo 
to the effects of climate chaoge is important. the signi:ficsnl a5pCl:ts ofthcslI changes should be idtlltificd 
in the ageocy's fica! decision sad IllioptiOD of 11 monitOring progrem should he coll5idcrcd. MonitDriDg 
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sttRtcgies should be modified as more information becomes available Rod best practices IIDd other 
cxperieoce5 are shared. 

For sources of !be best scientific icl'OIIIlIInon lMlilable 011 the rell50IJBbly foreseeable c\imnle 
changt: iEOpacts. Federal. agencies may summarize and incoIpOratc by reference the Synthesis Bnd 
Assesswent Pmducts afthe U.S. Global Change Researt:b Program (USGCRP. 
btto:flwww.RloblllchBogr.20vlpublitlltiggslrepQrts/sc;enpfu;-asgswenWsnas), and nth!!!" mqjorpeer­
reviewed as&cssmcnts from USGCRP . Particularly releVllDt is the report on climate cbaDge impacts on 
water resources, ecosysl!:ms, ilgricu1twl: IWd fon:stry, health, cDIlStlincS IIlJd arctic regions in the United 
States. Global Climale Change Impacts in the Uniled Siaies 
(http:/(www.,pobo.!clllmQc.£!n"pubtjclltiooslreports/s!:ieotific-n.sScsSDlcuts/us-imollcls). Rcsean:h Oil 
climate cbanse impacts is BD emerging lIod rapidly evolving IUCB ofscicnce. In ru::cordance 'With NEP A '& 

rule ofrellSon ana standurls for obtai.ni.cg infOnIllltiOD regarding reB.9onably foreseeable significant 
adveTSe effects aD the human eovirollIIlenl, action agencies Dced lIot undertake exorbitnnt re5eBtCb or 
analysis nfprojct.l:ed climate chaoge impacts in th~ project PICa or on tbl! projl!ct itself; but mil}' instead 
Sl1IIlIII8riz~ and incmporate by ref~CI! thc rdcV!Ult sdentific litcLclb.lrc. See, e.g., 40 CFR 1502.21, 
1502.22. Where agencies consider climate chnnge made~Ilg to he applicable to their NBPA aoalysis, 
npcies should consid« the uncertaiIJlics associatcc:l with loog·term projeetions from global and regional 

. climate cha.nge lIllXIels. There are limitations and variahilityiD.!he capacity of clima1e models to reliably 
project potential changes attile ~gioaal, local, or project 'hwcl, so agencies should disclose these 
limitations in cxpi.aining the c~:teDt to which they rely OD pmticular studies orpmjections. 40 CFR 
1502.21,1502.22. The outputs OfCOIUSe-tCSolutiOll global climate models, commonly used to project 
climata I:bmgc scenarios at II CODtioental or regiooal scale, ~uire downscaling IlllIi bias removal (i.e., the 
adjuslwcnt offuture projcctioos fur known systematic model elrOi"s) before they can be used in regional 
or local impact studies. See Clfmate Models: An Assel5menl a[Strengtm and Limitations, 
(bttp:l/www.eiobalcb,!!J!ge.wylpubligtjPDs/rc;POrts/scientjfic_lIiSCssmenWsaps/sRD3-] ), 

Agencies should also consider the particular impacts ofclimate cbange on vulnerable 
communitics ~ this mEY affect the dC!ligo of the actlOl1 or thl! s'elettion aIDoog alternatives. Tnbal 
and Alaska Native communities that-maiDlain their close relationship with the cycles ofnlllU:r'l! have 
obsesved \hII changes that are already underway, including the mclting ofpcrmafrost in Alaska, 
disappearance of important species of tr=s. shifting migratioo pattems of elk and fish, and the drying of 
lakes and civetS. These cffect5 affeet the survival fur both their liveJihood and their culture, Further, 
sovereign tribal gDve:rome:nts with legal rights to reservations and trust MSOUICCS are affected by 
ecological changes on the landscape iu ways thatmany Amctic:ans are DoL 

N. BACKORQUNp 

I. NEP A and CUmulative Effects in General 

NEPA WB5 enacted to, inluolia, "promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the 
environment and biosphere and stimu\ab: the health ami welfare orman. n NEPA Sectinn 2, 42 U.S.C. § 
432,1; NEPA is bcstkDown fur its actinn-forcing n:quiremeot that "ell ag~dcs Dftbe fr::dcrnl gov~t 
shlI.ll ••. indude in every recommeodatio.n or report on ••. lDlIjor :fi:dernl [ll:tiOM significantly affecting 
th~ quality of the hUIIlBD tovimmnent. a delDllcd stB1wJCIlt by ~ ~ble official on-

(i) the CllvinmmcutaJ impaet of the pt'Oposcd dOD, 
elI) atl}' DJhusc co.vimrumntal effects which canDot be avoided should the propoSllI be 

implcmenlOO, 
(illl altcmativcs to the proposed action, 
(Iv) thc rela.liDnship between local sbort-temlll5CS ofmm" cnviromnr::nl and the maiotenanCII 

and cnhmccment of !oog·tcanprodlla:ivit)', and 
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, 
(v) any ineversiblc and irretrievable colllllIitmcots orresourc~ which would be involved in 

the. proposed nctioo should it be implemented." 

NEPA Section 102(2} (C), 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2) (C). Th.i.s infunnation must be provided fur m'iew by 
agencies with jurisdiction or 5pcciB.\ expertise regaIding!he cnviraIlI!leotai effects described. The 
agency's "detailed statement," known lIS an ElS. amst be provided to the pUblic. iIl. llceorilan~e with 
NEPA Section 102(2){C) and the Freedom oflnformatioo Act, 8IId be mcntpornted into the agency 
dccisioo-me..!ciDg process. 

The EIS ~F~nt thus hIlS two PllIJloses. First, it is mean! to pro~ote tnmsp!ICllcy lind to 
ensure public Bccountability ofllgency decisions with significant coviroomectal effects. In this SCII,SC, it 
promotes pclltlca1 checks and baJanccs broader public interests against the motivations for agency action. 
Second, it is melUl.!. to 1I.D!i1UC that agencies take account of those effects before decisilJIlS Bre made and ElS 
part Drlbe agency's OWD decision·mskiDg process. In this scnsc, It IIttempts to ensure that aglm!:les 
consider environm~ consequences lIS they d~dc: how to proceed and bike steps, wh.co. o.ppmpriate, to 
eliminate ormitigatc adverse effects. The ageucy's "responsibility is Dot simply to sit bad, like an 
umpire, and resolve ad~ary contentions •.. Rather, itmust itsclflBke the initiative of coosidcr:ing 
ImvUoOIDfllltal values at every distioctive and comprehensive stogc of the. process beyoDd the sfaff'3 
evaluation and ~mmeodatioD-" CaIJlf!T1 CliJft CoordinaJing Ccmm., Inc.. v. US A/omTc Enerv 
Comm 'n, 449 F.2d 1109, 1119 (D.C. Cir. 1971). . 

Alternatives ElDlllysis ia an cssential clement of the NEPA process, both tmdcr SectiOll 102(2) eC) 
ROd in the EA of'"'oonflicts concerning aUcmative uses ofavailable .resources" under Section 102(2) (E). 
The ICqUireWllot of collliiderutioD of alternatives is meant to eosun:: that the agency consider approaelles 
whose adverse envirnnmental effects. w:ill be insigo.i£cant or at least less sigo.i..ficlIDt than those of the 
proposal. "This requirement, like the 'Qeteiled statemeol' requirom!!Dt, Beelcl to ensure thlll: each agency 
decision maker bas.before him and takas into prop=.! account alI ptl.5llible approaches to aparlicular 
projcct CwcludiDg lotalllbllDdoomcnt of the projeot) whicb would alter the eovirownenb!.l impact and the 
cost~bene61 balance.. Ooly in that fasbiClll is it liIm1y that the most intelligent, optimally beneficial 
decisioD wiU ultimately be made.. n Colvert Cliffi, 449 F.2d at 1114. 

NEPA analysis aod documcotation should be designed to both infmmFcderalagellCY decisiollS 
and provide fot collaborative, coordinated decisions by makiog "advice and information uSlrli.iI in 
~ocing, maintaining, and eohJmcm& the qu.e.lity afthe eoviroamant" available to States, Tn"bes, 
counties, citiea, institutioDs aod individlJa!s. Section 102(2) (0), 42 U.S.c. § 4332(2) (0). NEPA also 
requires Federnl agencies to support international COOPl:Ill.tiOD by recogo..izing "the global characl£r of 
Imviromnentnl problclll!Iami, when: consisteo.t with the fc[Cign policy ofllie United States, Icnd 
appropria1e suppOrt to·init:iat:ivcs, lCsolutions, II.Dd programs designed to maximize int.emational 
cooperatioo in anticiplling BIld ~vcnting a decline in the qunlity of mlIlIkiDd's world Mvlronmeot." 
Sectioo 102(2) (F), 42 u.S.C § 4332(2) (F). . 

FIldcral actions may cause effects DO the human eovironmeot that are oot significlUlt environmcnt 
effects, in isolation, hut that B.lC significant in the aggregate Dr that wililcad to significant Irlfect.s.. Since 
1970, CEQ hIlS construed the term "major Fcderuactions signifiCB.lltly affeeting the quality of the bunmn 
environmcnr' lIS rcquiriog the CQllIiilk:ratiao orthe "ovemn, cumulative impal:t or the ncoon prop~d 
(and offurthcr actions contemplated),· 35 Fed. Reg. 7390, 7391 (1970). "Cumulative impact" is defined 
in CEQ's NEI' A regulations 05 the "impact co the enviromnent that Rsults from the incremental impact 
of thc action wben added to other pllSt, present, nod reasonably forcscenble future actions .•• n 40 C.F.R. § 
1508.7. Cf. Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390,413414 (1975). CEQ inletprets thisreguiatioo lIS 
rcfemng only to the cumulative impact of the direct I!Ild indirect effects of the proposed actiqn orits 
alternatives when added to the nggregatc effrcts cfpart, prescllt, IIDd reasonably foreseeable fulIIrc 
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actions. Sec, CEQ OuidWl~ on the Consideration of Past Actioll5 in Cumulative Effects Analysis (JUDe 
24,2005) a12, 3 (www.aepa.gcv/nepalrcgslGuidonce_OD_CE.pdf). 

As cxplainl:d in prior CEQ guide;Dce, and descriOOI. in its handbook Considering Cumulative 
Effects. !he o.nalysis of cumulative cffCcts begins with consideration of the direct end indirect effects on 
the eoviroomcot thatare expected QI" likely to n:sull from B proposal for I!.gt::IJCY action or its rcllllOi1a.ble 
alternatives. See Considering Cumulative Effe$ (CEQ 1997) 'at www.nepa.gov, Agencies th~ should 
coDSider the affected enviromneot by looking for effects ofpast, preslmt, WId reBSODlIbly foreseeable 
~ BCti"Ons that arc, in tbejudgmcnt of the BBcilcy, relcva.ct because their effects would increase or 
cbange in combination wlth the direct and iD~t eB'cclll oftbe proposal for agency actioD or itt 
alternatives. The celcvanl cumulative e:lfects typically result froID human activities with effects that. 
Ill:C1llllU!lIte wiunn the temporal and geographic boundaries of the effects oftbe proposed Betioll. 

The pwposc ofcumuhilivc cmll!s IIDBlysis is to document II.geDC)' consideratioo of the context 
lind intensity aftbc effectS DCa proposal for agency action, particularly whether the actiOD is relmd to 
otheractions with individually insignificent hutcUUlulatively significantimpaclll. 40 CFR 1508.27(b)­
(7). After such documentation, the dual pwpose!i ofNEPA will be liatisfied. The public can scrutinize 
the n:\evaut effects. and the agency, having been made alert to theIIl, can decide how to proceed. The 
Supnme Court hns etnpbnsized tbBl: agencies may properly limit the scope oftheit cumulative effects 
analysis based 00 prBotical consideIatioru;. Kleppe, 427 U.S at.414 (,'Even if enviromneollll 
inteneiatiooships could be shown conclusively to extend acrosB basins and dminnF araas, practic:a1 
consideratiOll5 offellSibillty lllight wall necessitate restrictiag the scope of comprehellsive stIW:Oleots"). 
See Illao 40 CFR 1502.22 (regarding acquisition and disclosure ofinformatioo tlJat is "relevant to • 
reaslJllBbly: fun:se8llble significant adverse impacts" and uesseatial to area.soncd choice amODg 
eltcrDativcs"). 

2. Climate Change in Gene!2l. 

The science of cl..iman: cbaoge is rapidly developing, and is aoly briefly SIlIIlIOIIriz.c in this 
guidance to illllStrate the SOUIeeS of scientific information that arc p~eatly IlVBiieble fur coosidenl1:lon. 
CEQ's.fira Amnlal Report in 1970 disc:assed climate chJloge, concluding that "Dll!l1 may be changing his 
weather.- Eavironmcallll Quality: The First AnImal Report at 93. At that time, human activities had 
in=ased the mean level of atmospheric carbon dioxide 10 325 plll1ll permilliao (ppm). Since 1970, the 
cOllCCDtmtlon DE IItolnSpheric Cllfbon dioxide has increased nt n rate of Bbout 1.6 ppm per year (1979-
200B) to the preSlllltlevclofapprnximately 385 ppm (2008 globally averaged value). See U.S. 
Department oftc~~ National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Earth SystclIlJ Ro!leEUCh 
LBboratory (bttp:J/www.esrLnOB.ll.gov/gIEldlccgl~. The atmospberic cooccotratioos of other, mare 
poteol: GHGs have alga increased to levels thai far exceed their levels in 1750, at the beginniog oftbe 
industrial era. As of2004, human activities amrualIy produced more thBD 49 billioo tons ofOHG 
mcasuml in cariJon clioxjde cquiVlllcncy according ID the IntenrovqnmcolaJ P!!Del on Cljmalt Cbnngc 
~. IPCe FoU{tb Assessme.otRcport: Synthesis Report at 38 (http://www.ipcc.cblpdflBSSes5lDent~ 
reportlar4lS}'If.ar4_&yl".pdf). Nearly. every asp=cl ofcneW choices and US!: s:ffect!be development of 
fossil fuel and otbcrenergy n:sourccs, cll:heradding to or redU(:mg the cum.ulative total ofGHG 
emissiOll5. 

It is DOW well cslllb4sbed tbatrising global GHQ emissions are signifiCllOlly meting the Earth's 
climo.te. These conclusiooi ~ built upon a scientific record tbo.t bas been created with substantial 
contnlrutioas from the Unimd SbItu' Olobal Change R1:sean:b Progrut (fonnerJy the Climab: Chnngc 
Sci ecce Program). which mcilitates the creatioo and Bpplicatioc ofknowledge cftbc Earth's global 
I:tIVlrollIQl:llt through rcscarob.. observatiOllll, decision support, Btld communiClltion. 
{bItp:llw!w.glpbnlchan!!c.l!PyD 
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Based primarily on the sciclltific IlSS~COts nfllie tJSGCRP Bnd NRC, EPA hils issued n 
finding that the cbangt:s in our climate Cl!.used by GHG emissions e:odo.nger public health and welfare .. 
(EndmgenIlcnt IlDd C8U!l= or Cootnbu!e Findings for Greenhouse Gases Under Section 202(s) nfllie 
Clean Air Act, December ]5, 2009, 74 Fed. Reg. 66496). Ambient concentrstioos DfGHOs. do not cause 
direct adverse bealth effects (such lIS respiratory or toxic cffcots), but public bealth risks and impacts as II 

result of I:llevated atmospheric cODccntIBtiODS ofOOGs occur via c1.lma.te change. 74Fcd. Reg. at 664!H· 
9B. For example, EPA has estimated that climate chllllga aau C)l:Bcerbatc tropospheric ozone levels in 
some parts ofibe U.s. Broadly, EPA states thntthe effects aCclimate change observed to date and 
projected to occur in the:fuhIIc iDcl.ude, hut an: not limited tn, more fmquclltarui intense heat waves, 
more scycre wilcl:fues, degmdcd air quality, more hea-yy dOWDpDUIIi II,DC\ flOlldiDS, increased drought. 
greater sell..ievel rise, more intense sW[IllS, barm to water ~ou:rces, haml to IlgDoultme, and Iwm to 
wildlife and ecosystems. The Administrator has determined that these impacts are effec15 OD public 
health ODd Wfllfare within !he meaniDg of the Clean Air Acl However. the AdmiIrislIator docs 001 
c:urrmtly believe that it is possible to quantify with gn:at specificity [1.e, ~ogmphic), the Various health 
e.ffi:cts from c:limatc change but, because the risks from unusually hot days and nights and frQlIl heat 
waves are very serious, hss.proposcd to find that on b!!.lance that these risks support a :finding that public 
health is endangered even ifit is also possible that modest tl!lIlpeI'llhlre iDc:reases wIll hve &ome 
bBoeficial henlth effects. The EPA:findings cite IPCC reports that c:Iimate change impacts C.D human 
health in u.s. cjties will he compounded by population growth and an aging population and OCRP 
rqJorts that climate changll has.lhe potential to accentuate the disparities a.tready evident in the American 
health care systems as mllllY of the expected health cffccts arc liblly io·fall dispmportlonatc1.y 00 the poor. 
the elderly, the disabled. and the uninsured. 

v, CONCLUStON 

With the pU1JlOSe of informing dccisioD-mak::i..og, CEQ proposes that the NEPA process should 
incoIporate considl:tBlion ofholh the impact of an agency action on the eDviroQlIleot through the 
meche.nism ofOHO emissions and the impact ofchwging climate on that agency antion. This is Dot 
intended as a "new" component ofNEPA lIDalysis, but ralber II!! a potentially importBnt mtor III be 
coosidr.red within the existing NEP A framework. Where -an agency determines that an 1!S!IessIDeni of 
climate issues is IfPPJOpriate, thll agency should identity altem.ntive actions lhat are both adapted In 
anticipated climate change impacl1i aod mitigate the GHG emissions thn.t clUlSe cUmBle chsugc. As ooted 
above, NEP A aualYsis of clima1c change issues necessarily will evolve 10 reflect the scientific 
iufonnntion available·and the legal and policy contnt of declsiDIlll tbatthc NEPAprncess is intended to 
moIm. Tberefore, once this guidance is issued in mal fonn, CEQ intends to revise it 115 wammted to 
rcf[l'lct developments in the law, policy, and sciencc rcgnrding climate change. 

VI. SPECIFIC QUESTIONS FOR PUBUC REVIEW 

In additiOIl. to CODlIllents 00 this draft guidance doc.umeot, CEQ also requests comment on ilmd 
IllId n:source rDl!l1IlgCIIIl:llt issues, iDc luding: 

I. How sbould NEPA documeots regarding long-range energy and resoun:e management 
progmms assess CiHCi emissions and climate c.han~ impacts? . 

. 2. What should be included in 5p=cific NEP A gufdance fur projt:C1s IIppJicablc to the federal· 
land management agencies? 

3. What should be included in specific NEPA guidant:e for land mnnageme.ot p\Jum.ing 
applicable to the fedcrallaarl managemeot agcndes? 

4. Should CEQ recnmmend nny particular protocols fur nssessmg land management practices 
and their effect an carbon ~lcnsc IlDd sequestrotioo? 
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5. How &bould uncertainties 1Ill5llcia.ted with cLimat~ cbange projections I!Ild species IlOd 
ecosystem responses be Ilddn!ssed in protocols for assessing land mnnagemcnt practices? 

6. How should NEPA aDlllY;e5 be tailored 10 address the beneficial effects on GHG emissions 
I;IfFedcml bmd and resource management actions? 

7. Should CEQ provide guidance to agC.!lcies OD dctcmrining whether GHO emissioos Il£C 

''signifiCl!llt'' farNEPA purposes. At wlJat lovol should OHO emissious be considered to 
have significant cumulative dfccts. In this caatex1:. COIllIIlC[llcfS may wish 10 consider the 
Supreme Court decision in MauochUlelfl 'II. EPA. 549 U.S. 497, 524 (lOO1) . 

.After consideration of public comment, CEQ ia~uds to apcditiously issue this guidance in fiDnl form. 
In the mCIIDtime, CEQ does Dot intend this guidllDCC to bCCClme cmc.tiveunbl its issuance in finn} form. 

### 

" 
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PURPOSE 

Pt!1'1n.it and Resow·ce Management DepllJ"tment ' 
VISUAL ASSESl>MENT GUIDELINES 

The purpose of this adminlstratJve procedure is to provide guidelines for the assessment of 
visual Impacts hi the preparation of Initial SbJdies and Environmental Impact ·Reports. 

GENERAL 
These guidelines provide procedures to guIde staff and consultant's In preparing and analyzilg 
visual impacls. Whne the analysiS of visual impacts involves quaHtatlve JUdgements, this 
procedure Is intended to'define a methodology that utilizes to the extent practicable, objective 
standartls that can be desl~.ribed and ulirrzed In a ccnsistent manner. 

PROCEDURE 
To analyze the visual effects of a specific PlOject the following procedures should be followed. 

1. Determine Vlewpolnts and Charactar!z~ Environmental Setting 

Project Impacts will be analyzsd by conSidering public vIewing points. Publ1c viewing 
points Include public roads, pubHc trans, and public parks. Other pubnc gathering places 
may be ronsidered on a casiHJy..case basis. Start\Vith topographic maps and aertal 
photoS. FoUow up with a "windshield" survey ofroads In the vlcJnlty of the project to 
determine where the project woold be mostvistble to the gellersl public. Consider a 
variety of viewpoints. and nct only the point at which the project Is most visible. The 
"baseHne- environmental sett:!ng of vle\\poln~~hould.be discussed In terms of existing 
physical features, as well es applicable regulations pertaIning 10 development and 
scenIc resources, ' 

2. Prepare Photos to JUustrate Visual ImpactS 

PhotographIc analysis is required to evaluate potential visual Impacts. Architectural 
renderings can be used for design considerations, but are dlsccuraged In visual Impact 
analysIs because they lend to soften the effects. The vlsuellmpact analysIs focuses on 
the mass, sC"ele and contmst of the structure in ralation to Its surroundIng. 

A. For smaller projecl5, steff shall ooortilnate with the appHC"ent 10 construct story 
poles, or telhered balloon clusters that accurately represent the height and 
location of the_ pro:/ecl Tha story poles or balloon tethers shOUld be marked at 5-
foot intervals to provida a reference scae on the photos. In same Instances a 
notice to the area re5lden~ describing Ule purpose for the story poles should be. 
provided a~dlor sile visit should be arranged for the dac1slolHTlaklng ~ody-' 

Take photos of the site from the various viewpoints Identified if] Slep 1, or 
I1!.qulre the appncant's represenlatlve {I( consultant to provide photoS takan from 
the selected view~lnts along with a site plan illustraUng the locatIon and height 
of each story pole and the viewpoints for tile photos. If telephoto photos are to 
be laken, be sure that a similar photo Is taken that represents the view seen by 
the human eye. A 360 degree panoramic View, taken from where the project wllJ 
be located, Is helpful to convey the surrounding landscape. 

The photos s~ould be marked by outlinlng the p~posed strucbJre using the story 
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...... 

poles or balloons as a guide for the roof line and comers of the structure. In 
soma Instances, offslte views may be at such a distance, that the baOoons or 
story poles ara not readily apparent In tile photos v.oithout the usa of a telephoto 
lens - Include both telephoto end normal eye view In these instances may be 

. needed to Olustr.l~ the structure. 

B. For more complex projects, a digltlzed photo simulation may b·e requlffid. The 
following tasks are appropriate for visual esseSsments prepared by consultants: 

1. PhotogfBph siIE from Yiewpolnls dalemJined in Sep 1 above. Verify site 
pho\ogrephy laGations on field maps for U!;:B with computer model of the 
proposed project Delineate addltionallield references to help verify the 
computer modeling and viB'Npolnt locations. 

2.. Prepare basallne photographs from selected viewpoints forthe 
simulations. 

3. Develop plan and section "figures describing the visual condi~ons·within 
the project vlewsh~. 

4. Produce a 3D realistic complier model of the propoSEl:d project using 
topographic, aruhllecbJral afld landscape draWings of project Use 
AutoCAD or alher appropriate software to develop the 3D terraIn and 
archJteol1lrnl aspects of the model. . 

5 Addltlonal sImulations may be done 10 1Ilustrale the effect of mitigation 
from landscape SCla!nlng growth at 5· or 10-year Intervals follOWing 
construcUon. 

6. Apply the proposed buDding materials and paint colors to the model and 
render, dupHcating. the view angle, dlstanca, lighting conditions and time 
of year In the existing conditions photograph. Use exIsting elements In 
the baseline pnotograph as control polrts to register the model to the 
photogrepn. Repeet for each vlewpoinl 

7. Verify vIewpoint accuracy usi1g computer plgt overlays on base 
photographs. 

B. DIgitize base photographs for each selected vlB'topoint 

9. Produce visual simulations thal accuraiely show the proposed project 
("before and afteI1 for eech selected viewpoint The simulations should 
represent the mass, scale, density and Prt?posed grading of the project. 

. The computer stmuta.tlon must Include: all grading Including roadways, 
driveways, landscape and paiclng areas and rne removal for required 
lire breaks; all structures and ancillary facilities; and landscaping et the 
Ume that construction is completed. 

10. Analyze project Impacts as described below. 
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Visual Assessment Procedure 
Page 3 

3. Charar:terize the Site's Senslttvity 

The visual sensitivity of the projectslte sh::mld be glvan a rating of low, moderate, high 
or maximum using the follo"""';ng r:riteria In Table 1. 

Table 1 
Site SensItIvity 

Sensitivity . Characteristics 

Lew The site is withIn an urban land use desIgnation and has no land use or 
zonIng designatlons protecting scenIc resourcea. The project vicinity Is 
characterized by urban development or the site 15 surrounded by urban 
zoning designations and has no historic character and Is not a gateway to e 
community. The project site terrain has visIble slopes less than 20 percent 
and Is not on a prominent ridgeline and has no sIgnificant natural vegetation 
of aesthetic value to the surroundlng community. 

Moderate The site or pottlon thereof I; witl11n a rural land use designation oran urban 
deslgnaUon that does not meet the criteria above fur low sensitivity, but the 
site has no land Use or zoning designations protecting scenic resOlJ"Ces. 
The project vicinity Is characterizEld by rural or urban development but may 
Include historic tBSources or be tXlnsJdared a gataway to a community. This 
~tagory Includes building or co·nstrucllon sites wIth ylslble slopes less (han 
30 percent or where there is sIgnificant nerural features of aesthetic value 
that Is visible from public roads or public use areas rLe. parks, trails etc.). 

HIgh The site or any portion thereof is Within a land use or zoning desIgnation 
protecting scenic or natural resources, such as General Plan deslgneted 
scenic landscapa units, coastal :mne, community separators, or scenIc 
corridors. The site vlclnity Is genarolly characterized by the natural setting 
and forms a scenic backdrop for'lhe community or scenic corridor. ThIs 
category Includes buildIng and ccnsiruGllon areas within !he SR designation 
located on prominent hnltops, visible slopes less than 40 percent or where 
there are significant nalurat features of aesthetic value that are vIsible from 
publIc roads or public use areas (le. parks, tra~s etc.). This category also 
includes building or construction sites on prominent rldgennes that may not 
be designated as scanlc resources but are visible from a desIgnated scenic 
corriDor. 

Maximum The site. or any portion thereof Is within· a land use orzonlng designallon 
protecting scenIc resources, such as General Plan desIgnated scenic 
landscape units, coastal zone, community separators, or scenic conidors. 
The site vicinity Is generally charactertzad by the natural selling and fonns a 
scenic backdrop for a designated sceoic corridor. This category includes 
buildIng or construction sites within the scenic resource desiJnalion on or 
near promInent ridgellnes, visible s$opes greater than 4lJ percent or Mere 
there are sIgnificant natural features of aesthetic value that are visible from a 
designatEd stenlc conidor. 

Note: A ridgeline Is a landform which, when viewed frnm a publh:: street, Is srtrycuetled against 
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.-' .' 

the sky and where no earth backdrop Is provided by the subject or contiguous property for a 
proposed struchJrs. 

4. DetelTl'line Visual Dominance 

The visual dominance of the' project is determined comparing the contrast of the 
fo!\cwlng elements or characteristics of the project with Rs slJJTCundlngs snd giving a 
rating of Ine\lidBn~ subordi~ate, co-domlnan~ or dominant: 

Form: shape, geometry, complexity 
LIne: the edge of the shape, boldness, complex/ty of silhouette, orientation 
Color. reflecHvlty, hUB (acrual color), value (dark or nght) 
TextUre: surface characteristics, randomness, graIn (flne or coarse) 
Night lighting 

Based en the critarion isled above, define the visual domilanca of the project as 
descnbed In Table 2.. 

Dominance 

Dominant 

Co-Dominant 

subordinate 

Inevldeot 

Table 2 
Visual DominanCe 

Charayteristlcs -
-

Project elements are strong - they stand out against the selling 
and sHrect attention away from the sLbToundlng landscape. 
Form, line, eclor, texb..re, and nlght lighting contrast with existing 
elements in the sUlTOundng landm:ape. 

Project elements are moderate - they can be prominent Within 
the setting, but attra:::t attention equaUy with other landscape 
features. Fonn, line, color, texhJre, and night IlghHng are 
compatible wlih Ihelr surroundings: 

Project Is minimally visible from public view: Element contrasts 
BrB weak - !hey can be seen but do not attract at1enUon. Project 
generally repeals the fonn, line, color, I£Ixtura, and night Ughtlng 
of Its surroundings. 

proJect Is generaUY not 'lliSlble from publid view because of 
Intervening naturBl fan::! fonns orvegetalicn. 

5. DE!termine Significance ofVisuallmpacb 

The detenninalion of visual Impact sign1flcance Is made by: 

a. Establishing the Jevel of vIsual sens!Uvlty of the site using the crltBria discussed 
Table 1. 
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b_ Charadenzlng the vIsual domlnanca of the project in tenns of Its form, nne, DJlor, 
texture, and DghUng: as descnbed In Table 2.. . 

c_· Detennining signtfu:;:anc:e of the vLsual impactby compamg site sensitivity with 
visual dominance of the project In accordance In Table 3. 
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Sensitivity 

Maximum 

High 

Modernte 

LDw 

Table ~ 
Thresholds of Significance 

fo, 
. VlsuallmpaclAnalysls 

Visual Dominance 

Dominant Co-Dominant Subordinate 

SIgnificant Significant Significant 

Slgnfffcant Signlficant Less than 
sIgnificant 

Significant Less than Less than 
signlficanl slgnllica l1t 

Less than Less than Less than 
sIgnificant significant significant 

JneYident· 

Less than 
signfficant 

Less than 
significant 

Lass than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

6. Mitigation Measures. Possible mlfigatlon mea!iures for v[suallmpacls Include the 
following: . 

Umlt the extant of gradIng, tree removal, amount of cuts and mIs, length of roadways, 
height of retaining walls and BrBBS for bulldlng envelopes. Conservation easements 
may be apPfOlJriate to protect vlawsheds and sensitive visual resoun::es. 

Building envelopes may need to be adjusted to avoid the most v!sible locations and/or 
reduced In size. Slructull!S could be limited In theIr size or height to reduce bulk and 
contrast 

Color end Ierlura of buUdlng materials shoud be consistent with lila surrounding 
en~ironment. Non-re1lactfve surfaces and darker (Dlclfs should be IJtilizad'lo avoid glare' 
and-contrast. 

Require screening vegetation and landscaJ)B plans subject \0 Design Review. 

Require exterior lighting plans suqact to Design Review. Exterior fighting shall be low 
mounted, downward casting and fully shielded to prevent glare. Lighting shall not wash 
out structures or any portions of the site. tight fixh.lres shall not be located at the 
periphery of the property and shall not spillover onto adjacent properties or into the 
sky. Flood I1ghls 8m not permitted. ParkIng lot fixtures shOUld be limited in height (20-
feet). An parking lot and/or streat Ught flxtulBS shall use rull cut~ff fixtures. Ughting 
shell shut off automatically attar closing and sacurity ngh.tfng Shall be motlon-sensor 
activalBd. 

Ughtlng plans shouid be dasigned to meat !he appropriata Lighting Zone standards from 
nUe 24 effectfva Oclober 2005 (12.1 for dark areas,.LZ2 for rural, LZ3 fer urban). 
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RESOLUTION NO. 010-2014 

A RESOLUTION, OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CLOVERDALE 
DECLARlNGA STAGE 2 WATER SHORTAGE CONDITION AND DIRECTING 

IMPLEMENTATION OF MANDATORY WATEil."DEMAND REmiCTION 
MEASURES 

WHEREAS, on January 22, 2014, the Cloverdale City Council adopted Urgency Onlinlince 691-
2014, eStab1isbingprovisions for reducing water us.e upon declaring the existence ofa water 
shortage emergency condition Within the City; and . 

WHEREAS, Urgency Ordinance 691-2014 ,waS adoplad as an Urgeney Ordinance due to the 
c~~t 4rought Conditi~ns an~ to the City's Gurrtmt water ,~ly; and . 

. WHEREAS,.as a retail water purveyor, it is importa'ntthat'the City of Cloverdale manages its 
wat~ prpducti~n, as well as help manage water "con.su.i:nption yrithin its area; and . . 

WHEREAS, calendar. year 2013. 'was ~ driest on !eco~ for the ~uSsran River watershed; and 

WHERllAS; the City's waler supply is from a well field along the Russian River. The . 
prodvction capacity of the City's well field" is n,.fl.uenced by the amount of 8;musJ rainfall in the 
RuSsiap. River watershed and subsequently the flow cbaracteristips of the river; ~d' 

, '. 

WHERllAS,Jrom the period begitming December 7; 2013 and ending January 14, 2014, the flow 
in the Russian Ri:ve:r~ as measured by the United States Geolc:'gi.~ SurveY nver station ncar 
Cloverdale, dropped froiD 127 cubic feet per second to 43 cubic feet per second; and 

WHEREAS, at river flows below 100 cobic f~ per seci:md; the City's water supply wells do not. 
have suflicient cap~ciiy to supply corrent average da.y.~erti:m.e .demands; and 

WHEREAS, if the ,Rilssian River flows stay at or ne:a:r 40 cUbic fe~ per second frOm the present 
and thro~gbout the summermonllis~· and there is no redu~on in wa~ d~ands. th~ City is 
projected \0 have a storage deficit (supplies not sufficient to refiltwatentornge tm1ks on. dlillvy~--­

basis) as early as April I, i014, with, cOmplete depletion of the storage lankSwilbin a week or 
two (2) of becoming deficient; and . ., 

WHEREAS, in response to the projection of inadequate aupply capacity in the coming monfus 

and in a~rdance with the Conseivation oiwafr:.r Supply <?rdinBnee. codifi.ed iQ.to the Mui:ricipal. 
Code as Title 13 - Chaptl'l' 13.05 (which was adopted by the City Council as Urgeney Ordinance 
691-2014, on January 22, 2014), the City Council may, by resolution declare a Stage 2 Water 
Shortage·~crgencY condition and establish the oveiall w~ter reduction aIiLoUnt.. 

NOW, TIffiREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED Ihat the City Council of the City of Cloverdale does 

~ereby Mel, deteo:n.bi.e and declare, in accordance with Section 1 (H) of the City's CotlServarlon 
of Water SuPPly Or~ce,· a 1v.tan~atory Stage 2 Water Shortage Emergency 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. Stage 2 Water Shortage Emergency condition wi1h ao 
overall water use red~ction amount to be 25 % below 2013 water use, 

It is hereby certiJied1hat the foregoing Resolution No. 010-2014 was duly introduced and duly 
adopted by the City Council of the City of CIoverdale .t its regular meeting on this 22" day of 
Jaonary, 2014 by the following Roll Call vote: (5 ayes - 0 noes) . 

AYES in iilvor of. Mayor Russell, VICe Mayor Cox, Councihnember Brigham, Councihnember 
Maacks, Councihnember Pall. 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

APPROVED: ATIESlED: 

Carol Russell. 'Mayor Roberto J. Bartoli, Deputy City CIerk 

2225285.1 
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URGENCY ORDINANCE NO. 691-2014 

AN URGENCY OJ,UlINANCE O~ CITY OF CLOVERDALE AMENDING THE 
CLOvERDALE MllNlCIPAL CODE TO ADD CIIAPl'ER 13.05, " 

'CONSERVATION OF WA1'E:R,suPPLY" ESTABLISHING PRoVisIONS FOR 
REDUCING WATER USE Ul'ON DECI.AIUNG THE ExrsTENCE OF A 

WATER SHORTAGE FMERGENCY CONDmONW1TIIIN THE CITY O~ 
CLOVEJi.DA:tE, PROHiBri'lNGTHE WASTE AND NON-ESSENTIAL USE OF 

WATER, AND PROVrtllNGFO~ THE CONSERVATION OF THE WATER 
SuPPLY OF TI(E CITY OF CLOVERDALE 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CLOVERDALE DOES ORDAIN AS 
FOLLOWS: .. 

Section 1. Findings for Adoption of Ordinance as an Urgency. 

The City Council does hereby find and declare as follows: 

(A) A public hearing was held on January 22J 2014, on themaUer of whether the 
. City should adopt this Ordinance establishing provisions for reducing water us~ upon 
declaring the existence of a water shortage emergency condition within the water service 
area of the City, including aU water service areas served by the City outside the City 
limits. 

(B) Notice of said hearing was published in the CloverdBie Reveille, a newspaper 
of general circulation printed and published witlrin said water service area of the City. 

(C) Since the publishing of the hearing, City Staff made the decision to bring this 
Orilinance forward as an Urgency Ordinance due to the immediate need for water 
conservation. 

(0) At said bearing all persons prosect were given an opportunity to be beard aod 
all persons desiring to be heard were heard. 

(E) The City Council heard and has oonaidered each protest against the 
declaration and all evidence presented at said hearing. 

(F) This Ordinance is to be adopted as an Urgency Ordinance in accordance with 
California 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 serv:ice areas served 
by the City outside the City limits. 

(2) The ordinary demands and requirements oftbe water consumers in the 
Citywatci: service area cannot be met and satisfied by the water supplies now available to ' 
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the City without depleting the water supply to the e<teot that there would be insufficieot 
water for human conswnption, sanitation an~ fire protection. 

(3) The water shortage emergency and drought conditions have resulted 
in the City Council haviIlg to consider a Resolution at it. Jannsry 22, 2014 Council 
meeting to declare that •. Stage I Water Shortage Emergency condition exists within the 
w_ service ares of the City including all w~ service areas served by the City outside 
it. limit.. This U=cy Ordinance is needed to be in place prior to that Resolution in 
order to provide the regulations. and guidance of what resident. need to do to help the 
City continue to supply the water n~ed for human consumption, sanitation and fire 
protection. 'I1l.ls Urgency Ordinance incorporates by reference an findings within 
Resolution 010-2014, considered by the Council on January 22,2014. 

(0) At any tilDe subsequent to the effective date of this Urgency Ordinance, the 
Cloverdale City Council may, by resolution,: (1) declare that the water shortage 
emergeocy has eoded, (2) change the Stage of the water shortage emergeocy, sodlor (3) 
change the ratioping requireroeots associated with Stage 1, Stage 2 and Stage 3 Water 
Shortage Emetgeocies. 

Section l~ Amendment 

The Cloverdale Municipal Code, Title 13, "Public Services," is hereby amended to add 
Chapter 13.05, "Conservation afWater Supply,'" to read as follows: 

13.05.010 
13.05.020 
13.0~.0~0 
13.QS~040 
13.05.050 
13.0!i.060 

13.05.070 
13.05;080 
13.05.090 

13.05.010 

TIlLE 13 - CHAl'TER 13.05 
CONSERVATION· OF WATER SUPPLY 

PurPose and Authority 
Definitions 
Susp~sJp'Jl of New Connections to the City's Water System, 
Wasto·otWaier PrOhibited 
Prohibition ofNon~Essential Use of-Water 
S~ tin..L .... ds Supplied from Private Sources or Supplied With 
RecycledWater 

. Use of SpriDkJers Conditional 
Variances 

. Enforcement and Fees 

Purpose and Authority 

The purpose of this Chapter is to conserve the water supply of fue City fur the 
greatest public benefit with particular regard to public health, fire protection aod 
domestic use, -to conserve water by reducing waste, and to the extent necessary upon 
declaration of a water shortage emergency condition. to reduce water use fairly and 
equirshly. Tlris Chapter is edopted pursuant to State Law includiog Water Code Sections 
350 to and including 358, sod Sections 31026 to sod includiog31029. 

13.05.020 Definition. 

P8ge2 af14 
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,The terms used in this Cha,Pter shan have the following meanings: 

(A) Approvals' need"li for dev~loproent - These include all the approvals 
needed for development' including tlirough approval of the building,permit. ' 

. {B}Blatant noncomplia,nce ..:.....If, during a water shortage 'emergeJ;lCY. it is 
evident to the City Manager through billed water 11Se or obsei:valioo of the' water waste at 
the property thaI the cuStciJ;ner is obvioUsly tir blatantly 110t complyiog willi ,the water use 
restric~ons in.effect .... ", ...... .' . . . 

(q Corresponding billing period - A 'shnilar,bi1ling period ~CCU<ririg in a prior 
designated, year to whiCh current water 'Q.S6 is compared for the pwpose of determining 
the percent redu,ctiop. inus~. -.. . 

, (D)Dripsystem - An migation system do~~ of a reduced po";Sure . 
. device fitted wIth drip e:tt:ritters, bubblers or low prC$suremicr"o-jet SpraYers: 

(E) ETo' - EvairotransPirati:on de:mBnd.report'ed" as reference evap~transpiration 
for ~ch CalifOl;nia InigatiOI1 Mani,gOpi01lt .fuforrniUlonSy,tem (ClMIS): weather station 
located·in Sonoma and MI¢n CoUnties. (Local .ETa ,data -is available on the CIMIS 
website: http://wviwciIDis.watet.CIl.gov/cirnis/We!oome.jsp) , ..... '~'. . 

(FjETo Mjuslment FactOr" A ('actor 1<), multiply times ETa to deteiminethe 
app:opriate arnouot of spilnidl'l' water .toawlY to tl)i'f g!a,ss; ,gaideo,l.ands!'li~darea, 
tree~ or shruQs wliile ratio~g is in effect." ''Ilie -amount bf·wat~.:tO app1y is foillld by 
mmtlPljdJfi ih~ arO;;ofIai)dsClipetobe iIrigated'(sqtiliie:ieet) times the "!iJrroprialC lITo 
Adjustoieo.t.Fal:tor (see poiCeo!.ge in SecfioIl9(c) timeS ETo.[1i!ches for <!liVeo period 
oftiirie ~ typicanyihree(3) to seven (7)daysj lillie. 7.~l!itci ctm~.rt to gallons. .' .. . .' . 

, (G) Health""';; and Public safety .us~ "U"" of water by custOIIicrs whose, 
pri!Jcq,el pulj>osr-is to provide'hea\.th,sei:yices )0 the PIlblic. (SlIch as hospitals, clinics, 
mviWd' .s,Od :stmipr . care. ~CiU1i~ i$9. "hQtn~J and doctor, dewst, p'p~.etrist and 
cliiii>j,fui;!or offiCeS, etc.) orwliich proV:i4~Vital public ,sitfe~ serVices (sUch as police 

. stations; Jails, ~ 'stations, utility serViq~, .etc.). Not: jj1.t~JudC;d. in thiS cl~s &re.··office 
buildings that provide solely A~mjpjstratipn services (stich as health instmm~' . 
organizations, .etc.). or lan~ca.piDgus·.~· at .any J;tealthr;.a:re or public safety site. . 

~ . '. . 

, " (H),InigatiOll only use - Water11Se downslreilm of a City oWIled.billing meter 
who'se' prin~pal'J"lII.l0se. arid design is to serve irrigation use. . 

. '. (l) Ovenill \ rationing .t~Wrement· - . The. percent reduction in overall 
withdrawals fro:cnthe wator system'deienDined by the City Council to be necess.,.y:in 
.order to achieve and to sa:feJ.y SUI;Viy~ a qe.cl~ water shortage emergency. . . . .., ." ., .. .', .. : '. 

Q) .Rtm-tiIIie - The. dtiratlQn in miD.utes, eithet.progrBlIIID.ed or set, for each 
valve controlled by an irrigation.system clock (controller) or manucilly operated. . . '.. 

.. '. 
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. (K) ShOp unit",~ A tYPe of residential unit which is separately metered and 
which involves a dwelling unit that is. incOrporated into the premises of a business -
sometimes also referred to as a shop bouse or live/work unit 

(L) SprlDkI= - AS usecj in this Chapter, the _term sprlnkI<= means an 
ioigation sprinkler connected to a hose, irrigation sprinklers connected to an in-ground 
pipe SyStem &n.d so~· hoses or porous pipelin~ operating off of norm~ service 
pressure. 

13.05.030 

(M) Violation RecOnnectioo Eee -, 200% of the reronnection fee. 

(N) Water'Conservation CaQrdinator is the City Engineer or desi~ee. --

Suspension of New Connections. to the CIty's Water System 
- -

(A)Fro,:Q1 th.~ .~f.f~c.tiY.~ . <i.ate: the. :City Council. by resolution, declares the 
existence of a water sh~e emergeD.cy~ which period is hereinafter referred to -as· the 
suspenSion-period., no new or enlarged. connec~oD shall be made to the City) :\Vater 
system except the fullowing: -

(I) Conocction offirehydrants. -

(2) Conooction -o~ property previously supplied with water frOm a 
private waler soUl'ce (stiCh as a wen-or- spring) Upon subJ:nittal and 

-approval: of-the City Engineer- evidence that the private Source has 
failed or dried liP or,has otherw;.e been impaired by a drougbl or 
wa4:r sb,oitage:event to such a degree tJmt th~ source no longa can 
meet ininimS] potable wateiil~ afthe applicant 

(3) Doring Stage- I, new -¢onnection of prOperty for which the 
_lIjipli~t has obtained ali approVl$ required for developinent, 

. exoejrt Potable water supply, and agiees to" defu,inBtallation ofterf _ 
iandscapirig 1intil after !he·suspenSion period. ' -

- - . 
(4) _ During .Smgc -2 and 3; if_ it.: overall _ mandatory rationing 

reqni1;ement is less than 25%, connection ofproiJ!lrtY fcirwhich the -
applicant has- obtaiJ!ed ali approvals required fur development, 

-except potable water ;upply, and agrees to defur inBtallation of)urf 
landscaping until after the suspension l?eriod. 

(5) During Stage -2 and 3, if the overall mandatory rationing 
requireI!lent is equaI to or greater than 250/.., connection e>fproperty 
for which the JI!lPlicant: has- obtained ali approvsls _required _for 
developro¢ _ exci:pt jIOtBJ,le water supply; agree, to defer 
inBtallation of terf landscaPing until after the suspensi\lIl period; 
and, either retrofits good_quality water c~Orvation futures and 
devices (1.28 gallon per flush toilets, 2:5 gallon per minute shower 
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heads and 1.5 gallon per minute faucet aerators for kitchen sinks 
and lavatories) in five (5) existing single family detached dwelling 
units served by !he City, or pays !he 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 eapanded water conservation program efforts during !he 
suspension period. If en applicant chooses the retrofit option and a 
selected home' already ·has some water conserving fixtures, 
applicant shall install conservation fixtures in additional dwellings 
as detemrined necessmy by the City's Water Conservation 
Coordinator. 

(B) During Ibe suspenSion period, applicatiollS for water service will be 
precessed only if Ibe applicant acknowledges in writing that such precessing 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 shall confer no right upon the applicant or 
anyone else 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 connections. 

(C) Upon the tennination of the susp~on period, the City will make 
connections to its water system in accordance with' its regulations and the terms of 
connection agreements for all ~aid applicatioD5 apprbved' during the suspension period. 
The water supply then aVl!ilable to the City will be apporlioned equitably among all !he 
customers then being served by the City without discrimination against serVices approved 
during the suspension period. 

(D) Nolhing herein shall prohibit or restrict any modification, relocation or 
replacement of a connection to the City's system if!he City Engineer detennines that !he 
demand upon the City's water supply.will not be ibcreased thereby. 

13.05.040 Waste of Water Prohibited 

(A)No water fillDishcd by the City shall be wasted. Waste of water includes, 
bnt is not limited to, the following: 

(1) Washing of sidewalks, walkways, driveways, parking lots and 
o!her hard-surfaoed areas by direct hosing. 

(2) Escape of water through breaks or leaks wilhin !he customer's 
plumbing or private distribution system for any substantial period 
'of time within which such break or leak should reasonably have 
been 'discovered and corrected. It shall be presumed that a period 
of seventy two (72) hours afier !he customer discovers such a 
break or leak or receives notice from the City, is a reasonable time 
within which to correct Such break or leak or, as a minimum, to 
stop the flow ofwater:fi'om such break or leak. 
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(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

hrigation in a manner or to an extent which allows excessive ron­
off of water or1.inreasonable over-spray of the m:eas being watered. 
Every customer is deemed to have.his or her water system. under 
co~l at all times, to know the manner and extent of his or her 
water use and any run~~ and to employ available alternatives ~o 
apply irrigation water in a reasonably efficient manner. 

WashiIig cars, boats, trailers or other vehicles and machinery 
directly with. hose not eqwpped with a shutoffnozzle. 

Water for non-recycling decorative water fountains. 

Water for single pass evaporative cooling systems for air 
conditioning in all connections installed after January 22, 2014, 
unless required for health or safety reasons. 

Water for new non-~ating conveyor car wash systems. 

Water for new non-recirculating industrial clothes wash systems. 

(B) waste afwater shall also include failure to put to reasonable beneficial use 
anywalorwithdrawnfrmn the City's water sysIcmBS determined by the City Engineer. 

13.05.050 Prohibition of NOD-Essential Use of Water 

. (A)1fo water furnished by the City sball be used for any pmpose declared to 
be non-essential by this Chapter. The restrictions in this sCction shall not apply to use of 
recycled wasteweter finnisbed by a government egeocy. 

Stage1 Water Shortage Emergencv Met1SU1'es -Introductory ~ge (volrmtqry reduction) 

(B) AI any end all times that a Stage 1 Water Shortage Emergency ooodition is 
declared to exist by the .City Council, all customers arc asked to vo1untari1y reduce 
consomption ofwater furnished by the City by the overall reduction amoont established 
by resolution for Stage I, end all customers ofth. City are requested to: 

(1) Apply iIrigation water only during the evening end early morning 
hours to reduce ev8poration losses. 

(2) Inspect all iIIigatiOD syatems, repair leaks end adjust spray beads to 
provide optimum coverage and eliminate avoidable over-spray. 

(3) For inigation valves controlling water applied to tmf grass, very 
the minutes of ron-time consistent with fluctuations in weather. 

(4) Reduce minutes of ron-time fur each inigation cycle if water 
begins to run."ff to gutters and ditches befure the irrigation cycle 
is coinpleted. . 
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(5) Become infODDed about and strictly adhere to the City's Water 
Waste Prohibitions (refer to Section 6 hereof). 

(6) Utilize water conservation incentive, rebate and giveaway 
programs to replace water guzzling plmnbing fixtures aod 
appliances with water efficient models, 

(7) Take advantage of the free infurmation available from the City on 
how to use water efficiently, read a. water meter, repair ordinary 
leaka and how to apply water efficiently to'the landscape, 

(C) At any and all times that a water shortage eroergency condition of Stage 1 
or greater is declared to exist by the City Council, the following uses are declared to be 
non-essential: 

(1) Refilling a swinnning pool drained after the date on which the 
initial water shortage emergency condition Was originally declared 
to 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 equipped with a shutoff 
nozzle for a quick rinse. 

Stage 2 Water Shortage Emergency Measures - 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 sball be established. In detennining coni.pliance, the City shall rely on water 
product;ion records comparing current production trends to trends that would normally be 
expected to occur. Individual customers who can conserve more than the mandatory 
conservation requirements established by this Chapter are requested and strongly 
encollI1i.ged 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 emergency condition of Stage 2 
or greater is declared to exist by the City Council, the following additional uses are 
declared to be Don-esS~ti.al: 

(1) Anyrcsidential use (excludiogircigation.onlyuse) in excess of that 
resulting from application of the mandatory residential rationip.g 
requirement established by the Cloverdale City Council, 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

~y hngatio~ ;olllY ~e in excess of. th~t resulting-from ,application 
of 'thO, mimd$ry irrigation rationing requiroinent establishedby-, 
the ¢loyordale City Coun.;il. 

", . 

AJly 'no~iesidentiai use _ (excl~ding irrigation 'only -use and 
healthci!re an4·public safety use) in exciiss,of that r!lSUlting from 
~p1icatfoli of the DVerRu maluiatory rationing requi:reIIient 
esta\ilislied by the-Cloverdale Gity Council. 

.. . 

~y wator· us.eel, for hea,1thcare and .pcihlic safety (excluding 
:irrigation only use) in excess of' the minimum mnoUIit requin:d to 
edOqUate1y prOvide for hea,1thcilre and public safety. , . 

AJly use of wat<;r ironi • iJre hYdraotexcePt fot- fighting fires, 
humOl) cousumption, SiOck wider; cissentiBl fiushiog and_'clemi-up 
Pur:Pos~ and "water U$cd, for conStni~tion needs. If the overall 
.~@t(l,nt:n¢iQniD.g re~eJ;lt is e'qu'ai to or -grca,tc;r' than 25.%~ a 
pOriiiii ,i;~ed by the City EDgiii~ shall be teljun:ed.far 'ail hydrant 
use eX.cept for water l1S'~"'fqt fighting fires or tor other emergency 
us~ d~~ed ess~~al ?y t,he Fuc ~~f. 

· .'. .', - " . . ) . 
· 'w~\oiiJjg' of any existing tnrf. grass,- omamentillplant, gardeo, 

llli:l<ls,japed .,eo, trees, sbicihs. or other plmits except nom a hacd­
l1elii hose or ~ntai:Der ot. drip irrigation systerri ex~t as provi~ed 
in,Section 13.p5.Q70 hereof. . 

Wate,nngof;,.., \Drfg,as. orrepl~coin";t tnrf gress, !fth' ov~ 
niandlitory rationilli: reijliirement is eqil!!I- to or greater thao 25%, 
Ihil! ~ctiQn'is:<i<te,]di:d aod: applies to w!l!ering of aoy~eW 
lan~.~e· ot '~eid I~Cape l'Xoept in: eases where the 
rePiiiliBiDl1llt land$.capes ~ use leSs· water than th!': original 

· landscape.' ;', . '. , 
, ,"" 

InitisNilliDg 9f: aoy swimmirig pool for Which .approval of a 
.coD$Ui(tion porinii isSued by the CitY waS made afleI' the date on 
wbith"fIiidDiti81 wator Sbortago emergency rondition was 
oriMn'ai~i;decldred to "exist. ".. ".' .. 

Use "for service of dritiking water at any restauran~" qi(e, cafeteriB 
or other pcibllc' plllC~ where 'food is imld, served or offered for sale, 

. unless eXpressly ~ed by;' p'!lioD.. ' 

(F) ExcePt in. CIlS~_ of blabmt noo-\;ompliance, .;s determii,ed by the City . 
Maoagar, jndivjdnalbil)il1g _recordS will genO!iillinpt be used during Smge 2 to 
determine <OIuplience: Wiill.the provisiOOll of ~!l9IiP'1" (e) (1); (2), (3) and (4), it 
being assume<L~ customers will'coOperate to ao the b ... t that·they cae to individually 

"" meet or ~ceed the overaJl mandatory rationing requirement Violations bfnoDl"essential 
-" " . " " ". " ,"' " . , 

" : " 
, , 
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uses that come to the ·a~ention. of ~e -Finance, Managei however. w.ill··b~ enforced 
pursuant to the provisions of Section 11 hereot. 

Stage 3 Water Shortage EmergenCvMeasures w Manda'tory Rati~nin[ ~ Allotment Method 
. . . . . . . . 

.(G)From and Biter fue dste tJiat the Cloverdale City Council declares that a 
Stage 3 Water· ShQrtage' Emergency exists" water uSc :In excess of fPc following. 
allotments eStablished for eaoh meter are in addition·declared to be non-essential: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Resident¥ DIeters serving single fmni1y detached homes i!>c!uding 
mbther~ful.1aW- or second units that are served' by the' same meter: 
65· l¢lons per capita per day time. the number of pennanent 
oCCiiPBnts. Pebn'imep.t occUpimts $all be' a whole number: 
B!'hies. cbildren, adillts aild sardor citizens whose principal place. 
of resid~ce is in the" dwelling m question shall each colip,t as,oile 
(I)-occupant In determiniDg tb,e numlJcr ofpennari.eot OCCUpants, 
the qty.~b,all ,rely Upo}l.c!!rtci -it has acquired from the customer or 
. q~i. ~WC~ .. ~.vided, sDfac!ent time is available. the CitY will 
attetnpt to canvas cUstomers to obtain current data on. permanent , . - , 

household, occupants .. 

Re$ldential..m,*", .eivingmilltipleunitS: aeyuse in excess of that 
resul.ting from application of the "Ip.andatory residential rationiDg 
requirement IistabIiSbed by the Cloverdale City Council. 

Irrigation only meters: any use in excess ,of that resulting from 
application· of the man~ irrigation rationing requirement . .' \ 
estabJisbad by the Cloverdale City Council. .. 

Met~ serving -any non-residential use_{excl~g irrigation oilly 
metered uSe ~ h~tliCafe and publiq safety use).: any. use in . 
exceSs of that r~ting from application pf the .ov~ mBI;ld~tory 
rationing requirement establiifued by the C1overdal~ City Council, 

l .' • 

(5) .. Meters sCrYing. ;;'aler. us<.! for healthcarc and public· safety 
(excluding irrigation only use): any use in excess of the mininnnn 
amount required to adequatcly provide for healthcare and· public 
safety. .: . . 

(6) Meters serving mixed us ... : An allotment to be determined by the 
City Engineer based upon the criteria. cooiajoed in items (i) 

: 1hrough (5) inunediately above .. 

(H)Any customer exceeding their allotment based on metered billing records. 
sbalI be billed and required to paY a penalty eStablished by the Cloverdale City Cnnnci1 
by resolution althe tim. the Stage 3 Waler Shortage Emergency is declared. Tbls penalty 
charge shall be waived for the firSt bili recelved Idler Stage 3 is hopleinented and .shall 
terminate the day the suspension period ends. . . . . 
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(l) If a connection to the City's system was not in existence or used in the 
year established for detennination of the IllBDdatol}' rationing requiremen~ tho City will 
estimate use in such year based on other historic records and/or water use by customers 
hllVing similar end uses. . 

(J) The City Manager, in coJlB1lltation with the City Engineer, may increase or 
decrease the allotment for any customer if he or abe detennines that special 
circumstances exist and that to do so would batier achieve equity in allocation of 
l!VII:ilable water or better meet health and safety concerns. 

13.05.060 Signs on Luds Supplied from Private Sources or Supplied With 
Recycled Water 

The owner or occupant of any land within the water service area of the City that is 
s.upplied with recycled wastewater or water from a source not owned or operated by the 
City (such as a well, spring or legal smface diversion) which is used 1D irrigate landscape 
which is visible 1D the geoeral public, will be requested 1D post and maintain in a 
conspicuous place thereon a sign furnished by the City giving public notice of the private 
supply. 

·13.05.070 Use of SpriDkler8 Conditional 

(A) Any customer of the City mey use sprinklers to apply water furnished by 
the City to irrigate any turf grass, gard~ lands~ed 8)'011, treea or shrubs provided ,aid 
application is properly COIJIrolled and performed in .. non-wastefu1 and efficient manaer 
coDiined to theDighttime Iiams of 7:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. of the next day. In the event 
low pressure micro-jet spray<%S are present in a drip system, irrigation by the valve(s) 
controlling same ahall also be confined to the nighttime hollIS noted above. 

(B) The aroount of water nonnally applied for landscape irrigation ahall not 
exceed 81l"10 (or such percent as specified by resolution). This· condition ahall not apply 
to residential custom .... if Stage 3 allotments are implemented. 

(G) In determining the amount of water to apply to turf grass, costomers are 
encouraged'to use the following formula: 

Applied water for turf grass (gallons) = Ares of turf grass (square feet) 
x ETo (inches for a given period of 
time-typieally 3 to 7 days) 
x ETo Adjustment Factor of 0.64 
x conversion factor of 0.62 

The ETa Adjustment Factor is based. on the assumption that overall iIIigatioD efficiency 
is 65% and thet the orop coefficient for turf gross is 0.8. Use of this' fannul. to determine 
applied water will yield the appropriate amount of water to apply while mtioning is in 
effect. 
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(D) In detenn.ining the amount of water to apply to landscaped areas 
containing a mixture of trees and shrubs, customers are encouraged to 1:18e the following 
funnula; 

Applied water fur mixed trees and shrubs (gallons) = 

Area of Landscape (square feet) 
x ETa (mches or a given period of 
time-typically 3 (0 7 days) 
x ETo Adjushnenl Factor of 0.48 
x conversion factor of 0.62 

The ETa Adjusbnent ~actor 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 aftbis fonnula 
to determine applied water will yield the appropriate amount of water to apply while 
rationing is in effect 

(E) Water applied by sprinklers shall be epplied 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 maybe withdrawn if it comes to the attention of the 
City Engineer that sucb ·use by a-given customer is wasteful or in excess of the amount 
detennined in Section 13.05.070 (B). A colDmon result of wasteful application of water 
by sprinklers is evidence Qfnmoffto a gutter. 

13.05.080 Variances 

(A)Any customer of the City may make written application for a variance. 
Applications shall be addressed 10: 

Utility Billing 
City of Cloverdale 
124 N. Cloverdale Boulevard 
Cloverdale, CA 95425 

Said application shall descn"be in detail why applicant believes a variance is justified. 
The City Manager, in consultation with the City Engineer, may grant a variance to permit 
a use of water otherwise prohibited by this Chapter, ifhe or she determines that fiIilure 10 
. do so would cause: 

(1) ao emergency condition affecting the health, sanitation, fire 
protection or safety of the applicant or publiC; or 

(2) ao unnecessary ao4 undue hardship on the applicaot or the public, 
including but not limited. to, advme economic impacts, such as 
loss of production or jobs. 
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(B) The decision of the City Manager to deny an application for variance 
under this section may be appealed to the City Council by submitting a written appeal to 
the City within fifteen (IS) ealendar 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 Council in granting said variance. The City Council may require the variance be 
recorded at applicanfs expense. 

13.05.090 Enforeement and Fees 

(A)During Stage 2 or 3, should the Finance Manager become aware of any 
violation of any provision of this Chapter, the fullowing enfbrcement procedure shall be 
undertairen: 

(1) For the fust 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) If the violation continues or is repeated, a certified letier shall be 
mailed to the customer who receives the water bill. Said letter 
shall describe the violation and request that it be comcted, cured 
and abated immediately or within such specified time as the 
Finance Manager determines is reasonable under the 
circumstances. Said letter shall stBte the consequences of non­
compliance with the request. 

(3) If the violation continues, the F'mance Manager may impcse any 
penalty established by the City Council under a Resolution 
declaring a water emergency, pursue enfurcement antion pursuant 
to Chapters 1.10 through 1.15 of the Cloverdale Municipal Code, 
or order disConnection of the service where the violation occurs. 

(B) Before reconnection of a service, the customer must stop the violation, pay 
all past due charges on the account, and pay a Violation Reconnection Fee. 

. (C)IJ; during the IItISpension petiod, a waJer service is disconnected two or 
more times beoa.use ofviolati.on of this Chapter, a flow restriction device may be installed 
by the City befure service is reconnected. Forthermore, the customer must step the 
violation, pay all past due charges on "the account and pay a Second Violation 
Reconnection Fee. If a flow restriction device is installed, the City shall remove the same 
after expiration of the suspension period. 

(D)It shall be unlawful for any customer to willfully tamper with or in any 
way lDDdiljr or atlempt.to lDDdiljr • City meter or anything within the City's meter box. 
Violation shall result in customer being charged a Meter Tampering Fee plus the cost of 
lahor and materials to remedy any damage caused to the City's eqoipmeut as a result of 
such tampering. 
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(E) Anyoqe who willfilny ta1= water fr~Il1 the City W~!'" syStem without iile 
· Ci.ty's p~sion. ot Yfhq .~y t¢:i~ with "i;JT caUses 4atri4ge,to auy'City me~ or 
.w~t~ s~ ~~a#~:'·i~~9~le !p. -th~.:Cio/ itt the ~ 'q~ ~~ ~~. ~aJ~~· ~lus 

· citJ#i"'1-Jor code viQ,¥!iori. ..... civil ~enalty;·.thr each. SubSe<jli~t .oct dqrihgthc 
suspension p¢:rio~l This ~ '$Qll be reepveI:a,ble,by civil snit in a coUrt of corp.petent 
jurisdiction. TpiS sectiondo.es·not'~t theCity's right to recover the cost of any' City . 
wa~ t;a.k:cxi v4~Q~t the ~tY s peninssiOJ;i. , 

,. 

..(F) All customer fees .required by this section sl)1III be .set by a resolution of 
the City •. 

I .. 

Section 3.' severabilitY. 

· 1f apy PrO:visiq~ of, this :u~g.~cy OIilinance~ QI the appliq!¢ioh tb.~f· to any p.c:;rson or 
~P!*.p~pjp% is h~ iny~d, ·the r~airideT of tl;rls Urgep.cy Prditlanc'c • .in,clu-aing the 
appU~ti.Qri. of surib.. 'p&z-t' dr PJ=ovisiori: to other PE;1IonS or ciicul:iistaitces shall not be 

_. - -':1' ,., ". - '. . , • .,' ",- . . ., . 

affected,therebyarid Sh81l continue in :full force and eff~t. To this end.;provisions of this 
uig:fui:YOrdinanee Elreseyet!lbk The City cO.mc;irhereby aeclEireS tbei Wwonld bave 
pas$~ ~~. ~eriti~· ~q~Ctiqn, Subdi.visiqn, parBgraph;; ~tep.f.e~ <;lans.e OF phraSe beti:of 
~eCtive of the-' facf that anyone --or more' sections. subsectiOns; sUbdiVisions, 

· p;i;!gj;!.pbs, seni;iDcei(;' cl~ili.es or. pim..'es be held /)lilcO~tiiii6Da1, inV!ilidor 
un~~le. .. 

.. , 
I 

Seetion4 . . . '.' 
Ei'reciive.ltnniediliti>ly .. 

":,': ... '.- ..... . 

· Th~ city ¢oimci1 of the City of Cloverdale adopts ibis Ordinance as .,; Urgeocy 
~qe ~',~~ce With Califurnia Govemment Code section '36937 bas¢ on the 
followiog "fini!ingsof fact: .. 

· :. '. :'. (!A.}T!ili; ·.Urgcincy Oni.utEUice is necessary· ,for the ~ediate preserVation ~f.; 
.•... ",' '·:1 : .. - •. '. • . '. . • '. 

th~ pp1i)ic)l~ bOalth, .ad. slifety due to the -.nt water ,shortage <;<!lOrgency 
· COi1<liti?D exis\ID$wifu;n tho !el:ljloI)' cfthe Cjty and !ill wl!ler servic" ~ served by the 

Citiolitsid.its .. @itorY.: ...... .. . 
.'. ;.; i 

(Ii) The miljruizy demBiIds";d requirements of the water' consumers in the 
CityWll!!:,scmCe area'!'8Dilot be inet aDd 'satisfied by the w.ter suPPlies DOW evailable to 
thiS City withoUt depleting the water gnppiy iothe eiteiii that there would be insnfficieni 
water for huoi~ Co~P.ti.on, sanifatiOIi and'fire Pro~'ectio~ 

(C) Calendar y= 2013 was !b. driest on· record for the RusSian River" 
watershed.' . . 

". . (D)The.City'swoier··supply!s,froin a'well field alongtheRDs~anRiver. 'The . 
pioductio.niCapiicity of the City's wIllI field is influenced by the ElrQount of IIIl!lUlI! raioflllI ' 
in the Russian River .:waiCrshed.- and subseqnep.tly tb!= flow ~ctepstics ofth,e river; and . 

. ' .. . Page13-of14 .. 

Letter G-22

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.86
cont.



. --.-." ... 
......... _ ................ - . 

(E) From ,the period begiiniing ,December 7,,2013 and endingJJIIluary 14, 
20.14, the flow ill the RlU!sian River. as measured by the Unite~ S.tates Geological SUrvey 
rivet station near Cloverdale,· dropped from 127 cubic feet per second to 43.cubic feet per 
second. '. 

(F) At river !lows below 100 cubic feet per second, the City's water supply, 
wells do ·not have sufficient capacity to supply corrent average. day smnmertime 
deroands. ' 

(G) If the Russian river flows stay at or near 40 Cubic feet per second from the 
present and thr01;aghout ~e ~f!I' mo.n1fu;l, and there is no reduction in water ~einl!l1ds, 
the City is projected to have 'a: stmage deficit (supplies not sufficient to refill 'water 
storage tanks aD ads!ly b~) as, ~ly as Aptjll, 2014, with Coinplete depletion of the 
storage tanks within a week or iwo (ij'cifbecoriling deficien~ aod " 

(H)The water sIiortage eciergeocy and dro~ght Conditions have r~ted in ,the 
City Council h"vhig ui'eonSidehi Reicilutioiiat its Jai(uary 22,02014 Council me<iting to 
declare a Stage) Wate(ShOtt~ge EmergenCy condition exists within the te:r.citoiy.oftbe . 

. City Spd all water sefvjee '!lf~"SeIVed,.by the City 'outside its territory .. This Urgency 
Ordinance is needed I to "be in piace Prior. to that Resolution, in order to provide"'the 
regwations and gtIida;nce of what ~ide:ttts need to do to help' the City .continue.to .supply 
thewater ~eeded 'fot human ~ptio~ sanitation and -fire·Protection. , .. ". 

This Urgency Ordinance. is necessary for the immediate pres~ation oftbe public peace, 
health and safety and, pursuant to Government Code Section 36937(b), shall take'met 
immediately upon afoUr-fifths (4/5) vote oftlie City Council. The City Clerl< of the City 
of CloverdBle shall eapse !)lis Urgeocy Ordinaoce tq be published iIi a newspBpOI of 
'genenol circulation in accordance with GOveromOnt Code Section 36933 of the State of canfornia. ' ' , 

" I hereby certify !bat the ,iiliOgoing is " true end coinplete copy of. an ordinsnce 
duly and reguIarly adopted by the City at' a regular meetiog thereefheld on 
J~ 22, 2014, jiythe fi1l1owiDg Yote; , ' , 

PAliSED, APPRQVED AND ADOPTED thIs 22nd day 'of January 2014 by the 
following roll call vote: (5 ayes. 0 noes) 

AD:S: Mayor Russell. Vice Mayor Cox, Councilmember ,Brigham, CounciImember 
MaaCks, Councilmember Palla. ., 
NOES: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

ATTEsT: 

'·~~C" 
, Roberto l!arto' Jr.; Deputy City Clerk ' Carol Russell, Mayor' 

2225284,1 , 

Page14of14 

Letter G-22

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-22.86
cont.



Letter G-23

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
G-23.1



Letter I-1

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
I-1.1

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
I-1.2



Letter I-1

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
I-1.2
cont.



Letter I-2

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
I-2.1

lsb
Text Box



Letter I-3

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
I-3.1



Letter I-4

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
I-4.1



Letter I-5

LYNN COCHRAN CARUSO 
204 Albany Street, Cloverdale, CA 95425, (707) 894-2012 n8Al 

FEIS Comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno Indians' F ee-to-Trust Reg Dir-:::---:-..Jry.;;.:;:· 'f-:i>i,.. ... "--
Ms. Amy Dutschke, Regional Director nep RD TrUSI __ -.L/'.....:>.._: 
Bureau of Indian Affairs nep RD IS_",,....,..,.,.,,._ 

Route . R!lJ:\:\ 
2800 Cottage Way Response Required ' 
Sacramento, CA 95825 Due Date_-:-__ _ 

Memo __ Ur 
Fax ---May 28, 2014 

Dear Director Dutschke, 
I recently had the opportunity to read over the final environmental impact 

statement for the Cloverdale Rancheria of Porno 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, I 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. 

I strongly disagree with Impact 4.3 1-5 that says that the effects in groundwater 
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 w~ter 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 1122/14, that a well his company has 
used since he was a child and used to give a million gallons per year has gone dry. 
Alternative A's need for74.6 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. 

Other potentially significant environmental consequences for land, (soil hazards 
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. 

Today's Press Democrat cover story states, "The business arm of the Dry Creek 
Rancheria Band of Porno Indians notified investors Wednesday that it will default"Qn 
millions of dollars in bonds used to build River Rock Casino near Geyservi~" ~ ::r 
I know this is outside the FEIS, but this is significant for the Cloverdale Raiicheria.of r' 
Porno Indians' future plans. River Rock has additionally laid offhundred~.~he <ii.ton;~ 
Casino has changed the equation in our area. ':fJ ::x=; ~ ::.~ 

. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Alternatives A-D p~probJ&ma~.Q::: 
environmental concerns, and should not be allowed to go forward. c) =1: '._-

Sincerely, ~ ':':-' :::? 
~ ~ c J ~ C, C:':.Ut4; " .. 

Lynn C. Caruso 

, '1"'''''' eC<. ... U!cQ; bel) (0 b...1. fief-
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Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Mary L. Brugo 
~ 316 Rolling Hill Court 

R~g Di~ ... ,.., . :.£ Cloverdale, CA 95425 
Ocr RI: :." ,/ ~ Ma 29 2014 
Dc!, RL, "'._.' . Y , 
ROll[c __ ~ , 

Resro!l~,,: R'.'~;u;rcd __ ~ 
Dlie [),,:-:_. 
Memo _." . ___ u· __ ---"-
Fax ____ , 

SUBJECT: "FEIS comments, Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians' Fee-to-Trost" 

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 Rancheria FEIS dated 2014 that relate 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 2020" to address 
the immediate issues of climate change. Foremost among resource issues for the action plan are 
water and our carbon footprint. ~, 

" C.::;J. __ ~ 

::;Q -:::: .-' 
. ..- --- r,-

The concept of a Cloverdale casmo, and the research related to Its development -was co~ctefl . 
mainly over the period 2000-2008 when the reality of climate change was no~-I)~ :>" h' 
acknowledged. In 2014 climate change can no longer be considered "specuhi~¥~ienllk. < 

Of"T~ ~ ~2: 
:--Tl (, --: v \..._~,' 

• Carbon Footprint 5) ~, 'J. 
...-t:> •• : 

One of the principal criteria of "Climate Action 2020" is to reduce the local carbOn foo@nt. ' 
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 
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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 caIbon 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 of25 percent were imposed upon Cloverdale during winter 2014. Even without a 
casino water availability is already a major concern for Cloverdale. 

Droughts are cyclica~ with durations lasting a few years to decades. A Sonoma County Water 
Coalition is currently reviewing potential groundwater over-drafts, subsidence and depletion 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 Cloverdale 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 regulations, 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, after opening of the Graton 
casino, River Rock casino information states "revenues declined by more than 30 percenf'. 
("JUver Rock Falls Short" Santa Rosa Press Democrat May 2, 2014). And today's, front page 
Press Democrat article states: "River Rock to default on bonds" (M"ay 29, 2014). 

The recognized practice of casino 'cannibalization" appears to be working well, and bodes 
poorly for the prospect ofa Cloverdale casino. Cloverdale was planning to cannibalize about 
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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 environmental 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, related 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 DBIS 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 http://www.doi.gov/biallabor.htmL These 
reports are updated more frequently than the US. 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 
"Porno" Tribes was 7,874. Twenty-two (22) tribes are listed under the Porno 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 DBIS 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 PopuIation by Tnbe for the United States: 
Census 2010 CPH-T-6 and Census 2000 PHC-T-18). 
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Conclusion 

The Fee-to-Trust proposal does not merit approval, and should be rejected. The 2014 PElS 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 supplies. Climate change is becoming a recognized fact, with new goals to 
reduce carbon emissions. None of these changes support the development of a Cloverdale 
casmo. 

A casino is not the "highest and best use" of the proposed 65-acre Fee-to-Trust project. The site 
is within the Cloverdale sphere of influence. It is 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. 
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 andlor 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 ofPomo Indians "Fee-to-Trust" proposal should 
be denied. 
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May31,2014 

Linda Lawrence and Shelby Kennedy 
659 S. Cloverdale Blvd. 
Cloverdale, CA 95425 

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

2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

RegDir h/ 
Dep RD Trust..,; ... ~ ___ _ 
Dep RD JS'7\"';1'!":r.:-!'"-_ 
Route neRlEmJ 
Response Required __ _ 
Due DaN' __________ _ 
M~o Lu ____ __ 
Fwc: _____ _ 

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 cfs. 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. Califomia 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 follow local rules 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. I would not hesitate to say nor to the endangered 
fish populations. ~ 

Cordially, 
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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, 

I am Jefferey Alan Wilson Sr. active tribal member of Cloverdale Rancheria and former Executive 
Chief of the tribe. 

I 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 

I am the 1st 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. 
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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. I 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. 

(g). 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 I 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 I went: 
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(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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• • Clesponse R"quir '-';/7-----
.Julie H. DIUey and Thomas S. Fo~~ Date v '" , 

26011 River Road Memo Ur 
Cloverdale, CA95425 rale ---- .. Jth3r ----

June2,2014 ----------------
Amy Dutschke 

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 casino project for the following reasons. 

via fax 916-978-6099 ' 

• Water- the lack of it and the impact on the surrounding lands; Cloverdale is once again 
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. 

• Noise pollution for the local community 
• Air pollution because smoking is allowed on and in the premises. 

• No Pul>lic transportation to and from the proposed casino. 

• An increased carbon footprint due to a huge increase in traffic 

• 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_ 

We understand the purpose and need of the Rancheria to increase their financial resources, and 
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. 

Julie 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 

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project 1 ESA / 207737 
Response to Comments on the Final EIS November 2014 

Comment 
Letter 

Comm
ent 

Numb
er 

Comment 
Issue Area 

Changes 
Recomme

nded to 
ROD 

Response 

G-1 EPA G-1.1 Water 
Resources 

  EIS Mitigation Measure 5.3-2a requires the Tribe to quantify the impact of flooding 
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 
Resources 

  The proposed project facilities would be closed during hazard or hazardous events. The 
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 
Resources 

YES The EPA suggestion that development be conditioned on submittal of an application to 
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 
Resources 

  Analyzing the effectiveness of onsite reclaimed water dispersal and the potential effects 
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 
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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 
Resources 

YES Constructing a lined pond that would extend below the depth of the shallow groundwater 
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, “[i]n accordance with FEMA floodplain hydraulic modeling 
requirements, the Tribe shall develop a hydraulic model to quantify the impact of 
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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   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.  

          
G-2 Caltrans G-2.1 General YES It is noted that the Caltrans' Conceptual Approval Report (CAR) process has been 
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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 year 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 
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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 
Clearinghouse/
Caltrans 

G-3.1 General   Comment noted. No environmental issues were raised in this comment. 

G-3 
Clearinghouse/
Caltrans 

G-3.2 Traffic   This letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter G-2. See responses above. 

          
G-4 through G-
19 

 General   Comments noted. Letters G-4 through G-19 are in support of the project and do not 
include environmental concerns. 

          
G-20 City of 
Cloverdale 

G-20.1 General   Comment noted. The City comment letter dated October 19, 2010 (comments on the 
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. 
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G-20 City of 
Cloverdale 

G-20.2 Project 
Description 

  The Tribal offices would be removed from the project. The Tribe currently has offices in 
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 
Cloverdale 

G-20.3 Public 
Services 

  While the rainfall amounts during the 2013 – 2014 water-year were considerably below 
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. 
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G-20 City of 
Cloverdale 

G-20.4 Public 
Services 

  See Response to Comment G-20.3, above regarding the public wastewater option. 

G-20 City of 
Cloverdale 

G-20.5 Socioecon
omics 

  Impact on affordable housing was addressed in Final EIS Response to Comments G-
10.33 and G-10.34. 

G-20 City of 
Cloverdale 

G-20.6 Socioecon
omics 

  The comment does not explain how slowed growth (something common throughout 
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 
Cloverdale 

G-20.7 Socioecon
omics 

  The Tribe has considered lower intensity alternatives such as Alternatives B, C and D 
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 
Cloverdale 

G-20.8 Socioecon
omics 

  The impact on local business, sales tax revenue and transient occupancy tax revenue is 
discussed in Section 4.7.See also Final EIS Response to Comment G-10.35. 

          
G-21 
Cloverdale 
Health Care 
District 

G-21.1 Public 
Services 

YES Based on the comment's suggestions, the following language has been added to EIS 
Mitigation Measure 5.10-5 "Prior to operation, the Tribe shall enter into a service 
agreement with the Cloverdale Healthcare District for provision of ambulance services to 
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 staffing and vehicle replacement." 

          
G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-22.1 General   Comments noted. See responses to specific comments below. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-22.2 Alternative
s 

  The comment misinterprets the requirement for agencies to evaluate a reasonable 
range of alternatives in 40 CFR § 1502.14 to mean that the agency must analyze an 
alternative which reduces all significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. The EIS 
has evaluated reduced intensity alternatives which reduce impacts in comparison to the 
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 Illingworth and Rodkin letter was responded to in the Final EIS (Appendix 
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Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

Quality/Noi
se 

S). The additional comments from Illingworth and Rodkin are addressed below. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-22.4 Air Quality/ 
Greenhous
e Gas 
Emissions 

  Unlike the Lytton Residential Project, the proposed project is not located in the 
BAAQMD. Additionally, the proposed project is not required to comply with CEQA 
thresholds. As indicated on pages 4.4-6 and 4.4-7 of the Final EIS, three criteria are 
used to determine the significance of GHG emissions from the project, one of which is 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-22.5 Air Quality/ 
Greenhous
e Gas 
Emissions 

  Contrary to the commenter’s assertion that Responses G-9.7 and G-9.9 only state that 
the “URBEMIS program does not supply input files”, the responses answer all questions 
asked by stating that detailed output files (included in Appendix C) contain information 
as to what assumptions were incorporated into the program, that operational emissions 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-22.6 Air Quality/ 
Greenhous
e Gas 
Emissions 

  The CALINE4 outputs (a CO model approved by the EPA, FHWA, and Caltrans) are 
included in Appendix C (Air Quality Data). The traffic data used is included in Appendix 
G (Transportation Backup Documentation). 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-22.7 Air Quality/ 
Greenhous
e Gas 
Emissions 

  Comment G-9.8 is referring to time in a relative manner. Therefore, two years of 
construction when compared to the lifetime of the project is considered ‘short term’. 

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 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

Greenhous
e Gas 
Emissions 

Francisco Bay Area is designated as a maintenance area, the project is not located in 
the BAAQMD. Although CO conformity is not needed for the project, the EIS did look at 
the impact of CO on a localized basis. As stated in Impact 4.4.1-3, the segment of US 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-22.9 Air Quality/ 
Greenhous
e Gas 
Emissions 

  The CALINE4 dispersion model was used, which is approved by the EPA, FHWA, and 
Caltrans to determine CO emissions. As stated in Impact 4.4.1-3 the model uses a 
segment of US 101 between Asti Road and the junction of Route 128 East. Table 4.4-5 
states that the concentrations relate to receptor locations at approximately 200 feet from 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.10 

Air Quality/ 
Greenhous
e Gas 
Emissions 

  The only significant air quality impact from construction was determined to be fugitive 
dust. EIS Mitigation Measure 5.4-1 included standard fugitive dust construction 
measures for emissions. For consistency with local projects, mitigation adopts the 
measures from the NSCAPCD Rule 430 for fugitive dust emissions. The NSCAPCD 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.11 

Air Quality/ 
Greenhous
e Gas 
Emissions 

  Feasible mitigation measures have been recommended to lessen these impacts. As 
indicated in the Final EIS Response to Comment G-9.12, “many of the mitigation 
measures specified in the Graton analysis are also already incorporated into the EIS as 
well.” 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 

G-
22.12 

Air Quality/ 
Greenhous
e Gas 

  See Response to Comment G-22.11, above. 



 

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project 10 ESA / 207737 
Response to Comments on the Final EIS November 2014 

Comment 
Letter 

Comm
ent 

Numb
er 

Comment 
Issue Area 

Changes 
Recomme

nded to 
ROD 

Response 

County Water 
Agency 

Emissions 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.13 

Air Quality/ 
Greenhous
e Gas 
Emissions 

  The Final EIS analysis adequately addresses impacts from toxic air contaminants and 
determined a full Health Risk Assessment was not warranted. The Air Resources Board 
Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (2005) provides guidance on siting new sensitive 
land uses (residences, schools, etc) from pollutant sources. The project does not fit 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.14 

Air Quality/ 
Greenhous
e Gas 
Emissions 

  Adequate mitigation has been adopted. It is not possible to accurately analyze potential 
reductions from these types of measures that are included (e.g. reduction of excessive 
idling) as it would require speculation of the actions of third parties (bus and truck 
drivers) outside of the Tribe’s control if these measures were not in place. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.15 

Air Quality/ 
Odor 

  As the Final EIS states, the nearest sensitive receptor to the wastewater treatment plant 
would be located approximately 900 feet across State Highway 101. It would be unlikely 
that odor impacts would affect sensitive receptors at this distance. However, if 
confirmed complaints are received, EIS Mitigation Measure 5.4-7 would be implemented 
to ensure odors would be controlled appropriately through an Odor Management Plan. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.16 

Traffic   Response to Comment G.9-19 in the Final EIS addresses a roundabout as an 
alternative to signalization at the primary project driveway on Asti Road, citing expected 
LOS C conditions with a roundabout (i.e., the same LOS as with signalization), and 
acknowledges that traffic signals potentially would incur more maintenance costs than a 
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 
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would apply to a roundabout.  
G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.17 

Traffic   The County's comment is noted. Due to the location of the project which is adjacent to 
the City limits on the north and south and within the City's Sphere of Influence, Urban 
Growth and Urban Service Area the City standards were considered appropriate and 
used for all intersections. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.18 

Traffic   As analyzed the project would not result in significant impacts to bicycle traffic therefore 
bicycle recommendations were included but are not required as mitigation.  

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.19 

Traffic   While construction traffic impacts are still anticipated to be temporary and less than 
significant, the Tribe would be required to obtain a County encroachment permit (for 
work in the County right-of-way) as a project approval which is a permit/approval listed 
in Table 2-6 of the Final EIS. As stated by the County, “[t]he 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 least their pre-existing 
condition.”  

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.20 

Traffic YES While construction traffic impacts are still anticipated to be temporary and less than 
significant, the County's example of a traffic control measure is reasonable and would 
allow for coordination with the local jurisdictions and Caltrans. The following mitigation 
will be added to the Record of Decision "Measure 5.8-11: At least 30 days prior to 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 

G-
22.21 

Traffic YES The timing of roadway improvements would be subject to future agreements with the 
City, County and/or Caltrans. The Tribe cannot compel these governmental agencies to 
complete roadway improvements in their jurisdiction; however, the Tribe can provide 
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County Water 
Agency 

funding for the projects prior to contributing to operational impacts so that the funds may 
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: 

• Mitigation Measure 5.8-1 for Alternatives A and B 
• Mitigation Measure 5.8-2 for All Alternatives 
• Mitigation Measure 5.8-3 for Alternatives A, B and C 
• Mitigation Measure 5.8-4 for All Alternatives 
• Mitigation Measure 5.8-5 for All Alternatives 
• Mitigation Measure 5.8-6 for Alternative D. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.22 

Socioecon
omics 

  The Gambling in the Golden State report was previously reviewed, however it is not the 
only authority on the issue. The larger body of evidence is divided on the impacts on 
crime and varies by a number of factors for each community. The EIS acknowledges 
that similar to other commercial destinations with similar numbers of patrons, there 
would be an increased demand for law enforcement services. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.23 

Public 
Services 

  There is no evidence to suggest that the project would require an officer solely 
dedicated to the project 24 hours a day or 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. 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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 

G-
22.24 

Public 
Services 

  As discussed in Section 4.7 and 4.10, research has been done on whether or not 
casinos increase crime in the general community over time. The results of these studies 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.25 

Public 
Services 

  The calculation of impacts to fire and emergency services is not a simple quantitative 
method and demand for services alone does not constitute an environmental impact. 
Structure fires for example are rare and most calls would be for emergency medical 
services. The demands would require agreements with the applicable fire and 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.26 

Public 
Services 

  It is noted that the County Fire Chief would likely provide plan check services. This 
would be confirmed by the anticipated Tribal-State Compact. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.27 

Public 
Services 

  The amount of supply was determined in the Water Supply Report prepared for the 
project (Appendix I). As stated in Section 2 of the Final EIS, the Tribe would adopt the 
development standards of the California Fire Code which would include fire-resistant 
construction and sprinkler systems. Full engineering drawings have not been developed 
and thus the water storage may be refined however the preliminary calculation is 
adequate for environmental impact assessment purposes.  

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.28 

Project 
Description 

  Section 2 provides the height, square footage, project footprint and additional details for 
the project which were sufficient for environmental analysis. The comment does not 
specify how the data provided was insufficient for determining environmental impacts. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.29 

Public 
Services 

YES  Emergency medical mitigation (EIS Mitigation Measures 5.10-5 and 5.10-6) has been 
revised based on these comments and comments from the Cloverdale Health Care 
District. Mitigation provides additional details regarding a service agreement and adds 
the requirement for on-site emergency medical services and automatic external 
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 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

22.30 omics above and beyond what is required by NEPA to address the physical impacts on the 
human environment. Mitigation provides for a payment to the County which may be 
used for existing or new prevention services or other problem gambling services at the 
County's discretion. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.31 

Socioecon
omics/ 
Public 
Services 

  The Tribe remains open to working with the County on coordination and monitoring for 
law enforcement issues outside of the EIS process. The EIS has analyzed impacts to 
law enforcement services and social costs of gambling beyond what is required by 
NEPA to address the physical impacts on the human environment. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.32 

Public 
Services 

  The commenter misstates the Final EIS Response to Comment 9.60 which also 
references Final EIS Response to Comment 9.61. Response to Comment 9.61 
addresses measures to prevent underage drinking. See Final EIS Response to 
Comment G-22.24 regarding impacts to additional law enforcement services. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.33 

Public 
Services 

  The impacts to law enforcement are inclusive of these issues. Additionally, the project 
description includes: that casino patrons would be required to be 21 years of age or 
older in areas where alcohol is served and a “Responsible Alcoholic Beverage Policy” 
would be adopted to include provisions related to I.D. verification and refusal of service 
to individuals who are visibly intoxicated. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.34 

Air Quality YES  EIS Mitigation Measure 5.4.9 includes ventilation systems and smoke-free zones to 
reduce impacts. Mitigation includes signage identifying smoking areas prior to entrance 
to these areas and associated deleterious health effects in prominent locations of the 
facility. Additional measures have been added to inform employees of the potential for 
exposure to indoor smoking. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.35 

Project 
Description 

YES It is anticipated that food and beverage safety standards would be addressed within a 
Tribal-State Compact. In order to provide assurance of the Tribal adoption of State or 
Federal standards a new mitigation measure has been added which requires that the 
Tribe adopt food and beverage handling standards and allow inspection of food and 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.36 

Public 
Services 

  The mitigation is adequate and addresses staff training and response for a variety of 
emergencies. The cited court case pertains to a nuclear facility which has special 
emergency considerations and is not applicable. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.37 

Public 
Services 

  The project would include security which would patrol parking areas. Similar to other 
commercial development, the project is not anticipated to create a significant demand 
on animal control services or require the need for new or expanded animal control 
service facilities. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.38 

Public 
Services/W
ater 
Resources 

  See Response to Comment G-20.3 regarding drought conditions and the City water 
supply. 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. 
The private option 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. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.39 

Water 
Resources 

  The summer months’ condition for this area is accurately described. While there are no 
doubt areas of the riparian zone of the Russian River that are “losing stream” conditions, 
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 
(NAVD88). 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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.40 

General   The County suggestion for rainwater harvesting is noted. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.41 

Water 
Resources 

  The groundwater analysis conducted by Hydrometrics WRI in 2009 to support the Draft 
EIS and its 2011 supplemental groundwater analysis suggest that the groundwater flow 
direction is perpendicular to the Russian River and thus the groundwater supply well 
would not be within the contaminate plume of the City of Cloverdale waste water pond. 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.42 

Water 
Resources 

  Review of groundwater quality testing completed by Weiss Associates as part of the 
original Sirrah Property Phase II 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 II 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 
II 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 II 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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 

G-
22.43 

Water 
Resources 

  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 
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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 II 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 
Sonoma and 

G-
22.44 

Water 
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 



 

Cloverdale Rancheria Fee-to-Trust and Resort Casino Project 19 ESA / 207737 
Response to Comments on the Final EIS November 2014 

Comment 
Letter 

Comm
ent 

Numb
er 

Comment 
Issue Area 

Changes 
Recomme

nded to 
ROD 

Response 

Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

recycled water. It should be noted that the water applied through the proposed spray 
field would be tertiary treated effluent and would not contribute to elevating contaminate 
levels in the groundwater above Federal standards. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.45 

General   The project description provides sufficient detail of the wastewater treatment plant to 
complete the environmental impact analysis. A constant flow membrane bioreactor 
(MBR) is a general term for a treatment system that combines a membrane process like 
micro- or ultra-filtration with a suspended growth bioreactor. In combination, the two 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.46 

Water 
Resources 

  The Final EIS evaluates the impacts of spray field application, percolation of tertiary 
treated effluent, and potential water quality impacts to the Russian River in Section 4.3, 
Water Resources. For clarification, it should be noted that during the preparation of the 
Draft EIS, the applicant proposed use of a 4-acre spray field was evaluated and found to 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.47 

Water 
Resources 

  The SQMP provides sufficient analysis to determine the stormwater flow volumes for the 
various alternatives and verifies that proposed storage is adequate. The design 
parameters can be considered preliminary while providing adequate detail to determine 
whether or not stormwater would result in adverse impacts. Additional details of the 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.48 

Water 
Resources 

  With the area and crop cover, the soil would hold a large fraction of the applied 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, EIS Mitigation Measure 5.3-3 prescribes control measures that address 
ponding and runoff. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.49 

Water 
Resources 

  The quality of the City’s effluent meets RWQCB effluent standards set in the Waste 
Discharge Requirements (ORDER NO. R1-2012-0048/ NPDES NO. CA0022977/ WDID 
NO. 1B84032OSON) for the City’s Wastewater Treatment Facility (Available online at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/board_decisions/adopted_orders/pdf/2012/12
_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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.50 

Water 
Resources 

  See Final EIS Response to Comment G-4.3. As discussed in Section 4.3, the increase 
in flood height due to the project was estimated for the purposes of determining the 
magnitude of change for this analysis under NEPA. Development on the floodplain 
would not be permitted to begin until the Tribe has demonstrated to FEMA that the 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.51 

Land  Use   Inconsistency with existing zoning does not in and of itself constitute a significant 
environmental impact. The EIS has analyzed the effects of the development on 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.52 

Land Use   The County's comment and reference to Government Code 51282 regarding the 
Williamson Act is noted. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.53 

Visual 
Resources 

  The use of local assessment guidelines is not required by NEPA nor would it change the 
significance of the impacts. Visual impacts to existing views were determined to be 
potentially significant thus the commenter's statement that "the FEIS simply asserts that 
no project alternative would result in a significant visual change" is incorrect.  

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.54 

Visual 
Resources 

  Signage and lighting are not finalized; however they must adhere to the restrictions 
outlined in EIS Mitigation Measures 5.13-1 through 4. Mitigation also addresses 
shielding and intensity for nighttime lighting.  

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.55 

Noise   Comment noted. Specific response to Illingworth and Rodkin are provided below. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.56 

Noise   The noise analysis considers the location of sensitive receptors and the compatibility 
with surrounding uses. The analysis is not required to take noise measurements at each 
sensitive receptor but to characterize the noise environment (including sensitive 
receptors) Figure 3.11-2 shows that measurements were taken near the identified 
sensitive receptors, where noise levels are similar. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.57 

Noise   Construction noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors are evaluated in Section 
4.11 for each alternative and compared to existing noise levels as well as City of 
Cloverdale exterior noise standards. Furthermore, mitigation measures such as EIS 
Mitigation Measure 5.11.1a are included to reduce construction noise levels at sensitive 
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 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

22.58 California for projecting simple noise levels from increased traffic on roadways. The 
Notice of Intent for the project was submitted to the Federal Registry on July 7th 2008, 
before the updated TNM model was adopted. See Final EIS response to comment G-
9.95. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.59 

Noise   The EIS uses the City standards which are from the California General Plan Guidelines 
(Appendix A Noise Element Guidelines) which are widely used throughout the State. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
2
2
.
6
0 

Noise   The nearest project traffic to any residences would be on Asti Road, which is adjacent to 
Highway101. The nighttime traffic noise from Highway 101 would still be the dominant 
nighttime noise source in the area because of the higher speeds and volumes on 
Highway 101 than on Asti Road. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.61 

Noise   The project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is not considerable. The standards 
are shown in Table 4.11-1. The standards depend on the noise level before addition of 
the project. The noise level without the project along Asti Road, north of Santana Drive 
is less than 60 dB – for areas less than 60 dB the project would contribute considerably 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.62 

Noise   Section 4.11 discusses the distance of the nearest residences from the roads where it is 
applicable to the analysis. For example under Impact 4.11-2 it is discussed that the 
nearest residence in the vicinity along Asti Road north of Santana Drive, is 
approximately 310 feet from Asti Road. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.63 

Noise YES Mitigation limits construction activities from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday. 
Work could not occur prior to this time. This includes delivery of equipment and cleaning 
of machinery. Mitigation also includes use of noise control techniques and locating 
stationary sources away from sensitive receptors and where feasible enclosed in 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.64 

Socioecon
omics 

  The market study includes the proposal for a permanent structure for Dry Creek 
Rancheria. Plans for a hotel and other expansions have been put on hold.  

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.65 

General   Comment noted. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.66 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  Tables 3.4-1, 3.4-2, and 3.4-4 were revised for the Final EIS. The Notice of Intent for the 
project was submitted to the Federal Registry on July 7th 2008, before the updated 
BAAQMD thresholds were adopted. Full references had been added to Table 4.4-2 of 
the Final EIS for each air district's identified thresholds. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.67 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  Construction emissions were modeled using URBEMIS 2007. The output files were 
included in Appendix C. As noted, the URBEMIS program does not supply input files, 
however, detailed output files included information as to what assumptions were 
incorporated into the program. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.68 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  See response to Comment G-22.13 above.  

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 

G-
22.69 

Air 
Quality/Noi

  The CO Protocol referenced by the commenter was designed for use with transportation 
projects. The proposed project is not considered a transportation project and utilizes a 
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Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

se methodology, which satisfies the requirements of NEPA and the Clean Air Act. The EIS 
methodology included using the CALINE 4 dispersion model to quantify CO 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.70 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  Climate change is a cumulative global phenomenon and is not possible to attribute to a 
single project. The EIS analysis adequately addresses the incremental contribution to 
global impacts. The use of the 25,000 metric-ton per year CO2e threshold is not 
arbitrary as suggested by the commenter but is supported by federal agencies and the 
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 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.71 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  The commenter is correct that the Final EIS Response to Comments should state that 
operational impacts from toxic air contaminants were considered potentially significant 
in the Final EIS (no change is needed to the text of the Final EIS). Regarding mitigation 
reduction of toxic air contaminants see response to Comment G-22.14.  

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.72 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  Response to Comments G-9.132 to G-9.135 in the Final EIS address the previous 
comments and no additional information is provided in this comment. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 

G-
22.73 

Air 
Quality/Noi

  See response to Comment G-22.15 above. 
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Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

se 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.74 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  See response to Comment G-10.29 in the Final EIS. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.75 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  Comment is speculative and is noted. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.76 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  Comment noted. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.77 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  Contrary to the commenter's assertion, Tables 4.11-4 and 4.11-5 show the project-
specific traffic noise level increases along modeled roadways.  

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.78 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  Comment noted. Mechanical equipment noise would be reduced through EIS Mitigation 
Measure 5.11.2 to levels existing without the project.  

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.79 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  Comment regarding background noise is speculative and is noted. See also response to 
Comment-22.78 above. 
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G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.80 

Air Quality     The attachment regarding the Mendocino County Air Quality Management District 
Indirect Source Rule is noted. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.81 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  The Illingworth and Rodkin letter dated October 19, 2010 is specifically responded to in 
Appendix S of the Final EIS, Response to Comments. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.82 

General   The attachment of the NIGC Record of Decision for the Graton project is noted. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.83 

Air 
Quality/Noi
se 

  The attachment of the CEQ Memo regarding Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of 
the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions is noted. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.84 

Visual 
Resources 

  The attachment of the County Visual Assessment Guidelines is noted. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 
County Water 
Agency 

G-
22.85 

Public 
Services 

  The attachment of City Resolution No. 010-2014 is noted. 

G-22 County of 
Sonoma and 
Sonoma 

G-
22.86 

Public 
Services 

  The attachment of City Urgency Ordinance No. 691-2014 is noted. 
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County Water 
Agency 
          
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. 

          
I-1 Dobie 
Edmunds 

I-1.1 Socioecon
omics 

  Given the inherent uncertainties associated with any such development (e.g. whether 
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 
Edmunds 

I-1.2 Public 
Services/W
ater 
Resources 

  Regarding drought see Response to Comment G-20.3. The anticipated water demand is 
included as Section 2 of 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 impact the hydrology of the river or aquatic habitat. 

          
I-2 Clark Mason I-2.1 Socioecon

omics 
  Regarding the market study and the opening of the Graton Casino see Response to 

Comment I-1.1. 
          
I-3 Robert 
Haugsten 

I-3.1 Public 
Services/W
ater 

  Comment noted. Regarding effects to City water supply due to drought see Response to 
Comment G-20.3.  
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I-4 Janet & 
Stan Halverson 

I-4.1 General   Comment noted. Traffic, crime/law enforcement, employment, land use and water use 
are all issues addressed in the EIS. 

          
I-5 Lynn Caruso I-5.1 General   Impacts related to drainage, floodplain and treated effluent sprayfields are addressed in 

the EIS. 
I-5 Lynn Caruso I-5.2 Public 

Services/W
ater 
Resources 

  Regarding drought see Response to Comment G-20.3.  

I-5 Lynn Caruso I-5.3 General   Impacts related to land resources, biological resources, air quality effects and 
greenhouse gas/climate change are all addressed in the EIS. 

I-5 Lynn Caruso I-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 I-5.5 General   Comment noted. Environmental issues have been addressed in the EIS. 
          
I-6 Mary Brugo I-6.1 Socioecon

omics 
  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 I-6.2 Public 
Services/W
ater 
Resources 

  Regarding drought see Response to Comment G-20.3.  

I-6 Mary Brugo I-6.3 General   Climate change is addressed in the EIS. 
I-6 Mary Brugo I-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. 

I-6 Mary Brugo I-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 
Change 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-8 (Energy Efficiency Measures), and Mitigation Measure 5.4-10 
(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. 

I-6 Mary Brugo I-6.6 Public 
Services/W
ater 
Resources 

  Regarding drought see Response to Comment G-20.3.  

I-6 Mary Brugo I-6.7 Socioecon
omics 

  Regarding the market study and the opening of the Graton Casino see Response to 
Comment I-1.1. 

I-6 Mary Brugo I-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 I-6.9 General   This comment does not address environmental issues. 
I-6 Mary Brugo I-6.10 General   This comment provides a summary of issues. See responses to specific comments 

above. 
I-6 Mary Brugo I-6.11 Alternative

s 
  The document has also evaluated non-gaming alternatives, air quality impacts, water 

demand, and wastewater and solid waste management needs. 
I-6 Mary Brugo I-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. 

          
I-7 Linda 
Lawrence 

I-7.1 Public 
Services/W
ater 
Resources 

  Regarding drought see Response to Comment G-20.3.  

          
I-8 Jefferey 
Wilson 

I-8.1 Purpose 
and Need 

  The Tribe has determined that the greatest need is economic development. Economic 
development would in turn support other Tribal needs such as Tribal housing.  

I-8 Jefferey 
Wilson 

I-8.2 Mitigation   Comment noted. Sustainable measures include potential use of reclaimed water. EIS 
Mitigation Measure 5.4-5 also includes transportation and motor vehicle measures to 
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reduce miles driven. 
I-8 Jefferey 
Wilson 

I-8.3 General   The comment does not address environmental issues. 

I-8 Jefferey 
Wilson 

I-8.4 Mitigation   Measure 5.4-8 includes energy efficiency measures. 

I-8 Jefferey 
Wilson 

I-8.5 Mitigation   Comment noted. Impacts from runoff have been evaluated in Section 4.3 and impacts 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation.  

I-8 Jefferey 
Wilson 

I-8.6 General   The comment does not address environmental issues. Alternatives including reduced 
intensity casino developments were considered in the EIS. 

I-8 Jefferey 
Wilson 

I-8.7 General   The attachments to the letter address issues outside of the scope of the EIS. 

          
I-9 Julie Dilley 
& Thomas 
Foster 

I-9.1 Public 
Services/W
ater 
Resources 

  Regarding drought see Response to Comment G-20.3.  

I-9 Julie Dilley 
& Thomas 
Foster 

I-9.2 General   Comment noted. The following issues were addressed in the EIS: noise, air quality and 
climate change/greenhouse gas emissions, transportation, land use and aesthetics. 

I-9 Julie Dilley 
& Thomas 
Foster 

I-9.3 Alternative
s 

  The EIS has evaluated a non-gaming alternative. 
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